This is the first book to use all the Aramaic Dead Sea scrolls to
reconstruct original Aramaic sources from parts of Mark’s Gospel.
The scrolls have enabled the author to revolutionise the metho-
dology of such work, and to reconstruct whole passages which he
interprets in their original cultural context. The passages from
which sources are reconstructed are Mark 9.11-13; 2.23-3.6; 10.35—
45; and 14.12-26. A detailed discussion of each passage is offered,
demonstrating that these sources are completely accurate accounts
from the ministry of Jesus, from early sabbath disputes to his final
Passover. An account of the translation process is given, showing
how problems in Mark’s text arose from the difficulty of translating
some Aramaic expressions into Greek, including the notoriously
difficult ‘son of man’. A very early date for these sources is
proposed, implying a date c. 40 CE for Mark’s Gospel.
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Professor M. Miiller, and Professor M. Wilcox. I should also like
to thank members of the Aramaic Background and Historical Jesus
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annual seminar on the use of the Old Testament in the New now
generally held at Hawarden, for what I have learnt from them. |
alone am responsible for what I have said.

I should also like to thank Professor A. C. Thiselton, Head of the
Department of Theology at the University of Nottingham since
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problems with the word processor on which this book was written;
and the libraries of Durham University, St Andrews University, the
School of Oriental and African Studies and the British Library for
the facilities necessary for advanced scholarly work.

Finally, I should like to thank Professor R. Bauckham, Ms R. Parr
and an anonymous Aramaist for their favourable comments and
acceptance of this work for publication in very mildly revised form.
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ABBREVIATIONS

Most abbreviations are standard. Those for biblical books follow
the recommendations of Cambridge University Press; those for
periodicals and series of monographs follow S. Schwertner, Interna-
tional Glossary of Abbreviations for Theology and Related Subjects
(Berlin/New York, 1974); most others follow the recommendations
for contributors to Biblica. Others are as follows:

ABRL  Anchor Bible Reference Library

ANRW H. Temporini and W. Haase (eds.), Aufstieg und Nieder-
gang der Romischen Welt, many vols. (Berlin, 1972— )

BN Biblische Notizen

1JSL International Journal for the Sociology of Language

JSP Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha

JSS.S Journal of Semitic Studies, Supplements

MPIL  Monographs of the Peshitta Institute, Leiden

TWNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich (eds.), Theologisches Worter-
buch zum Neuen Testament, 10 vols. (Stuttgart, 1933-79)



THE STATE OF PLAY

The Gospel of Mark is written in Greek, though Jesus spoke
Aramaic. Moreover, Jesus’ ministry was exercised among Jews,
whereas, by the time Mark’s Gospel was written, many of Jesus’
followers were Gentiles, and this Gospel shows traces of Gentile
self-identification. It follows that the change in language from
Aramaic to Greek was part of a cultural shift from a Jewish to a
Gentile environment. If therefore we wish to recover the Jesus of
history, we must see whether we can reconstruct his sayings, and
the earliest accounts of his doings, in their original Aramaic. This
should help us to understand him within his own cultural
background.

For this purpose, we must establish a clear methodology, not
least because some people are still repeating every mistake with
which the history of scholarship is littered. I therefore begin with a
critical Forschungsberichte. This is not a comprehensive catalogue
of previous work, but a selective discussion of what advances have
been made, what significant mistakes have been made, and the
reasons for both of these.

The early fathers give us very little reliable information about the
transmission of Jesus’ words in Aramaic before the writing of the
Gospels. Eusebius has the apostles speak 1} Zopwv dwvr (Dem. Ev.
I11.4.44; 7.10), his name for the Aramaic dialects contemporary
with him, but he gives us no significant help in getting behind the
Gospel traditions. He quotes Papias early in the second century,
MoatOoiog pév odv ‘EBpaidt dwwiéxkto 1o Adyio cuvvetdfaro,
npunvevcey 8 avta dg RV duvatog Ekactoc (HE 111.39.16). This is
not true of Matthew’s Gospel as a whole, but it may reflect the
transmission of Gospel traditions in Aramaic.

There are plausible reports of lost Gospels written in a Hebrew
language, probably Aramaic rather than Hebrew. Jerome, under-
standably stuck on émiovciov in the Lord’s prayer, looked in a

1



2 Aramaic sources of Mark’s Gospel

Gospel called ‘according to the Hebrews’, and found ‘maar’, with
the sense ‘crastinum’, ‘to-morrow’s’, and hence a future reference.!
This is very likely to be right, a preservation of the Lord’s prayer
from the Aramaic-speaking church.? 9117 really does mean ‘tomor-
row’s’, and the reference is likely to have been eschatological.
Those Gospels which survive, however, all of them in the dialects of
Aramaic generally known as Syriac, are translations from our
present Greek Gospels info Aramaic. The process of translating the
Greek Gospels into Aramaic is significantly different from trying to
reconstruct original sources. Nowhere is this better illustrated than
with the term ‘son of man’. This was originally the Aramaic
(®)1(X) 93, a normal term for ‘man’. By the processes of trans-
lation and Christological development, this became a Christological
title in Greek, 0 viog 10D GvOpdmov.? Since it had become a
Christological title, it could not be translated into Syriac with
(®)wa(%) 92, Hence Tatian produced the expression XWX 7193,
and later translators produced also 89237 1192 and X¥1927 17192,
These expressions naturally lent themselves to interpretation
remote from the original (X)WA(X) 92. Philoxenus of Mabbug
commented:

RUINT 772 RI77 Don ,RUIRT 792 "IpNR 25 RIADY
RXITPID 71Y OnpT XNTN

‘For this reason, then, he was called “the (lit. his) son of (the)
man”, because he became the (lit. “‘his’’) son of the new man who
preceded the transgression of the commandment.” Here the term
has been interpreted as ‘the son of the man’, and the man in
question has been identified as Adam, so that in effect the term is
held to mean ‘son of Adam’. This is quite remote from the meaning
of the original (R)P3(X) 92. Once RVIRT 7172 was established as
the term which Jesus used to refer to himself, Syriac fathers could
use (R)PAR) 92 of him in its original sense, apparently unaware
that he had done so, and in ways remote from his view of himself.
An anonymous poem on faith has this:

' D. Hurst and M. Adriaen (eds.), S. Hieronymi Presbyteri Opera. Pars 1, 7.
Commentariorum in Matheum Libri IV (CCSL LXXVII. Turnholti, 1969), ad loc.

2 J. Jeremias, New Testament Theology, vol. I (London, 1971), pp. 196, 199-201;
see p. 51 below.

3 See pp. 111-21, 130-2 below.

4 J. W. Watt (ed.), Philoxenus of Mabbug: Fragments of the Commentary on
Matthew and Luke (CSCO 392, SS 171. Leuven, 1978), frag. 23.



The state of play 3

N7 XYY XNPIN2 KPR 927 X7 RO
It was not (a/the) son of man that the virgin was carrying.’

What this means is that Mary gave birth to Jesus as both God and
man, not only to a man as a normal human mother does. Thus the
Syriac versions and fathers alike, though helpful in some matters if
used carefully, are no simple guide to what was said and meant by
Aramaic sources of the Gospels.

The next significant development took place as independent
scholarship emerged slowly from the Reformation and the Enlight-
enment. A few learned men noticed Semitic features in the Greek of
the Gospels, and sought to explain them with reference to the
actual Semitic terms which lay behind them. As scripturally orien-
tated scholars, however, they tended to resort to Hebrew rather
than Aramaic, because their primary resource was the Old Testa-
ment. Sometimes, this did not matter in itself. For example, in 1557
Theodore Beza commented on the idiomatic use of npdcwnov at
Matt. 16.3, ‘Hebraicé 0%5°.° This points to a correct understanding
of this idiomatic usage.

Such an approach, however, will inevitably come to grief when
Aramaic and Hebrew are seriously different. The term ‘son of man’
is again the best example of this. Commenting on Matt. 12.8 in
1641, Grotius gave several reasons why 6 v10g Tod avOpdnov could
not be a simple reference to Christ, including that ‘DR 12 [ filium
hominis] meant ‘hominem quemvis’, ‘any man’.” This comes close
to a reason why 0 v10g 10D avOpdmov could not be a Christological
title on the lips of Jesus, but it leaves insoluble problems behind it.
If we know only this, we cannot explain why Jesus used the
Aramaic term (8)W(X) 92, or how it came to be transmuted into a
Christological title. The Bible-centred nature of this limitation is
especially obvious in Grotius, for he could read Aramaic and
Syriac.

During this period, scholars also edited texts and wrote works of
reference. The first edition of the Syriac New Testament caused a
great stir in 1555, on account of its claim to be written in the

5 S. P. Brock, ‘An Anonymous Madrasha on Faith’, OrChr 64, 1980, 48—64,
p. 50, stanza 4, line 1.

¢ T. Beza, Novum d n Jesu Christi testamentum (Geneva, 1557), ad loc. I had
access to JESU CHRISTI D. N. Novum Testamentum (Geneva, 1565).

7 H. Grotius, Annotationes in libros evangeliorum (Amsterdam/Paris, 1641), ad loc.
I had access to this as Annotationes in quatuor Evangelia & Acta Apostolorum in
H. Grotii Opera Omnia Theologica (Amsterdam, 1679), book II, vol. L.
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language of Jesus.® In 1596 the Maronite George Michael Amira
made a similar claim in the introduction to his Syriac grammar,
giving this as a reason for its usefulness. He proceeded to illustrate
this, commenting for example on toAB0 koot (Mk 5.41): ‘1&«}{
woos . . . 1d est, puella surge, “girl, get up”’. He inferred from this
that Christ used the Syriac language.’

One of the most impressive text editions was the Walton poly-
glott, published in 1655-7.1° The title page declares its contents,
including the text of the Bible, with the Samaritan Pentateuch, the
Targums, the LXX, the Syriac and other versions, with Latin
translations of the oriental texts and versions. While paying tribute
to his predecessors, Walton noted his improvements, including
more extensive presentation of Aramaic and Syriac versions. Two
pieces of prolegomena are also especially relevant. Proleg. XII De
Lingua Chaldaica & Targumim, ‘On the Chaldacan Language and
the Targums’, was a very sound introduction for its day. Correct
information includes sorting out the different names for this
language: ‘appellata est Syriaca a regione Syriae, Aramaea ab
Aram, & ab Assyria Assyriaca: aliquando etiam dicta est Hebraea
... quod populus Hebraeus post captivitatem Babylonicam hac
usus sit pro vernacula’.!! It is not surprising that Walton found the
Targums difficult to date. One of his errors of method is still found
among New Testament scholars: he used New Testament parallels
in arguing for an early date for whole Targums.!? In the mid
seventeenth century that was a reasonable thing to do. We have
now noticed, however, that it is some traditions which are thus
shown to be early, and these may be incorporated in Targums
which did not reach their present form until centuries later.
Another useful prolegomenon was XIII, De Lingua Syriaca, et
Scripturae Versionibus Syriacis, ‘On the Syriac Language, and the
Syriac Versions of Scripture’. This contains a very learned and
coherent discussion of the dialect spoken by Christ and the
apostles. Taking up claims that Jesus spoke Syriac, Walton con-
cludes that this is the right language, but not the right dialect.

8 J. A. Widmanstadius and M. Merdenas (eds.), Liber Sacrosancti Evangelii de
Jesu Christo Domino et Deo nostro (Vienna, 1555).

® GRAMMATICA SYRIACA, SIVE CHALDAICA, Georgij Michaelis Amirae
Edeniensis ¢ Libano, Philosophi, ac Theologi, Collegij Maronitarum Alumni (Rome,
1596), (unnumbered) p. 7.

10 B. Waltonus et al. (eds.), Biblia Sacra Polyglotta (6 vols., London, 1655-7).

' Ibid., vol. 1, p. 81.

12 bid., vol. 1, p. 85.
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Throughout this period, the publication of texts, commentaries
and works of reference formed an important contribution to
knowledge. Significant analytical developments had to await the
massive explosion of knowledge which took place in the Victorian
era. New discoveries included two hitherto unknown Syriac ver-
sions of most of the canonical Gospels, the Old Syriac and the
Christian Palestinian Syriac lectionary. They too caused excitement
because they were in the right language. Cureton, who discovered
the first part of the Old Syriac, declared, ‘this Syriac text of the
Gospel of St. Matthew which I now publish has, to a great extent,
retained the identical terms and expressions which the Apostle
himself employed; and . . . we have here, in our Lord’s discourses,
to a great extent the very same words as the Divine Author of our
holy religion himself uttered in proclaiming the glad tidings of
salvation in the Hebrew dialect to those who were listening to him,
and through them, to all the world’.!> The Palestinian Syriac
lectionary of the Gospels was from the right area, as well as in the
right language. The first codex came to light in the eighteenth
century, and the discovery of two further codices in 1892-3 led to
the publication of the standard edition.'*

Others scholars turned to Jewish Aramaic. In 1894, Dalman
published his Grammatik des jiidisch-paliistinischen Aramdiisch.'
This was a valuable study of the Aramaic which it investigated. At
the same time, some obvious problems were looming, if this
Aramaic was taken as the major source for reconstructing sayings
of Jesus. Dalman used sources which were much later in date than
the Gospels, and he made extensive use of selected Targums. If we
used this Aramaic to ‘reconstruct’ Gospel narratives and sayings of
Jesus, we might end up with the wrong dialect, and with translation
Aramaic rather than the natural language.

The Victorian era also saw the production of the major rabbi-
nical dictionaries of Levy and Jastrow.!® These were fine pieces of

13 'W. Cureton (ed.), Remains of a Very Antient Recension of the Four Gospels in
Syriac, hitherto unknown in Europe (London, 1858), p. xciii.

14 A. S. Lewis and M. D. Gibson (eds.), The Palestinian Syriac Lectionary of the
Gospels, Re-edited from two Sinai MSS. and from P. de Lagarde’s Edition of the
‘Evangeliarium Hierosolymitanum’ (London, 1899).

15 G. Dalman, Grammatik des jiidisch-palistinischen Aramdisch nach den Idiomen
des paldstinischen Talmud und Midrasch, des Onkelostargum (Cod. Socini 84) und der
Jerusalemischen Targume zum Pentateuch (Leipzig, 1894. 21905).

16 J. Levy, Chalddisches Wérterbuch iiber die Targumim und einem grossen Theil
des rabbinischer Schriftthums (2 vols., Leipzig, 1867—8; 31881); I. Levy, Neuheb-
rdisches und chalddisches Worterbuch tiber die Talmudim und Midraschim (4 vols.,
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work, and in their own right significant contributions to knowledge,
which greatly facilitated the study of rabbinical literature. More
than a century later, they remain indispensable for serious research
workers. Problems have arisen in the work of scholars who have
used them to reconstruct sayings of Jesus, but who have not always
had first-hand acquaintance with rabbinical texts. Such faults are
not those of the compilers.

While these major developments were in train, a number of
detailed suggestions were made, which brought both progress and
problems of method. For example, Nestle suggested that Luke’s
‘cities’ in his version of the parable of the talents (Matt. 25.14-30//
Luke 19.11-27) was due to the misunderstanding of 7°922,
‘talents’, which had been read as 1"392, “cities’.!” At one level, this
was a bright idea. Matthew and Luke have parallel passages with
many variations: alternative translations of Aramaic sources were a
possibility worth exploring, and misunderstandings and mistakes
might seem to be a good way of verifying that something has gone
wrong. This example has, however, all the problems which have
attended such attempts. In the first place, the Lukan version makes
sense on its own. Jesus might have said both parables, for they are
very different, or the Lukan version might have been told and
retold by people who liked it better in the Lukan form. Secondly,
1"272 is not the only Aramaic word for ‘cities’: the choice of this
word is especially arbitrary when the Lukan version is sensible.

A number of suggestions were made in a long series of articles by
J. T. Marshall.'"® Some of his points were perfectly sound, though
not necessarily new. He explained that “Efpaiocti at John 5.2; 19.
13, 17 must mean ‘in Aramaic’ rather than ‘in Hebrew’ because of
the Aramaic endings of Bn0ecdo, I'afPabo and T'oAiyobo. He

Leipzig, 1876-89. 2nd edn, Berlin/Vienna, 1924); M. Jastrow, A Dictionary of the
Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature (2 vols.
London, 1886—-1903. Rep. New York, 1950).

17" An almost off-hand comment in a book review, TLZ 20, 1895, 565.

18 J. T. Marshall, ‘The Aramaic Gospel’, Expositor, 4th series, 3, 1891, 1-17,
109-24, 205-20, 275-91, 375-90, 452—-67; 4, 1891, 208-23, 37388, 435-48; 6,
1892, 81-97; cf. W. C. Allen, ‘The Aramaic Gospel’, Expositor, 4th series, 7, 1893,
386-400, 454-70; S. R. Driver, ‘Professor Marshall’s Aramaic Gospel’, Expositor,
4th series, 8, 1893, 388400, 419-31; J. T. Marshall, ‘The Aramaic Gospel’, ExpT 4,
1892-3, 260-7; C. Campbell, ‘Professor Marshall’s Theory of an Aramaic Gospel’,
ExpT 4, 1892-3, 468-70; J. T. Marshall, ‘The Aramaic Gospel: Reply to Dr. Driver
and Mr Allen’, Expositor, 4th series, 8, 1893, 176-92; E. Nestle, “The Semitic and the
Greek Gospels’, ExpT 8, 1896-7, 42-3, 138-9; J. T. Marshall, “The Semitic and the
Greek Gospels’, ExpT 8, 1896—7, 90—1.
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correctly explained taAiBa xovputr (Mark 5.41) and appo (Mark
14.36), and he associated cofayfovi (Mark 15.34) with the
Aramaic form of Ps. 22.1. He consulted the Targums in passages
where the LXX has words found in the Gospels. He also has a
good account of problems which arise when material is translated
from one language to another.!® His work has, however, a number
of problems which proved difficult to resolve. One was over
vocabulary. Allen accused him of coining for words meanings
which they did not possess. His examples included N¥29R, ‘bed’,
which Allen argued was used only of cattle, with the meaning ‘act
of lying down’. Marshall correctly pointed out that ¥29 does mean
‘recline’ of human beings, but it is only with the discovery of 4Q
Tobit that we have early evidence of this, and Driver responded
rightly by commenting that this did not justify the production of a
noun, V2R or XV2I7, ‘bed’.?° The underlying problem was the
absence of Aramaic from the right period. Creative Aramaists
responded somewhat like native speakers, extending the semantic
areas of words to provide whatever meanings they needed: accurate
critics pointed out that they had gone beyond the evidence of
extant texts.

Another problem was the reconstruction of Jesus’ dialect: Mar-
shall proposed to use Talmudic evidence fleshed out with the
Samaritan Targum.?! All this evidence is late, and the available text
of the Samaritan Targum was hopelessly corrupted by mediaeval
scribes. Marshall’s model of the synoptic problem was also difficult:
he interpreted variants as translation variants without proper
consideration of whether one might be due to secondary editing.
For example, he interpreted odpeilnpota (Matt. 6.12) and apoptiog
(Luke 11.4) as alternative translations of one Aramaic original,
without considering whether auaptiog may be a Greek revision of
the Semitising d0peilfuata. Allen properly pointed out that the
rare word émovotov (Matt. 6.11//Luke 11.3) implies a single Greek
translation.?> Some of Marshall’s points depend on misreadings
which are at best very hypothetical. For example, he suggested that
the difference between dnoiécwoiv (Mark 3.6) and moiqoaiev

19 Marshall, ‘Aramaic Gospel’, Expositor, 4th series, 3, 1891, 10, 11, 2768, 116ff.

20" Allen, ‘Aramaic Gospel’, 388, 395—6; Marshall, ‘Reply to Dr. Driver and Mr
Allen’, 183; Driver, ‘Professor Marshall’s Aramaic Gospel’, 392-3.

2l Marshall, ‘Aramaic Gospel’, Expositor, 4th series, 4, 1891, 208ff.

22 Marshall, ‘Aramaic Gospel’, Expositor, 4th series, 3, 1891, 124; Allen, ‘Aramaic
Gospel’, 468-9.
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(Luke 6.11) was due to a confusion between T2aX and T2V.
Equally, however, Luke may have edited Mark. This is the prefer-
able hypothesis because it makes sense both of passages where
verbal identity is too great for us to posit separate translations and
of Lukan editing. It is also a disadvantage that Marshall is dealing
with single words. Driver correctly demanded whole sentences
before the method could be seen clearly enough for a final
judgement to be passed on it.?

It follows that Marshall’s work could not take this set of
problems to an acceptable conclusion. At least, however, Marshall,
Driver and Allen worked with the correct view that Jesus spoke
Aramaic. This was not clear to everyone. A few scholars argued
that Jesus taught in Hebrew. At the end of the nineteenth century,
Resch argued this in some detail, and he sought to reconstruct
YW? "927 in Hebrew.>* This work has a number of faults of
method which still recur in scholarship. One is Resch’s basic failure
to distinguish between an edited translation into Hebrew, which he
offers, and serious reconstruction. So, for example, he follows
Matthew and Luke in omitting Mark 2.27, and puts what is
effectively a translation of Luke 6.5 (//Matt. 12.8//Mark 2.27-8) as
his verse 29, after Mark 3.5//Matt. 12.13// Luke 6.10, its position in
Codex Bezae:

NIYT TITN O3 OTRAIR D798 TR

This does not permit an explanation of why Jesus used DTRI7], a
traditional translation of 6 vidg Tod avOpdmov into Hebrew, or of
why Mark added 2.27 and put dote at the beginning of 2.28, or of
why anyone moved what has become a statement of Jesus’ sole
authority over the sabbath away from the end of the two pericopes
in which sabbath halakhah is disputed. Ironically, Resch has made
it more rather than less difficult to explain Jesus’ teaching in its
original cultural context.

Another major fault is to suppose that synoptic parallels are to
be explained from misreadings of a Hebrew underlay. For example,
at Matt. 10.10//Luke 10.7 Resch suggests that the original reading
was 1211, correctly translated as tpodtic (Matt. 10.10). This was

23 Marshall, ‘Aramaic Gospel’, Expositor, 4th series, 3, 1891, 465—6; Driver,
‘Professor Marshall’s Aramaic Gospel’, 430—1.

24 A. Resch, Aussercanonische Paralleltexte zu den Evangelien (TU X. 5
vols., Leipzig, 1893-7); A. Resch, Die Logia Jesu (Leipzig, 1898); A. Resch,
m7Wna YW MT9N B0 (Leipzig, 1898).
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corrupted to N M7, so the other translator decided to read 19°MA
and translated to0 pic0os adtod (Luke 10.7).2° But it is difficult to
see why the original text should have had 11°1 rather than 92,
conjectured misreadings are not enough to solve the synoptic
problem, and in this case Matthew had good contextual reason to
alter eBod to Tpodiic.

Thirdly, Resch could not explain Aramaic evidence. At Mark
15.34//Matt. 27.46, he follows Codex Bezae in supposing that Jesus
said Ps. 22.1 in Hebrew, and he suggests that the Aramaic version in
most manuscripts was produced when Hebrew was no longer
understood.?® This argument cannot cope with the weight of
attestation in favour of the Aramaic version, nor is it a convincing
explanation of change in Greek Gospels. The Greek translations
also supplied at Mark 15.34//Matt. 27.46 make it unnecessary for
everyone to understand the Aramaic, and it is very doubtful
whether Aramaic was better understood by Greek-speaking con-
gregations than Hebrew was. The variant reading of Bezae,
however, is readily explained as assimilation to the canonical text of
Ps. 22.1. Resch was not helped by supposing that élwi = ’75;5 and
N?QL/‘ must both be Hebrew, which led him to describe the Gospel
evidence as a Mischtext. This should not be accepted. Any source is
most unlikely to have been vocalised, so the » is the decision of a
transliterator who was not very good at transliteration, may have
suffered from interference from the Hebrew Q°1%X, and may have
pronounced the Aramaic a as §, for this shift is attested elsewhere
(for example YN for WIR, 1QapGen XXI1.13).27 The word 9% is
perfectly good Hebrew. Resch should have known that it was
Aramaic too from Ezra 4.22 (cf. 7.23), and from later evidence:
early attestation is more abundant now (for example 1QapGen
XXII.32). Resch’s description of the quotation of Ps. 22.1 as a
Mischtext is accordingly the kind of mistake which was under-
standable a century ago, and which we should no longer make.

While a few scholars argued that Jesus taught in Hebrew, some
argued that he taught in Greek. In 1767, Diodatus argued this,
primarily on the basis of the hellenisation of Judaism.?® Having
surveyed the evidence down to 1 Maccabees, noting towards the

25 Resch, Aussercanonische Paralleltexte 111, pp. 182—4.

26 Ibid., pp. 355-61.

27 K. Beyer, Die aramdiischen Texte vom Toten Meer (Gottingen, 1984), p. 137.

28 D. Diodati, DE CHRISTO GRAECE LOQUENTE EXERCITATIO (Naples,
1767; rep. London, 1843).
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end the evidence of extreme hellenisation at 1 Macc. 1.14-17, he
inferred that Greek was widely spoken in Judaea. He argued that at
this stage Jewish people were bilingual, but he supposed that
Aramaic died out in the succeeding years. As evidence he noted
documents such as the Wisdom of Solomon written in Greek, and
the need for Ecclesiasticus to be translated into Greek. He also
noted evidence such as the inscriptions on Herod’s coins being in
Greek.?® He added the evidence of the New Testament being
written in Greek. He then made a crucial point, commenting that if
we consider Judaea at the time of Christ, we find no document
written in Chaldaean or Syriac.® This was true when Diodatus
wrote it, and made his view a great deal more reasonable then than
it has been since the discovery of the Dead Sea scrolls. His
presentation had, however, three serious weaknesses which could
be seen at the time. His presentation of the hellenisation of Judaism
is undifferentiated by identity: the hellenisation of people like
Herod and those mentioned in 1 Macc. 1.14—17 does not entail the
hellenisation of faithful Jews. Secondly, his detailed arguments
from Gospel evidence assume the literal truth of its surface
narrative. In Luke 4, for example, the LXX is quoted when Jesus
reads from the Bible,?! but the story may not be literally true, or it
may use the Bible of Greek-speaking Christians to communicate
with them, even though Jesus read from a Hebrew scroll. Thirdly,
Diodatus could not cope with Gospel evidence that Jesus spoke
Aramaic. He suggests that the Aramaic words in the Gospels show
occasional use of Aramaic words, not that Aramaic was the
vernacular,3? but he was quite unable to explain this occasional use.

In 1888, Roberts attempted a more thorough and extensive
presentation of the same view.3? He suffers from the same problems
as Diodatus. The assumption that the surface level of the Gospels is
literally true is worse than ever. For example, at John 12.20ff.,
some Greeks come to see Jesus. However, the result of this is not
that Jesus seces the Greeks, but that he comments on his death,
which had to take place before Greeks could enter the churches.
We should infer that Jesus did not see them. Roberts, however,

2 [Ibid., pp. 37, 76, 85ff.

30 Ibid., p. 153.

31U Ibid., pp. 123-5.

32 Ibid., p. 163.

33 A. Roberts, Greek: The Language of Christ and his Apostles (London, 1888);
similarly T. K. Abbott, Essays, Chiefly on the Original Texts of the Old and New
Testaments (London, 1891), pp. 129-82.
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imagines that they must have been present for this speech, so Jesus
did see them, and must have spoken Greek so that they could
understand him.?* This is not a convincing interpretation of the
text, and ignores the fact that most of the fourth Gospel is not
historically true. This was also easier to do in 1888 than it is now.
Roberts also generalises Diodatus’ argument from the LXX. He
notes correctly that Jesus is represented as relying on written
scriptures. He suggests that Hebrew was a dead language, and
declares that there were no written Targums (that shown to
Gamaliel, t. Shab 13.2; y. Shab 15c. 5-7; b. Shab 115a, being
unofficial and not accepted). This leaves the LXX as the only
version which Jesus could have used.>> Here too we must note
that in 1888 the opinion that Hebrew was a dead language was
reasonable, given the prevailing views of Daniel and of Mishnah,
and the fact that the Hebrew documents from the Dead Sea had
not been discovered. Equally, the view that there were no written
Targums was reasonable when the Dead Sea Targums had not
been found.

It follows that Roberts gets into his most obvious tangles in
trying to explain the Gospel evidence that Jesus spoke Aramaic. He
follows Diodatus in supposing that the Aramaic words mean that
Jesus used Aramaic occasionally. At once, he has to admit that
there is no evident reason for Jesus to have used Aramaic when the
Gospels attribute Aramaic words to him.3¢ This is an important
weakness, mitigated in 1888 by the fact that no one understood
translators well enough to explain why they retained some few
words and not more. On Mark 5.41, Roberts suggests that the girl
to whom Jesus spoke in Aramaic was the daughter of a strictly
Jewish family and therefore not familiar with Greek.>’ This is
reasonable in itself, but Roberts does not seem to have realised that
it is reasonable only if we undermine his reasons for thinking that
everyone spoke Greek. At Mark 15.34 he is in such a quandary that
he argues that Jesus said Ps. 22.1 in Hebrew, repeating his
distinguished type (David),3® but the evidence is clearly Aramaic
and there is no typology in the text.

These weaknesses are sufficiently severe for the view that Jesus

[

4 Roberts, Greek, pp. 157-9.
5 Ibid., Greek, ch. V.

36 Ibid., Greek, pp. 96-8.

37 Ibid., Greek, pp. 105-6.

3 Ibid., Greek, pp. 108-9.
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taught in Greek to have remained that of a small minority. It is
none the less significant that such views were more reasonable when
they were first put forward than they are now, following the
discovery of the Dead Sea scrolls.

The view that Jesus spoke and taught in Aramaic was accord-
ingly the prevailing view in 1896, the first watershed in the study of
our subject. This year saw the publication of the first major
monograph which attempted to see behind the Greek Gospels to
the Aramaic sayings of Jesus: Meyer, Jesu Muttersprache.>® Meyer
assembled the main evidence for believing that Jesus spoke
Aramaic, and supplied a sensible discussion of what Aramaic
sources should be used. He tried to go for Galilean Aramaic, since
this was Jesus’ dialect. For this purpose he used both the Jewish
Aramaic of the Palestinian Talmud and Christian Palestinian
Syriac. He stated openly that these sources were too late in date,
but since earlier ones were not available, he used them all the
same. The great advance which he made was to offer reconstruc-
tions of whole Aramaic sentences, which he located in their
original cultural context. For example, he suggested this for Mark
2.27-8:40

XDV 13 KU K21 NT°IVNR KU 13 RN
RUIM2 RNAWT R 7790 70 BRI

The great advantage of this is that it enables the final example of
RWID2 to appear as it must appear in Aramaic, as a normal term
for man. Only a whole sentence can do this, and whole sentences
cannot fail to do it. For this reason, the procedure as a whole was
an essential step forward. This is a particularly good example,
because the son of man statement of Mark 2.28 is closely tied to the
unambiguously general statement of 2.27. At the same time, the
proposed reconstruction has problems. One is positing X192
behind both examples of 6 GvOpwmoc in 2.27. This made it difficult
to understand the translator, and Meyer made no serious attempt
to do so. The use of the late expression 12 5532 behind the difficult
®ote is also problematical: it would surely have been more likely to
have given rise to d1d tovto.

3 A. Meyer, Jesu Muttersprache: Das galildische Aramdisch in seiner Bedeutung
fiir die Erkldrung der Reden Jesu und der Evangelien tiberhaupt (Freiburg i. B. /
Leipzig, 1896).

40 Ibid., p. 93.
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Meyer’s reconstruction of Matt. 12.32 further illustrates these
points:*!

5y ™7 521 A% prang w2 by Xon T B
A% prany XS RUTIPT XMA

Here too, it is a great advantage that the complete sentence ensures
that W12 emerges as a normal term for man. It is also good that
there are no problems with the late date of the Aramaic used.
Moreover, this is a Q saying, and the proposed reconstruction
permits the understanding of Luke 12.10 as an alternative under-
standing of the same Aramaic. This might have led to important
advances in our understanding of Q. Also helpful was Meyer’s
reference to Mark 3.28, mdvta adebnostor toig vioig TAV
avOpodnwv, where he saw a clear echo of X¥IM2 in the original
saying. None the less, he had insufficient appreciation of the need
to understand the translator. The use of Y192 in the indefinite
state, which is entirely reasonable on Aramaic grounds, requires an
explanation of the consistent use of the articles in 6 viog T00
avOpmmov. Meyer compared the use of X1 92 with X923 RI7,42
but this is a different expression, and he was not able to show that
the one was used like the other.

As we consider Meyer’s work a century afterwards, his great
advance is his attempt to produce complete reconstructions of some
sayings. At the same time, however, his work left five definable
problems which continue to require attention.

1. Much of the Aramaic which he used was from sources which
were too late in date. Meyer knew this perfectly well, but there was
nothing that he could do about it. One consequence was simply
that a lot of his work could not be verified. A second result has
remained concealed ever since: no one could see how far his ability
to produce puns and the like really resulted from his use of a wider
range of Aramaic than was ever available to Jesus.

2. It follows that his work contains too many puns. For
example, at Matt. 3.9//Luke 3.8, Meyer suggests a Gleichklang
between X°12RX for LiBwv and X123 for tékva. That is not unreason-
able, but it does involve the selection of NX°12, which might well
have been translated viovg, rather than "1, which was bound to
be rendered téxva. He then suggests that the difference between
d6Ente at Matt. 3.9 and dp&ncbe at Luke 3.8 is due to the

4 Ibid., p. 94.
42 Ibid., pp. 95-6.
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difference between 1IN and 1WA, and that this is evidence of an
Aramaic Grundlage.*® There are two things wrong with this. One is
that the case for this difference in Aramaic cannot be confirmed for
Aramaic of the right period. The other is that it does not permit a
plausible model for the behaviour of the translator(s). The whole of
the surrounding context is verbally identical in Greek. This does
not make sense of having two translators. If, however, there was
only one translator, it is more plausible to suppose that this part of
Q reached the evangelists in Greek, and that one of them altered it
for stylistic reasons, as both of them altered Mark. It follows that
what particularly impressed Meyer as evidence of an Aramaic
Grundlage cannot function as such.

3. This s part of the larger problem that Meyer could not see how
translators worked. His treatments of both 6 viog to0 avBpdnov and
of 00Entel/tpEncOe are examples of this. It is still a serious problem.
We shall see that recent research in Translation Studies in general
and the LXX in particular can be fruitfully applied here.

4. Several suggestions for a common underlay for more than
one passage of Greek form bright suggestions which have never
been worked through thoroughly enough to show that there ever
was such an underlay. For example, at Matt. 21.31-2//Luke
7.29-30, Meyer suggests that Matthew’s Pacileiov Tt00 0ol
represents 11177 XD'ID?D, while Luke’s fovAnv 100 Oeo0 represents
mna xn:‘?*n. He further suggests that Matthew’s mpodyovctv
represents ’.D'j (Peal), whereas Luke’s &dikaioocav represents
"33 (Pael). From this, Meyer concludes that Jesus said either
“"7 XNoMb 721 1217, or 7 Xno5"m Nn2"mp e ('[13’7377
galil. fur ]'1:73'!7)’ 44 Here there are two major problems. One is the
massive difference between either proposed pronunciation and the
Lukan passage, in which &édwkaiooav is positioned a very long way
from BovAnv tod Beod. This underlines the second major problem,
that a complete reconstruction would be required for this hypoth-
esis to be confirmed, together with a proper account of the
processes of translation and editing which led to the two passages
which we now read. In short, we have not been given reason to
believe that these two passages derive from one Aramaic underlay.
It has been a perpetual illusion of Aramaists working on the
Gospels that when two meanings of the same or similar Aramaic

3 Ibid., p. 79.
44 Ibid., pp. 86-7.
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words are proposed, differences between Gospel passages have
been explained. This example demonstrates that this is not suffi-
cient. It is also regrettably typical that the two meanings of 527
cannot be validated for Aramaic of the right period, that the
plausible-looking Galilean form may also be too late in date, and
that 1977 is not likely to have been written for "1TX, but RPN is
much more probable for 6go0.

5. With such loose methods, examples can be posited in the
Gospel attributed to John, which consists largely of secondary
rewriting in Greek.*> For example, at John 8.34 a proposed wordplay
fuels Meyer’s reconstruction: X177 X7V R™MY (7T°2Y7) "7V 55
NMYT.46 Suggestions like this have the potential to damage the
quest for the historical Jesus by making the latest and most
unreliable of the Gospels appear early and authentic. Scholars have
not realised how easy it is to produce supposed wordplays from
mildly Semitic Greek.

These five problems have dogged the most learned and serious
scholarship ever since. From an historical perspective, however,
they must not be allowed to detract from the brilliance of Meyer’s
achievement. His work is very learned, and extremely ingenious,
and it is not to be expected that creative pioneering scholarship
should get everything right first time. Meyer had no proper models
as a basis for his innovations. He advanced knowledge by recon-
structing whole sentences, and by a variety of suggestions which
required further critical assessment, and which should have led to
increasingly refined work. It is a measure of his achievement that it
was fifty years before it was seriously improved upon, and that
scholarship still suffers from the problems which he left behind.

In the same year, Lietzmann surveyed the use of (R)?I(X) 92 in
the Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan, the Palestinian Syriac
Gospels, and several tractates of the Palestinian Talmud.*’ This
massive survey of Aramaic source material convinced him correctly
that W1 92 was a straightforward term for a person, but he went on
to conclude that 6 vidg 100 avBpdmov was a technical term of
Hellenistic theology. This was hardly a satisfactory conclusion for a

45 P. M. Casey, Is John's Gospel True? (London, 1996).

46 Meyer, Muttersprache, p. 79, using the wordplay suggested by A. Smith Lewis,
A Translation of the Four Gospels from the Syriac of the Sinaitic Palimpsest (London,
1894), p. xv.

47 H. Lietzmann, Der Menschensohn: Ein Beitrag zur neutestamentlichen Theologie
(Freiburgi. B. /Leipzig, 1896).



16 Aramaic sources of Mark’s Gospel

term absent from Acts (except 7.56) and from the Epistles. Where
he did believe that X% 92 was original in a son of man saying,
Lietzmann did not offer reconstructions, and his simple comments
on the inappropriateness of 6 viog tob avOpodmov rather than
0 GvBporog as a translation show that he belonged to a period of
scholarship when translators could not be fully understood.

The next major work was that of Dalman, Die Worte Jesu.*®
This was a less helpful contribution than has sometimes been
thought. A useful introduction sets out reasons why we should
suppose that Jesus spoke Aramaic, and should use this knowledge
to illuminate his words. It has, however, significant problems of
method. For example, Dalman argued that drokpi0gic einev must
go back to Hebrew, not Aramaic. He concluded that it was not
genuine Aramaic, so that the evangelists will have known it from
the Hebrew Bible, whether directly or through the LXX.* Yet
Dalman knew perfectly well that 97281 1Y was used in biblical
Aramaic (for example Dan. 3.24). Dalman could not have known
texts such as 4Q550 V.8, but the fundamental problem is his
concept of genuineness. Nothing should be excluded from first-
century Aramaic because it was originally Hebrew.

Dalman has a number of criticisms of other scholars, many of
which are valuable. For example, criticising Resch in particular, he
makes the point that, where different Gospel writers have syno-
nyms, merely pointing out that one Hebrew word could lie behind
both does not provide sufficient evidence of a Hebrew original.>®
When, however, he has to tackle the serious question of whether
there is sufficient evidence in Q passages of an Aramaic original, all
he can do is point out where others have made mistakes. For
example, he comments on Nestle’s suggestion that at Matt. 23.23
g\eog represents |17, which was confounded with XNIA9 to
give ayamn at Luke 11.42, to which tod 6go0 was appended.
Dalman points out that it is at least equally credible that the
synonyms £\eog and dyann were interchanged and to0 8eot added
when this editing had been done in Greek.>' This gets us nowhere.
What was needed was the reconstruction of whole passages, to see

48 G. H. Dalman, Die Worte Jesu, vol. 1, Einleitung und wichtige Begriffe (Leipzig,
1898. There was no second volume); ET The Words of Jesus. I. Introduction and
Fundamental Ideas (Edinburgh, 1902; 21930).

49 Dalman, Worte, p. 20; ET p. 25.

30 Dalman, Worte, pp. 34-5; ET pp. 44-5.

51 Dalman, Worte, p. 54; ET p. 68.
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if a decision could then be taken as to whether an Aramaic underlay
was probable, or whether we should adopt an alternative theory of
some kind of Q which was transmitted in Greek and edited twice.
From this point of view, the absence of Luke 11.40 from Matthew
is just as important as the plausibility of X°A19 being misread as
NDNMM9, and the main point is that all such bits of evidence need to
be discussed together. Dalman, like those whom he criticised, took
only one small piece of evidence at a time, a process which never
could lead to the uncovering of written Aramaic sources.

The main section of Dalman’s book is organised around ‘Be-
griffe’, which are hardly what Jesus had. They are culturally
German, and barely at home in first-century Judaism. The nearest
thing to a ‘Begriff’ in Jesus’ teaching is the kingdom of God, and in
discussing this Dalman made an extraordinary and extraordinarily
influential mistake: he attributed to Jesus the use of XAWT XNDHN
rather than XfTPRT XN1297 on the ground that he was avoiding
the divine name.> But Xf1'?X is not the divine name! It was the
ordinary Aramaic term for ‘God’. It was not the only term
for ‘God’, and some texts do use other expressions (for example
Ny j'??:, Dan. 4.34), but it continued in use, whereas the
Tetragrammaton could be lawfully used only by the high priest on
Yom Kippur. Dalman’s section on ‘Son of Man’ is equally dis-
astrous, not least because (R)WI(X) 92 is not a ‘Begriff’.> He
begins with the Hebrew QR 72, which is in the wrong language.
He then infers that the singular (®)¥I(®) 92 was not in use in
Jewish Palestinian Aramaic of the earlier period. It was not his
fault that neither the Sefire inscriptions nor the Dead Sea scrolls
had been discovered, but errors of method must still be attributed
to him. He could have followed other scholars in taking more
notice of the mundane nature of (X)W(X) 932 in thousands of
examples in later sources, especially as the plural was already
extant, in the definite state and with mundane meaning, at Dan.
2.38; 5.21.

Dalman was so impressed by the difficulty of doing adequate
reconstructions of whole sentences that he could hardly see the
point of this work. In the foreword to Jesus-Jeshua, he deliberately
prescinds from making an Aramaic translation of Jesus’ discourses,
seeing no point in another Targum of the Gospels when there were

52 Dalman, Worte, pp. 75-7, ET pp. 91-4, and the same mistake at pp. 75-9,
159-62, 223; ET pp. 91-4, 194-7, 272.
33 Dalman, Worte, pp. 191-219; ET pp. 234-67.
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Aramaic and Hebrew translations already.>* There were, and
another was not required. Dalman failed to distinguish between
translating material info Aramaic and the more difficult task of
reconstructing what Gospel writers translated from Aramaic into
Greek. It was accordingly rather inconsistent of him to offer
Aramaic versions of several sentences. They are remarkably un-
illuminating. For example, he offers this version of Matt. 5.19:

aman dimebattel hadda min halen miswata ze'‘éraiya umeal-
leph ken libné nasha (biryata) hi ‘atid Imitkerdaya ze'‘éra
bemalkhita  dishemaiya. Uman  dimekaiyém  yathéen
umealleph ken hii ‘atid lemitkerdayd rabba bemalkhiita
dishemaiyad.>

The idea of doing the whole verse is a potentially fundamental
advance, as we have seen in discussing Meyer. Apart from being
difficult to read because it is in the wrong script, however, Dalman’s
version is unhelpful because it is most unlikely to have existed
before he made it up. This saying is attested by Matthew only, and
has an excellent Sitz im Leben in the early church, where it accepts
assimilation in the Gentile mission, but criticises metaphorically
those who were not observant. It is difficult to see that it has any
Sitz im Leben in the ministry of Jesus, where this was not an issue.
The vocabulary is largely Matthean, and the most probable view of
its origin is that Matthew composed it in Greek as part of his
introduction to the Sermon on the Mount, which he constructed
from traditional material which he vigorously edited.>®

Without proper criteria for distinguishing the authenticity of
Aramaic versions of Gospel sayings, there is nothing to stop us
from producing versions of material in the fourth Gospel. Dalman
preferred Matthew and Luke, but Johannine efforts include
mushlam for Tetéleotor (John 19.30). As far as any understanding
of the historical Jesus goes, this is irrelevant, because the Johannine
material is secondary and was produced in Greek.>” Dalman knew
that it might have been, and it follows that his detailed discussion

3% G. Dalman, Jesus-Jeschua: Die drei Sprachen Jesu (Leipzig, 1922), p. 1II; ET
Jesus-Jeshua: Studies in the Gospels (London, 1929), p. xi.

55 Dalman, Jesus-Jeschua, p. 58; ET p. 62. The transliteration given here follows
the English version.

%6 Cf., e.g., W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commen-
tary on the Gospel according to Saint Matthew (3 vols., ICC. Edinburgh, 1988-97),
vol. I, pp. 495-8.

57 Casey, Is John's Gospel True?
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of Aramaic and of other Jewish sources does not bear properly on
the questions which should be at issue in the discussion of such a
verse.>8

We must conclude that Dalman’s major contribution to knowl-
edge lay in the Jewish background to the New Testament, rather
than in understanding sayings of Jesus.

The next major attempts to contribute to this work were those of
Burney and Torrey.>® Both showed learning and ingenuity, but
were so unsound of method that very few of their suggestions have
survived criticism. Burney pointed out a number of features of
Semitic writing in the Gospels. For example, he pointed out how
common parataxis is, and noted that it is characteristic of Semitic
style, whereas Greek has many particles and subordinating par-
ticiples.®® Again, he devoted a whole chapter to ‘The Use of
Parallelism by Our Lord’.%" Having first noted this as a formal
characteristic of Hebrew poetry,®? he set out many Gospel sayings
in such a way as to draw attention to this feature of them. Burney
also offered complete Aramaic reconstructions of several passages,
including, for example, the whole Johannine prologue, and Matt.
8.20//Luke 9.58.%3 He also distinguished carefully between Semit-
isms, Aramaisms and Hebraisms.**

How promising this sounds! Yet the whole exercise was vitiated
by errors of method — even the case for the Gospels being trans-
lation Greek was not properly made. For example, parataxis is also
found in Greek papyri, so it can hardly function on its own as
evidence of translation Greek. Moreover, Johannine Greek, with its
relatively restricted vocabulary, repetitive mode of expression, and
lack of distinctively Greek particles, is very well adapted for
communication between people who had several different first
languages, and Greek as their second language.®® This might have
been just as important as Hebrew and Aramaic in the emergence of

8 Dalman, Jesus-Jeschua, pp. 190—6; ET pp. 211-18.

3 C. F. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel (Oxford, 1922); C. C.
Torrey, ‘The Aramaic Origin of the Gospel of John’, HThR 16, 1923, 305-44; C. F.
Burney, The Poetry of Our Lord (Oxford, 1925); C. C. Torrey, The Four Gospels: A
New Translation (London, 1933); C. C. Torrey, Our Translated Gospels (London,
1937).

%0 Burney, Aramaic Origin, pp. 5-7, 56-8.

¢! Burney, Poetry, ch. 2.

62 Ibid., Poetry, pp. 15-22.

63 Burney, Aramaic Origin, ch. 1; Poetry, pp. 132, 169.

% Burney, Aramaic Origin, introduction.

65 Casey, Is John's Gospel True?, p. 94.



20 Aramaic sources of Mark’s Gospel

Johannine Greek. Parataxis in the fourth Gospel is therefore
different from parataxis in Mark, where there are other reasons to
believe in Aramaic sources.

Parallelism is an equally unsatisfactory criterion. Burney set out
most of his evidence in English, which underlines the fact that
anyone familiar with Hebrew poetry can write in parallel lines in
other languages, Greek included. Johannine examples may be
entirely of this kind. Some of Burney’s examples are also very
dubious examples of parallelism. He comments on Mark 3.4//Luke
6.9, ‘Instances of synonymous distichs or tristichs occurring singly
or in groups of two or three are frequent.” He then sets it out:

Is it lawful on the sabbath to do good or to do harm?
To save a life or to kill?%¢

I shall argue that this verse was indeed taken from an Aramaic
source. It is, however, most unlikely that Jesus, Mark’s source or
anyone else thought that this was poetry.

This is even more marked with rhyme, which should not be
regarded as a feature of ancient Semitic verse at all. Burney
brought forward no evidence that rhyme was a feature of Aramaic
verse. He discussed Hebrew poetry instead, and commented that
‘the few occurrences which can be collected seem for the most part
to be rather accidental than designed’.%” His examples are indeed all
produced at random by the fact that Hebrew words have a limited
number of endings, with the result that similar ones occasionally
occur together in groups. Burney produced the same effect with
Aramaic versions of selected sayings of Jesus. For example, Burney
translated John 10.1ff. into what he called ‘rhymed quatrains, with
the exception of the second stanza, which on account of its weight
stands as a distich’.%® He set out the first verse like this:

man d°lét “alél btar‘a

Fdira d*'and

wesalek bS ahPraya

hii ganndb ilista’d
In the first place, it is difficult to see that this rhymes in any
reasonable sense. In so far as it does so, this is because so many
Aramaic words have similar endings. Moreover, Burney writes

% Burney, Poetry, p. 64.
7 Ibid., p. 147.
%8 Ibid., pp. 174-5.
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alista’a for ‘robber’, using the fourth Gospel’s Greek word,
Anotg, as an Aramaic loanword and putting it in the definite
state. While the Greek Anotng was eventually borrowed into
Aramaic, it is not probable that this had already happened, and the
native Aramaic 21 is surely more probable. We must conclude that
Burney’s attempt to write rhyming Aramaic verse is entirely
spurious.

Burney’s versions also contain mistakes. For example, in Matt.
8.20// Luke 9.58, he has kinnin for Q’s kotacknvaooeig. This is the
wrong word. The Aramaic 1} means ‘nests’, so any reasonable
translator would have translated it as voooidg, using the straight-
forward Greek word for ‘nests’. Accordingly, the Aramaic must
have been a word such as JJ2Wn, a general term meaning some-
where to stay, and reasonably used for the many trees round
Capernaum in which native and migrating birds roost in large
numbers. Other possibilities are 722V and 7"772.%° Burney’s
mistake was not, however, a random one. His tradition told him
that the term ‘nest’ occurred in this saying (so, for example, the text
of the RV in both places). He therefore translated this into
Aramaic. This is the central fault at the basis of his reconstructions:
they are not really reconstructions at all; they are translations of the
kind that Dalman warned us against.

This is the fault at the basis of Burney’s discussion of supposed
mistranslations. They are for the most part not mistranslations of
Aramaic sources, but creative work by Burney. For example,
Burney argued that the frequency in John of the Greek particle va
was due to the influence of the Aramaic relative particle 7, and that
in some cases it had been mistranslated. His examples include John
6.50: ‘This is the bread which comes down from heaven, so that one
may eat of it and not die.”’® Burney supposed that this originally
meant ‘which a man shall eat thereof and shall not die’. This is quite
arbitrary. The evangelist’s purpose clause makes excellent sense. In
his view, Jesus did become incarnate in order to bring salvation,
and as the metaphor of bread is carried through, it becomes clear
that the Christian Eucharist is essential for salvation.”! This is the
misplaced creativity which runs through the whole of Burney’s
discussion. Secondly, Burney’s judgement that John uses iva so

% P, M. Casey, ‘The Jackals and the Son of Man (Matt. 8. 20//Luke 9. 58)’, JSNT
23,1985, 3-22, at 8, 20—1; cf. pp. 69-71 below.

70 Burney, Aramaic Origin, pp. 69—78, at 76.

71 Cf. Casey, Is John’s Gospel True?, pp. 42—-51.
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frequently that his usage requires this kind of explanation is based
on comparing the fourth Gospel with three other documents, the
Gospels of Matthew, Mark and Luke. Some Greek documents use
the particle Tva more frequently than they do, so that a more
thorough comparison would be needed before we could regard
Johannine usage as non-Greek.”?

Once we are prepared to assert mistranslations like this, the way
is clear for us to read all sorts of things into an imagined Aramaic
substratum. Burney found the virgin birth behind John 1.13.73
Burney notes that the plural of the verb, 'I'P‘?"D’N, ‘were born’, is
the same as the singular 772 "X, ‘was born’, with the addition of
the one letter 3, which on its own is the word for ‘and’, the first
word of John 1.14. So Burney suggests an accidental doubling of
this letter 1, which mistakenly caused the verb to be taken as a
plural. He reconstructs the Aramaic source like this:

T8 R (70T or) RPT 10 RPT .ARY PIANT. . .
R 10 177°K X723 T332 K71 X003 M2%

) TN

.. T'IYDR XD XM

... 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 man, but of God.

8. And the Word was made flesh . . .’

Thus he presents the author ‘drawing out the mystical import of the
Virgin-Birth for believers’. The supposed corruption, misreading
and consequently erroneous translation are an entirely spurious
part of this argument, the function of which is to find Christian
doctrine in a document from which a Christian scholar believed it
should not be absent.

Torrey recognised that Burney’s proposed mistranslations were
not satisfactory, which is very ironical, for Torrey proceeded to
major on mistranslations as his central criterion for believing
that the Gospels were translated from Aramaic. He had one or
two good ideas. At Luke 12.49, he noted that the Greek text
(ti B€éAo €i) must mean ‘what do I desire if’. He reconstructed this

72 Cf. E. C. Colwell, The Greek of the Fourth Gospel: A Study of its Aramaisms in
the Light of Hellenistic Greek (Chica