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Distinguishing Hebrew from Aramaic in Semitized
Greek Texts, with an Application for the Gospels
and Pseudepigrapha

Randall Buth

The Gospels can be tested to distinguish between Hebrew or Aramaic as the
background language in Semitized Greek sources. When this is done correctly,
the results point to a written Hebrew source behind the Greek sources to the
Synoptic Gospels. This has a direct application for synoptic studies and the
history of the earliest strata of the Jerusalem Jesus movement. The linguis-
tic differentiation tests also have a direct application for Jewish literature
from the Second Temple period that has survived in Greek. Distinguishing
Hebrew from Aramaic can help to elucidate quite complex literary and textual
histories.

The present study establishes three diagnostic tests for distinguishing
Aramaic from Hebrew narrative sources in Greek translation during the
Second Temple period. One test looks at both sides of the occurrence or non-
occurrence of the Aramaic narrative conjunction "8 edayin. The other test
concerns the presence or absence of the narrative Hebraic structure, imper-
sonal éyévero introducing a finite verb main clause, as opposed to the Greek
narrative structure, impersonal €yévero introducing an infinite main clause. The
validity and scope of each criterion is investigated. Pairing these tests allows us
to add a third test, the test of internal consistency.

The linguistic data lead to conclusions that cut across common assump-
tions in New Testament studies. Consequently, the data will be presented
in considerable detail so that their validity may be established. The article
will be divided into five sections: 1. Previous Approaches to Distinguishing
Hebrew from Aramaic Influence in Greek Texts; 2. Establishing the Criteria;
3. Application to Non-canonical Jewish Literature; 4. Application to New
Testament Gospels and Acts; 5. Conclusions.
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248 BUTH

1 Previous Approaches to Distinguishing Hebrew from Aramaic
Influence in Greek Texts

a A Syntactic Approach
Previous approaches to the question of Hebrew vs. Aramaic sources behind
a Greek document have not usually dealt with structural linguistic evidence.!
Raymond Martin recognized some of the vexing problems involved with
distinguishing Aramaic from Hebrew in a Greek translation. Most of the distin-
guishing syntactical markers of Semitic translation were as true for an Aramaic
translation source as for a Hebrew source. As an answer to this problem he sug-
gested that a statistical analysis of clause-level word order frequencies might
separate Hebrew-based and Aramaic-based sources behind Greek documents.?
As the natural place to start he chose the Greek texts of the Aramaic parts of
Daniel and Ezra in order to generate statistics that could be compared to the
Greek texts of the Hebrew portions of those books and the Old Greek transla-
tion in general. Martin tested 1 Esdras and concluded that 1 Esd 3:1-5:6, the sec-
tion without a known source, could be statistically distinguished as Aramaic.3
While Martin’s conclusions were admittedly tentative, a basic problem with
his approach was a lack of appreciation for the kinds of Aramaic being used

1 Two of the most widely used non-structural criteria are wordplay and mistranslation. They
have a long and checkered history in Gospel criticism due to their nature of being conjec-
tures and random. (See, for example, the discussion in Matthew Black, An Aramaic Approach
to Gospels and Acts [3d ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1967], 4-14.) Sometimes it is difficult to judge
whether a proposal shows more of a proposer’s ingenuity or reflects a necessary solution. For
an anti-example, consider a name in Isa 8. Which is original: “Quickly to the cache, Speedily
to the spoil” or 12 WN 55w 9nn? The alliteration is better in English, but we know that the
original cannot be English, because English did not exist in the eighth century B.C.E. On the
other hand, an author may signal a wordplay, as Josephus did in War 5.272. (The wordplay viog
gpxetat in the “ancestral language” by guards on the city wall, warning the crowd below of an
incoming stone missile, is unambiguously Hebrew: X2 JaR can sound just like X1 277 when
shouted quickly. Aramaic D& 872 does not sound like AN& K93 or NNR RIAN.) Proposals
of mistranslation can be problematic if their necessity is questionable, if they are not a clear
improvement, or if they are based on a different, unattested text. Yet any study of the Old
Greek Bible confirms the necessity of the scholarly endeavor and it certainly helps to know
which languages to be using in undertaking a quest for a wordplay or mistranslation. See the
discussion on wordplay below under Susanna and in n. 66.

2 Raymond A. Martin, “Syntactical Evidence of Aramaic sources in Acts I-XV,” NTS 10 (1964):
38-59, and idem, Syntax Criticism of Johannine Literature, the Catholic Epistles, and the Gospel
Passion Accounts (Studies in Bible and Early Christianity 18; Lewiston, N.Y.: Edwin Mellen,
1989), 177-81.

3 Martin (ibid., 181) offers a “Tentative conclusion: 3:1-5:6 is free translation of Aramaic.”
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DISTINGUISHING HEBREW FROM ARAMAIC 249

in Second Temple times. He was aware of the possibility of Greek masking his
view of Aramaic,* but Aramaic itself was multi-dialectical. The older Aramaic
literary style used during the Second Temple period was an Aramaic with a rel-
atively “free” word order system.5 However, in the West during the second half
of the Second Temple period, Aramaic was being written in a clearer, Verb—
Subject-Object order. The spoken dialects of Aramaic in the West apparently
never adopted a “free” word order like that used in Persian-period Aramaic
documents. Qumranic Aramaic and later Jewish Palestinian Aramaic do not
follow the word order patterns of Persian-period Aramaic. In fact, the Persian
period was a kind of linguistic abberation for a Semitic language. Akkadian
had been influenced from Sumerian and had developed a Subject—Object—
Verb order, and this in turn influenced Aramaic when it was adopted by the
Assyrian and Babylonian administrations. Persian, too, reinforced this “non-
Semitic” word order for Aramaic.®

Greek, on the other hand, was a language that had always known a “freer”
word order. Linguists debate the status of any underlying word-order template
for Greek, but it certainly generates a lot of sentences with Subjects, Objects,
and other material in front of a Verb. Helma Dik has argued for an underly-
ing Verb-initial template.” That is a helpful linguistic abstraction, and I think
that it is correct not just for classical Ionic Greek but for the Koine as well. Yet,
it does not change the fact that Greek texts exhibit a very varied word order.
At times one might feel inclined to say, “anything can happen in Greek word
order” The significance of this is that a well-edited Greek text will produce
Subjects and Objects in front of a verb in ways that would cause Martin to
declare a Semitized source “Aramaic.” This is especially problematic in “tertiary

Martin (ibid., 180) states: “Aramaic word order and Greek word order are similar in this case.”

5 One Aramaist of repute even suggested that the basic word order of Aramaic was Object—
Verb—Subject. This would be such a rare word order among the world’s languages, some
would claim impossible, that linguists immediately doubt any such claim. There are
good grounds for positing that the “free” Aramaic word order system was coming from a
Verb—Subject-Object basic template. See Randall Buth, “Word Order in Aramaic from the
Perspectives of Functional Grammar and Discourse Analysis” (Ph.D. diss., UCLA, 1987) (avail-
able via University Microfilms).

6 Foradiscussion of Persian word order, see Mark Hale, “Old Persian Word Order,” Indo-Iranian
Journal 31 (1988): 27—40. Basic Subject-Object-Verb structures remain in modern Persian.
See also, Scott L. Harvey, Winfred P. Lehmann and Jonathan Slocum, “Old Iranian Online
Lesson 7: Old Persian”: “The standard word order of Old Persian is Subject—Object—Verb.”
http://www.utexas.edu/cola/centers/Irc/eieol/aveol-7-R.html (accessed October 26, 2008).

7 Helma Dik, Word Order in Ancient Greek: A Pragmatic Account of Word Order Variation in
Herodotus (Amsterdam Studies in Classical Philology 5; Amsterdam: Gieben, 1995).
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250 BUTH

Greek” texts. By tertiary Greek I mean Greek translations of a Semitic source
that have been further edited or redacted within a Greek context, that is, the
resulting Greek is not just a translation, but that translation has been handled
by a second author and further stylized. In such cases, the word order will tend
toward Greek and could therefore artificially score as “Aramaic,” even where
the source had been Hebrew.

On the other hand, a Jewish Aramaic text with restrained Aramaic word
order (i.e. relatively fixed and tending toward Verb—Subject—Object), might be
literally translated into Greek and yet would score as “Hebrew.” The Genesis
Apocryphon in the travelogue section (cols. 19—22) would be such a document
if literally translated. The Aramaic Antiochus Scroll is also such a document,
even with its strong biblical Aramaic coloring. Unfortunately, we do not have
Greek translations of either to serve as a statistical model.

Thus, word order is not a criterion that can reliably distinguish Hebrew from
Aramaic, especially in a tertiary Greek text. If the Greek word order is relatively
free, it could be either Hebrew or Aramaic that has been stylized in Greek. If
the Greek word order is relatively tight and “Verb-initial,” it could be either
post-Persian period Aramaic or Hebrew. We must look elsewhere in order to
distinguish Hebrew from Aramaic in a Semitized Greek document.

b Sociolinguistic Approaches

The other major approach has been to argue probability based essentially on
sociolinguistics. The probable language is decided on historical sociolinguistic
considerations and then mistranslations and wordplays are brought forward as
confirmation. The claim is that Jesus taught in Aramaic with the presumption
that a Semitic written text about him would be in Aramaic. From an Aramaic
assumption, Hebraisms are frequently treated as evidence of artificiality and
“Septuagintalism.” These issues are quite complex and could use monograph-
length treatment. This is not the place to rehash the data on the language
situation in the first century, though there are still points to be added® and
mistakes to be corrected.® This has been the major approach of scholars like
Gustaf Dalman, H. F. D. Sparks, and Matthew Black, and is explicitly discussed

8 The perspective of a tri-lingual environment and the function of the three Aramaic sen-
tences in Mark are discussed in Randall Buth, “The Riddle of Jesus’ Cry from the Cross,” in the
present volume.

9 For examples that bring needed correction and a new perspective, see Randall Buth and
Chad Pierce, “Efpaioti” and Guido Baltes, “The Use of Hebrew and Aramaic in Epigraphic
Sources of the New Testament Era,” both in the present volume.
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DISTINGUISHING HEBREW FROM ARAMAIC 251

and accepted by E. P. Sanders.1° Maurice Casey is a more recent illustration of
this approach, especially in his work within the narrative framework Mark. The
first-century language situation as argued by Casey and others is presented as
justification for assuming a written Aramaic substratum at some point behind
Semitized Greek sources to Mark and/or the Synoptics.

The problem, of course, is that the Jewish society in the first century is
attested as trilingual. Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek were all viable candidates
for public, written documents. One might argue that the eschatological Yeshua
movement! would naturally choose to write in Aramaic,'? but that was revealed
to be a questionable assumption after the discovery of another eschatological
community like Qumran using Hebrew for their own documents and using
rewritten Hebrew Bible like the Temple Scroll. The Jerusalem Yeshua commu-
nity saw themselves as following the eschatological prophet of Deuteronomy
(Deut 1815 cited in Acts 3:22 and 7:37) and Hebrew would not be an unrea-
sonable choice for recording a subsequent “eschatological halaxa,” “new cov-
enant,” or a YW ™27 180 (“Book of the Words of Yeshua”).!3 Assuming that
Aramaic was the only choice because of an assumed popularity in the market
is also a problematic argument when it is recognized that Jewish teaching in
the first century was almost always orally published in Hebrew. In rabbinic
literature there is a ruling that one should record a saying in the original lan-
guage used by the teacher and this was generally Hebrew in the first century.1

10  E.P. Sanders, The Tendencies of the Synoptic Tradition (SNTsSMs 9; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1969). See especially pages 199—206.

11 We have no problem with the name “Christian” here, but it is important to first evalu-
ate the Jerusalem church as a Jewish movement (Acts 21:20) and within Jewish society.
Xptotiavol is a later and foreign term (Acts 11:26) and it is too easy to evaluate the first
generation anachronistically.

12 For a sample methodological statement along these lines, see Sanders, The Tendencies of
the Synoptic Tradition, 202—3, who states: “they are persuaded that the language of Jesus
and his disciples was Aramaic. .. The question of how thoroughly trilingual Palestine was
in the first-century still awaits solution...It still seems safe to conclude, however, that
at least a significant proportion of the earliest Christian traditions was first formulated
in Aramaic. This certainly justifies a search for the Aramaic background of the Gospel
materials.”

13 The name of the Tobit narrative is B{BAog Adywv ToBi8, “Book of the Words of Tobit.” Cf.
Papias’ comment “Ta Aéyta [tod Kvplov].”

14 127 PWwHa M5 oTR 271 (“[In a discussion about Hillel's use of the word /in] a man must
use the language of his teacher,” Eduyot 1.3 [translation mine—R.B.]). This is a comment
in the Mishnah on why the word hin was used in the previous statement. The Mishnah
and Tannaitic literature are 99% Hebrew and quote many first-century teachers and situ-
ations. M. H. Segal (Grammar of Mishnaic Grammar [Oxford: Clarendon, 1927 (corrected
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The Yeshua movement may have chosen Aramaic for some of their documents,
but they may also have chosen Hebrew. We need to investigate some linguistic

sheets 1970)], 19—20) argued very succinctly for the general reliability of this tradition
to preserve the language of sayings in their original language. One of the more telling
arguments is that rabbinic sources preserve occasional early sayings in Aramaic. Segal
(p. 20) concluded, “These Aramaic traditions were not translated into MH, but were left
in their original language. It follows, therefore, that MH sayings were originally spoken in
MH.” Segal had argued that Mishnaic sayings were transmitted in their original language,
which was Hebrew.

More recently John Poirier (“The Linguistic Situation in Jewish Palestine in Late
Antiquity,” JGRChJ 4 [2007]: 55-134) has repeated a suggestion that first-century rabbinic
sayings were in Aramaic and were all translated into Hebrew for the Mishnah (p. 76): “as
Hezser points out, ‘the fact that the Mishnah was written and composed in Hebrew does
not necessarily imply that the statements and traditions that it contains were originally
formulated in that language, that is, this language could well have been (and almost cer-
tainly was) Aramaic rather than Hebrew.” Poirier’s claim goes against the grain of the
mass of Tannaitic and Amoraic literature and is “almost certainly” wrong, to use Poirier’s
own words. Poirier stands the evidence on its head. He cites an alleged example from
Cathrine Hezser, who cited y. Kil. (1:1) 27a, but without giving the data. This is unfortunate
because it is better evidence for the opposite of his claim. The Mishnah in question is a
generic agricultural halaxa of ancient provenance.

A1 oRba R I o'onn

1250 D1y ,mavm TPNan Paom Man Lpavwm oo Syw nbawy oripwn

A A ORYD DPR—IYYWm

Danby translates, “Wheat and tares are not accounted Diverse Kinds. Barley and goat-

grass, spelt and oats, the common bean and the kidney bean, the everlasting-pea and the

vetchling, the white bean and haricot bean are not accounted Diverse Kinds.” It should

be noted that these lists of grasses and beans are within properly structured sentences in

Hebrew. A point of discussion occurs in y. Kil. (1:1) 27a:

RN 72 RN owa e 9

LOHR 72 5Hn 97 8Dma By ‘N pnow

.IN508 NS AMYD AN AIwD N0

Rabbi Yona (fourth century c.E.) in the name of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba (third to fourth

century C.E.), “they found them written on the wall of Rabbi Hillel son of Rabbi Vales

(third century c.E.). Egyptian bean, garden pea, chickpea-a [lathyrus sativus], chickpea-b

[lathyrus cicera], white bean, gdonAog kidneybean” (translation mine—R.B.). What we

have in Talmud Yerushalmi is a glossary of the last six names of a Mishnaic halaxa. Far

from showing that the halaxa was originally in Aramaic and then translated, it shows that

it was originally in Hebrew and needed an Aramaic glossary at the beginning of the third

century C.E. in order to apply it to some then current agricultural questions. Cf. Y. Sussman,

“Torah in the Mouth,” in Mehqerei Talmud: Memorial Volume for Ephraim E. Urbach (ed.
Yaakov Sussman and David Rosenthal. Jerusalem: Magnes, 2005), 209-384 (215):
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DISTINGUISHING HEBREW FROM ARAMAIC 253

criteria before specifying the language of any source writings. We need a level
playing field if we are going to evaluate the gospel evidence.

2 Establishing the Criteria

a Toward a Solution
Structural linguistic evidence is desirable in that it can show whether (a)
Semitic source(s) was in Aramaic or Hebrew. Fortunately, there are some crite-
ria that are diagnostic and that do not require “mistranslation” or “wordplays.”
Languages have different ways of organizing and presenting a story. For
example, in English a narrative can be told without an explicit conjunction at
the beginning of almost every sentence. Greek, on the other hand, prefers to
have a conjunction at the beginning of most sentences. These conjunctions
provide a signal to the audience about how the discourse is progressing.!®

b Criterion 1: Hebrew and Aramaic Use Different Connectives

Hebrew and Aramaic, as is well known, have quite a few examples of -1 (“and”)
to hold a story together and mark its progress. Greek, on the other hand, has
three words that roughly correspond to this Semitic “and”: 3¢, xaf, té. One could
even add odv, pév, 44, Gote and asyndeton (no marker), as words used in con-
texts where a Semitic author moves forward with a more insipid -1 (“and”).

nRWwad (090 mixn) Mona Sw RIPR DWW ROR (07RHD3) AT PRY M2
SRR MIATWA NIMAa° ROR PR RTID M0 ,NAWN1 DW D™MINA Man
“So it is clear that this (in Kilayim) is none other than an incidental listing of glosses
(translations of words) for the list of fruit specified in the Mishnah, and certainly in
the category of personal notes” (translation mine—R.B.).
We note that both the Hebrew halaxa and the later Aramaic discussion are preserved
in their original language according to standard rabbinic practice. The Mishnah are full
sentences, while the Yerushalmi comment is only a list of glosses. The halaxa was given in
Hebrew long before the Aramaic glosses were needed.

15  Those working in Bible translation from the 1960s and later would routinely study the way
in which target languages linguistically organized their stories. The system of connectives
and the presentation of the events of a story were studied in a growing field in linguistics
called textlinguistics and discourse analysis. It was only natural to turn to biblical texts
in Hebrew and Aramaic, and to Greek New Testament texts, in order to ask the same
questions. While involved in Bible translation in the 1970s,  wrote up some observations
and published them in a translation-oriented journal: “Perspectives in Gospel Discourse
Studies,” Selected Technical Articles Related to Translation 6 (Dallas: Summer Institute of
Linguistics, 1981). This present article is an expansion and reflection on those observa-
tions after thirty years of further study.
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Since the Semitic word for “and” is used both for joining clauses as well as for
joining nouns and noun phrases, Greek translators tended to prefer xai in their
translations, since xai, too, could join items at both the level of clauses and of
nouns and noun phrases. One of the features of Semitized Greek is a Greek
style with an unnatural frequency and usage of xai to join sentences together.

14
L

This has been widely acknowledged by scholars. But “Semitic xai” does not
distinguish Aramaic from Hebrew.

Aramaic has a distinctive word that was used as a narrative connector in
Second Temple Aramaic: 118 and *182 (“then, at that time”).16 Of course, both
Hebrew and Greek have words for “then, at that time,” 18 and téte, respectively.
But neither Hebrew nor Greek use this adverb frequently as part of the nar-
rative conjunctive network. For example, in Daniel T8/ 782 combine for 46
occurrences,!” which is 12.17 per thousand words of text. Ezra has 11 occur-
rences for 8.67 per thousand words of text. However, two of the examples in
Ezra may not be purely “narrative conjunctions.” Ezra 5:5 has 1781 (“and then”),
where the word “and” can technically be called the conjunction, and 5:16 has
1R 111 (“and from then”). Without these two examples, the statistics for narra-
tive PR in Ezra are 7.09 per 1000.

In Greek translation from an Aramaic source we find that literal transla-
tion produces a high frequency of these téte adverbial-conjunctions. For the
purposes of comparison of statistics, it should be remembered that Greek total
word counts are higher for any translation. Some particles and articles are
counted as words in Greek but are not counted as individual words in Hebrew
or Aramaic. This will produce lower “narrative téte” ratios in literal Greek
translations when compared to the Aramaic source ratios.

The Old Greek translation of Daniel has 39 occurrences of téte, which is
6.96 per 1000.1®8 The Theodotionic text of Daniel has 28 occurrences of téte

16  There is no difference between TR/1™1R82 in how they are translated in Greek. For a
discussion about their function and use in Aramaic, see Randall Buth, ‘TR /téte: An
Anatomy of a Semitism in Jewish Greek,” Maarav, Journal for the Study of the Northwest
Semitic Languages and Literatures 5-6 (1990): 33—48.

17 Only 45 of these are connectives. One is a simple adverb (Dan 7:11) that is not at the begin-
ning of its clause.

18  In the Old Greek, several of the Aramaic source *TR/]"TR2 are parallel to xai—Dan 3:3,
26a (LXX 3:93); 5:3, 6, 8; 6:6, 12, 14; 8¢—4:16 (LXX 4:19); 6:5; 0¥t odv—Dan 3:26b (3:93), 30
(3:97); and téte for 3T HAPHI—2:12; with missing verses 4:4; 5:24; and extra t6te—318;
5:7,10; 6:21, 25.

This is a digital offprint for restricted use only | © 2014 Koninklijke Brill NV



DISTINGUISHING HEBREW FROM ARAMAIC 255

for a statistic of 5.21 per 1000 words.!® While some of the differences between
the Greek and the Aramaic may be due to differences in text and inner-Greek
contamination, the lower overall number of occurrences of Téte in comparison
with the Aramaic source should probably be attributed to the unnaturalness of
the use of téte as a conjunction in Greek. This unnaturalness in Greek will be
demonstrated below.

The Old Greek translation of Ezra has ten téte, all of which occur parallel to
IR in the Aramaic.2? There are 5.81 narrative téte per 1000 words in the Old
Greek to Aramaic Ezra.

For a Hebrew comparison we can look at a book like Genesis. Of the six
occurrences of 18 in Genesis, only one (4:26) is at the beginning of a narrative
clause as a possible conjunction. Two (12:6; 13:7) are not the first word of the
clause, one is compounded 11 (“from then, from that time,” 39:5), and one is
poetic (49:4). This produces a statistic of 0.19 per 1000 words, or 0.03 if limited
to the one prototypical narrative example. In Late Biblical Hebrew we find the
following in Hebrew-based Esther: the Hebrew text happens to be without 1R,
and we have four téte in Greek translation: xal tote (2:13); %ol Té7e (4:16); wol TéTE
(7:10); xai TéTe (9:31). We note that all of these examples are prefixed with xai,
so Téte may be called an adverb and would not necessarily be a “narrative con-
junction.” The underlying Hebrew text to these Greek téte has 17121 (2:13), 1221
(4116), -1 (7:10), 7WRD1 (9:31). But the slight increase in Greek in the direction of
narrative t6te needs to be remembered, though its statistic is only 0.67 per1000.

For a comparison of Greek from Jewish circles, consider 2 Maccabees, gen-
erally held to be an original Greek composition. There are three occurrences
of téte among 11,920 words and none of them unambiguously begins a clause
as a conjunction:2!

2 Macc 1119
ol ToTe ebaePels lepels
“the devout priests of that time,”

19  In Theodotionic Daniel we also find téte for 37 5:p53 at 2:12; 3:8, and 6:10. Theodotion
has 3¢ at Dan 2:15. It has xai at Dan 2:17, 19b, 48; 3:3, 13, 24 (3:91), 26b (3:93); 4:4 (4:7); 5:3, 8,
9, 29; 6:4, 5, 6,13, 19, 22; 7:1, 19. 31& TolTO OCCUTS at 5:24.

20  Ezra4:9has IR and the parallel in Greek has tdde, “these things.” This may be considered
either a more stylized translation or evidence of a different text. It does not affect the
status of téte as a diagnostic criterion of Aramaic narrative behind a Greek translation.

21 3 Maccabees, Greek by consensus, has six téte (1.17 per 1000 words), five of which look like
narrative téte (0.98/1000).
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2 Macc 2:8
ol TéTe 6 xbplog dvadeibel
“and then the Lord will show,”

2 Macc12:18
dpaxToV TETE TS TOV TOTWY EXAEAUXOTA
“having left the area at that time without doing anything.”

Likewise, Josephus’ Antiquities, Book 1, has 15,027 words and 11 occurrences
of téte, but none as a potential conjunctive. Even when téte occurs near the
beginning of a clause it is still a normal Greek adverb. For example,

Ant. 1.44
Aoddoug 8¢ téte Aoddac Extioe
Louda created the Loudites at that time

Ant. 1.170
#) TétE Mév v dryadn)
which (city) at that time on the one hand was good

Ant. 1.260
TOTE YEV AVEXWPY|TEV
and at that time he withdrew

Ant.1.313
xol TéTE pév Eomépa yop |y notyaley
and at that time on the one hand he was relaxing because it was evening.

Similar results are found for Books 18—20 of Josephus’s Antiquities, with 38,710
words. There are 41 occurrences of téte, but only two occur asyndetically at
the beginning of a clause and could be considered a parallel to the Aramaic
1IR: ToTE *atl éml Tod Pryuatog Avéyvw 6 TIuWTATOS Mot Baatieds Aypinmag, “(which
things) at that time on the platform my most honored king Agrippas read..”
(Ant.19.310); TéTe O TAV VMoo TpeddvTwy alypaddtwy Tnoods 6 Tod Twoedtx elg Av
™V dpytepwatvy AapufBavet, “then indeed Yeshua son of Yosedek being one of
the returning captives accepted the high priesthood” (Ant. 20.234).22 Normal

22 The examples presented are intended to be representative of normal Greek style. An
exhaustive listing of examples would not change the profile but would excessively clutter
the present study.
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Greek composition did not use téte in any manner remotely suggesting a par-
allel to Aramaic TR as a narrative conjunction.

The results of the above are sufficient to suggest that when we find téte
in a Semitized Greek text functioning as a potential conjunction with some
frequency,?® we are probably looking at Aramaic influence. However, the other
side of this feature may be just as helpful as a diagnostic tool. The lack of narra-
tive téte in an otherwise Semitized Jewish Greek becomes evidence of Hebrew.

There are two questions that must be dealt with before we can accept nar-
rative téte as a potential criterion for distinguishing Aramaic from Hebrew in
a Greek translation:

Did all Aramaic narrative at the time use a narrative *R?
Were there no Greek authors who naturally used téte as a quasi-narrative
conjunction?

We must sift the evidence and carefully extrapolate over the times and places
of potential writing in order to answer these questions with maximal reliability.

We have the biblical Aramaic texts of two writers, Ezra and Daniel, that both
show the narrative ;"X style. Extended Aramaic narratives from the Second
Temple period are not many in number.

Some might think of looking at the various Targum traditions. The Qumran
Aramaic Job translation?* is the only extant Aramaic text of a canonical
Hebrew book from the Second Temple period.?® Even though it is a translation

23 A frequency of 3.00 narrative téte per 1000 words is a reasonable threshold for assuming
Aramaic influence. Anything over 1.50 narrative téte per 1000 words in a Greek text begins
to raise a question. 1.5 is an arbitrary number that is chosen because it is below known
examples of Aramaic translation and above known examples of original Greek. The num-
ber serves as a convenient reference point for any discussion.

24  1Qio Job ar is often called a “targum,” but several studies have retreated from the appel-
lation “targum.” For a modified view of “targum,” see Sally Gold, “Targum or Translation:
New Light on the Character of Qumran Job (11Q10) from a Synoptic Approach,” Journal for
the Aramaic Bible 3 (2001): 101—20. For a “translation” perspective, see Daniel A. Machiela,
“Hebrew, Aramaic, and the Differing Phenomena of Targum and Translation in the
Second Temple Period and Post-Second Temple Period,” in the present volume.

25  Qumran also attests a small, nine-verse fragment of Job in Aramaic (4Qi57 Job ar, from
Job 3:5; 416-5:3) and eight verses from Lev 16 (4Q156 Lev ar, from Hebrew Lev 16:12-15,
18-21). This latter may represent a complete book, or it may represent a holiday read-
ing for the pilgrimage at Sukkot season. It has special scribal markings of dicola (double
dots). It is remarkable that we have five ancient references to a Job in Aramaic: two copies
from Qumran, two rabbinic stories connected with Gamaliel, and the colophon to the Old
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from Hebrew, it inserts an ™R at a place where the MT has a vav. This would
suggest that TR was part of the style for the Aramaic translator of Job and is
consistent with the picture of Aramaic narrative style that we have seen in Ezra
and Daniel.26

1nQJobarz206 IR [space] then grew angry...
/I MT Job32.2  RITOR a8 WM [petucha space] and Elihu got angry

None of the later Aramaic translation traditions from post-Second Temple
times (Onkelos, Jonathan, Neofiti, Fragment Targum, Pseudo-Jonathan)
reflects a style with a narrative TR conjunction. However, because they are
late, none of them can serve as evidence of Aramaic style during the Second
Temple. Secondly, they are primarily translations from Hebrew, so that a lack
of "R can be explained as translationese and Hebrew influence.

There is one example of "TX1 in the late targum to the Song of Songs. The
passage deals with a Greek attack on Jerusalem in the time of Alexander; there-
fore, this may be a fragment from an old narrative that was inserted or quoted:

D'WA1 101D DY *2727 AW pwathn W 1aan pahn pow wio wRar np PRI
T <RMIWHI> RDAY IRW A7 K90 DY a7 HRYAW? 1A A pam
:0HWIY DY RITP RAIRD RORI PIOY KY'WT O1ITI0OR IR a0 o

then the Greeks arose and gathered sixty kings from the sons of
Esau...and they appointed Alexander the wicked over them and he
came and waged war against Jerusalem.

Greek translation of Job (42:17). Job seems to have been popular as a translation all over
the ancient Near East. We will find a possible sixth Aramaic connection to Job traditions
below in the Testament of Job.

26  The Qumran Job translation was probably not produced in the land of Israel, but further
east. Cf. Takamitsu Muraoka, “The Aramaic of the Old Targum of Job from Qumran Cave
XI,” jjs 25 (1974): 425-43. See also Eibert Tigchelaar, “Aramaic Texts from Qumran and
the Authoritativeness of Hebrew Scriptures: Preliminary Observations,” in Authoritative
Scriptures in Ancient Judaism (ed. Mladen Popovi¢; JSJSup 141; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 155-71
(160): “linguistic analysis suggests that the Targum of Job (4Q157; 11Q10) originated in the
East.” Tigchelaar adds a footnote “T. Muraoka, ... (1974): 425—43; a position which is still
held by Muraoka today.”
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In any case, the later targums,?? being translations and dating from the post-
Second Temple period, are irrelevant. They neither support nor contradict
the thesis presented here and are not good evidence of natural Aramaic
narrative style.

Syriac literature, too, is not able to help us in our investigation because of
language developments and time considerations. Syriac is a Central/Eastern
Aramaic dialect attested from the second century c.E. and following. Neither
I™R nor TR1 are used in Syriac. Syriac developed a new conjunction 3, den,
"7 (“and, but”). Syntactically, den is modelled after Greek 3¢. It occurs postposi-
tively after an initial element in a sentence, exactly like Greek d¢. However, the
-n- sound at the end of the word suggests that den may have developed and
merged as a reinterpretation of the older Aramaic "8, edayin. From Syriac
e, den (“and, but”), a new word for “then” was created by adding Syriac &,
hoy (“this, that [f.]") to den (“and, but”), resulting in wase, hoyden (“then, at
that time”).

In the Syriac recensions of the Ahiqar legend, a popular Aramaic story that
goes back to the sixth century B.C.E., the frequencies of hoyden are some-
thing like the Second Temple Aramaic 1"TR. The five recensions listed at the
Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon project produce the following statistics for
hoyden per 1000 words: recension o1 (414 words) = 9.66; recension 02 (5173
words) = 6.96; recension 03 (1237 words) = 3.23; recension 04 (5688 words) =
10.02; recension o5 (3522 words) = 5.39. These may be reflecting the continua-
tion of the style of the older Aramaic story. However, in what may be the oldest
native Syriac narrative that we have, a 400-word account of the great flood of
Edessa in 201 C.E. from the Edessa Chronicles, we do not have any hoyden, but
we do have examples of den (3¢) and ger (Ydp).

27  Restrictions of space do not allow us to discuss the complex origins of the targumic tradi-
tions. What is certain is that the Palestinian traditions are later than the Second Temple
period and their lack of TR is not acceptable evidence for Second-Temple Aramaic
narrative. Likewise Onkelos and Jonathan are both later and geographically too question-
able to serve as acceptable evidence. On geography, see Moshe Goshen-Gottstein, “The
Language of Targum Onkelos and the Model of Literary Diglossia in Aramaic,” JNES 37
(1978): 169—79. See also Edward Cook, “A New Perspective on the Language of Onkelos
and Jonathan,” in The Aramaic Bible: Targums in Their Historical Context (ed. D. R. G.
Beattie and M. J. McNamara; JSOTSup 166; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1994), 142—56;
and Christa Miiller-Kessler, “The Earliest Evidence for Targum Ongelos from Babylonia
and the Question of its Dialect and Origin,” Journal of the Aramaic Bible 3 (2001): 181-98.
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In sum, Syriac reflects a later stage of the Aramaic language where T& has
metamorphasized into a Greek-styled conjunction den. Syriac cannot provide
evidence of first-century Aramaic practice.

The non-biblical Aramaic texts from Qumran are the best evidence for
Jewish Aramaic usage from the Second Temple period.?8 A survey of the extant
texts is revealing.

The Genesis Apocryphon has 14 examples of narrative TR.2% Three examples
are listed here:

1QGnAp 20,21 WIPIN HY NNR PINS

[space] then Hirganos came to me
1QGnAp 22,18  OTID ™7 83N 2P PN

[space] then the king of Sodom approached
1QGnAp 22,20 OTID 7715 DA NN PIND

[space] then Avram said to the king of Sodom

Other Aramaic narratives from Qumran also show this Aramaic PR style.
Note the examples below from the Enoch traditions, from Aramaic Levi, from
the Aramaic Testament of Judah, from the visions of Amram, and from the
“ProtoEsther” story.

4Q204 Enoche ar 13.30 ™R3... [space]then...
4Q530 Enoch Giants? 2.3 1bn pinvin inbn s

[space] then two of them dreamed dreams
4Q530 Enoch Giantsb 2.15 77X "MinNR TN .. 1INS

then [it was?] his brother Ohyah acknowledged
4Q213a AramaicLevi® 211 N7 N3 | then I set out
4Q213a AramaicLevi® 213 1| then...
4Q213aAramaicLevi® 215 0K m PIR[ then [ was shown visions
Bodlian AramaicLevi? 10-11 DR PIN then I said
4Q538 Testjudah ar [5]y Swnpa[X] then he formed against
4Q545 Visions of Amrame® ar1.7-8  1OW KRMNWA 0P PROWK "2 "IN

28  Two other possible languages from the first century can be ignored. Arabic was used to

the South and East of Judea and later Arabic knows of a connector .é, “so, then, and,” that
is reminiscent of the functions of Aramaic *TX. We do not, however, have any literature
from the right period, and Nabatean is really the wrong culture to be pursuing background
for the Gospels. Likewise, Latin does not produce anything that might produce Matthew’s
strong téte style. For example, neither Caesar nor Tacitus use tunc or synonyms as a nar-
rative conjunctive.

29 1QGnAp 2.1, 3, 8, 11, 13, 19; 5.16; 1011, 11, 18; 11.12; 20.21; 22.18, 20.
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then, when the days of the feast were completed, he sent
4Qs550c¢ JewsPersianCourt€ ar 2.7 1033 Y PN
then Bagasro entered
Except for Tobit, all of our Qumran Aramaic narratives of considerable length
show a narrative 1R style.3 Tobit (six pages in length)3! is a special case and
will be discussed in the section on non-canonical Jewish literature.

A historical romance about the revolt and wars of the Maccabees adds to
our picture of Aramaic narrative. The Antiochus Scroll3? is a document of 66
verses and 1300 words. It has ten examples of narrative IX. "2 occurs in 14,
43, and 52. "R occurs at 16, 17, 21, 26, 32, 38, 47. This is a rate of 7.69 per 1000
and comparable to the style of Daniel and Ezra.

An indirect testimony to the status of the IR style in Second Temple
Jewish Aramaic is the New Testament book of Matthew. Matthew was cer-
tainly written in Greek and was certainly not written in Aramaic.3® However,
out of 9o examples of tote, Matthew has between 55 and 62 examples of a

30  4Q208-211 AstronEnoch ar have 33 instances of 1™IX1 in non-narrative text; 4Q242
Nabonidus ar is fragmentary; 4Q243-246 Apocalyptic ar are all non-narrative and frag-
mentary; 4Q318 Brontologion ar is a fragmentary, non-narrative list; 4Q339 FalseProphets
ar is fragmentary; 4Q529 Words of Michael is fragmentary; 4Q534 Noah ar has a TR in
a fragmentary apocalyptic text; 4Q 537 TestJac? ar is fragmentary; 4Q539 ApocJoseph ar
is fragmentary; 4Q540—541 ApocLevi ar is fragmentary but has a couple of 1"R; 4Q542
TestQahat ar is fragmentary; 4Q549 Hur and Mirian ar is fragmentary; 4Qss1 ar is frag-
mentary but has 7[R ]; 4Q552 FourKingdoms ar and 4Q553 FourKingdoms ar are quite
fragmentary, 4Q554-555 New Jerusalem ar are a non-narrative description; 4Q557-558
Vision ar, 4Q559 BiblicalChron ar, 4Q560 Exorcism ar, 4Q561 Horoscope ar and 4Q562-575
ar are all relatively short and fragmentary. 4Q565 ar apparently has a "TR2.

31 Six pages of Semitic text in Florentino Garcia Martinez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, The
Dead Sea Scrolls, Study Edition (2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1997-98).

32 Forthe text, see Menachem Tzvi Qaddari, “The Aramaic Antiochus Scroll (Part1),[Hebrew]”
The Yearbook for Jewish Studies and Humanities of Bar-Ilan University [Hebrew] (Ramat-
Gan: Bar-Ilan University, 1963), 81-105. Qaddari proposed a third-century c.E. date for the
writing in Leshonenu 23 (1959): 129—45.

33 Martin’s statistics (Raymond A. Martin, Syntax Criticism of the Synoptic Gospels [Studies
in the Bible and Early Christianity 10; Lewiston, N.Y.: Edwin Mellen, 1987]) are useful for
confirming that the work of Matthew as a whole is not a translation but a Greek writing.
In addition, those who see Matthew as using Mark in Greek, the present author included,
have added reasons for this conclusion that Greek Matthew is not a translation. Places in
Matthew and Mark with identical Greek wording show a Greek compositional connec-
tion, and if the textual influence is from Mark to Matthew then Matthew cannot be trans-
lation. However, the argument from synoptic relationships is not necessary for showing
that Matthew is not a translation. The statistical evidence gathered by Martin already
shows that. The conclusion that canonical Matthew was written in Greek and was not a
translation does not depend on synoptic theory.
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narrative téte.3* This occurs where Matthew is otherwise word-for-word
identical with Mark, in Matthean material, in Matthean—-Mark material, in
Matthean-Lukan material, and in triple tradition (Matthew//Mark//Luke).
The feature is probably not coming from a source but is Matthew’s own style
in Greek.3% It may or may not reflect Matthew’s mother-tongue or his primary
writing language.36

What is more important is that this Greek style testifies to a distinct Aramaic
influence in another first-century document. This Aramaic influence rein-
forces our observation that Second Temple Aramaic was using an "X style
in narrative. Matthew’s Greek style is inexplicable if contemporary Aramaic
did not have an R style. As a secondary issue, the unnatural Greek style
also raises the question of how many other “Matthews” might have existed.
If Matthew could produce or create such a style, theoretically there could be
others. Someone writing in a “Jewish” Greek could add téte to a narrative in a
way reminiscent of current Aramaic style. Textual traditions that show con-
tamination with this style in Greek must be evaluated for the kind of influ-
ence, whether from an Aramaic source or a Jewish Greek writer. However,
this question must be balanced with a recognition that a téte-style was not a
general style of a Jewish Greek dialect. If narrative téte was a standard Jewish
Greek style, then we would expect to see evidence of this in the other Synoptic
Gospels where their style is not standard Greek. We will see below in Section 4,
“Application to New Testament Gospels and Acts,” that such is not the case.
There is no evidence of a general “Jewish Greek” narrative téte style.

Here, we must clarify the nature of the narrative connector so there is no
misunderstanding on what is, and is not, diagnostic between Hebrew and
Aramaic. In future contexts it is common for Hebrew to use & (“then, at that
time”), the etymological cognate of Aramaic 1"1R (First Temple Aramaic and
poetic Hebrew was "1R). Here are three of Isaiah’s seven occurrences:

34  For the Matthean data see the discussion below on Matthew, below in Section 4,
“Application to New Testament Gospels and Acts.”

35 On the conclusion that this is Matthew’s Greek style, see the discussion on Matthew,
below in Section 4, “Application to New Testament Gospels and Acts.”

36  Multilingual situations can produce unpredictable styles. I am well acquainted with a
particular man in Sub-Saharan Africa. He spoke a Nilotic language as a first-language,
a second Nilotic language as a trade language, English as his primary language of edu-
cation, Arabic as a spoken trade language, and Italian. For some reason he was fond of
preaching in English with a conjunction “fa,” which is Arabic, meaning “and, and then.”
English was his most developed and mature language, yet his English preaching style was
distinctly idiosyncratic, exhibiting an Arabism.
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Isa58:8 77X W2 ypa 1k then your light will break out like dawn
Isa 5814 nlnj"x_z 200 18 then you will have joy for the Lord
Isa6o:5 17031 "RIA IR then you will see and be bright

As expected, a similar future use of "1 is attested in Aramaic and at Qumran.
Here are four selected examples of “non-narrative” future use. They are good,
generic Semitic. That is, they are equally good as Hebrew and Aramaic:

1QLevi ar 11.1 (cf. 27.1; 53.1, TR in past contexts) X171 IR

then he will be
4Q534 Noah ar 1.6 Ty o IR[a

[space] then he will be wise and will know
4Q541(ApocryphonLevi b) ar 7.4 8n]nan ™ao pnnan’ PIR|[

then the books of wisdom will be opened
4Qs541(ApocryphonLevib) ar 9.4 R2wn 17 IR

then darkness will vanish

These examples of 1 and ;"X in future contexts are standard adverbial usages
and should not be confused with the narrative use of 178 as a conjunction in
Aramaic. It is also amply attested in Greek. There the 241 examples of (xai)
téte in the Sibylline Oracles, which is 8.23 futuristic téte per 1000 words in this
future-poetic Greek hexameter.

From all of the above, we can conclude that in Jewish Greek from the Second
Temple period finding frequent examples of narrative téte is an indication of
Aramaic influence. Narrative téte may indicate an Aramaic source, or narrative
Téte may conceivably be an Aramaized writing style in Greek. Equally impor-
tant, Semitic Greek without narrative téte is a possible indication of Hebrew
influence. If there is an indication of a Semitic source being used but there is
no narrative téte, then that source is probably Hebrew. We will examine this
and further refine it by applying it to several texts after the other diagnostic
criterion is introduced.

c Criterion 2: "1™ Impersonal éyéveto Setting to Introduce a Finite Verb

Anyone who has read a semi-literal translation of the Hebrew Bible is
acquainted with a peculiar style of old literary Hebrew narrative. The Hebrew
verb for “be” is used impersonally with a “setting” and this setting structure
introduces a finite verb. Several examples below illustrate this structure in
Hebrew and in Greek and Aramaic translation. There are two basic subtypes
of structures in Greek—those settings that introduce the following finite verb
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without xat (subtype a),3” and those settings that introduce the following finite
verb by means of xai (subtype b):38

Gen 12:11 (Greek subtype a)3°

YR 829 2P0 WK
IAUR MoK 0NN
DR NRIDTNDY YR 2 NYT) RITIN

And it happened as he neared to enter Egypt
and he said to Saray his wife
Look, I know that you are a beautiful woman.

(LxXX) éyéveto 3¢ nvixa yytoey ABpop eioeAbelv el Alyvmtov
elmev ABpap opa Tff yuvoui adtod
YWWoxw Eye 8Tt yuv) ebpdowmog €l

oenY HumY 2Mp 72 M (Onkelos)
PRIR MY DR
IR DT NTOW ROMR IR RIPT) 102 K

Gen 12:14 (Greek subtype a)*°

7Y D3RRI
STRD R N2 AYRTNR DRAN IR

37  These distinctive subtypes were first discussed by Alfred Plummer, The Gospel According
to Luke (1cc; Edinburgh T. & T. Clark, 1896).

38 Further discussion on this criterion was presented in Randall Buth and Brian Kvasnica,
“The Parable of the Vineyard and the Tenants in its Historical and Linguistic Context,” in
Jesus’ Last Week (ed. Steven Notley, Marc Turnage, and Brian Becker; Jewish and Christian
Perspectives Series 1; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 53-80 and 259-317, especially pages 268—73.
See also Randall Buth, “A Hebraic Approach to Luke and the Resurrection Accounts:
Still Needing to Re-do Dalman and Moulton,” in Grammatica Intellectio Scripturae (ed.
R. Pierri; Saggi filologici di Greco biblico in onore di Lino Cignelli oFM, Jerusalem:
Franciscan Printing Press, 2006), 293—316.

39  The Lxx elmev ABpoy did not translate the second Hebrew “and” because of consider-
ations of Greek style, so it is subtype a.

40  This is Greek subtype a because the material following the setting (idévtes...) is intro-
duced without xai. Here the Hebrew has an infinitive as the setting (Xi13) and it is trans-

lated by a subordinate temporal clause in Greek (Wvixa-+finite verb).
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P M DR RN
npe HR AR HHIN

And it happened after Avram entered Egypt

and the Egyptians saw the woman that she was very beautiful
and Pharoal’s administrators saw her

and praised her to Pharoah.

gyéveto 3¢ Nvixa eigiAfev ABpau eig Atyvmtov
i8évteg ol AlydmTiot T yuvaixa 8Tt xoi) v opéSpa,
xat €ldov adTiy of dpyovtes Papow

xal Emveaay adTy Tpog Papaw.

(Onkelos)
IRTAY R0 RTOW IR RODR M ORI ST 07enY 07ar Sp T2 mm

Genesis 12:14 also illustrates subtype a. In addition, Gen. 12:14 shows a rare mis-
take where the translator has incorrectly tried to stylize the Hebrew source
into smoother Greek. The first verb 187" has been put into a nominative par-
ticiple form i8évteg. But it is followed by an unnecessary “and” when linking
the participle to the main verb xal £l8ov, and furthermore, the verb €lov has a
different subject. This dangling participle and improper agreement was prob-
ably caused by the intervening description of what the first group saw: “that
she was very beautiful.” If the translator had wanted to subordinate one of the
Hebrew verbs to a participle he should have chosen the second “seeing” and
said xal &yéveto. .. eldov ol Alydmriot 81t. .., xal i3évteg admiy of dpyovres Papaw
gmyveaay adtn Tpos Papaw. As the LxX stands, this xai would be a Hebraism of
the “mistranslation” type and cannot serve as a pattern for imitation because it
is too rare. It may not occur anywhere else in the Old Greek.*!

41 The incorrect use of xai is obvious in Gen 12:14-15 because we have the Hebrew source
text and because the subjects of the Greek participle and the main verb are different.
There is a good potential example of this same phenomenon in Luke 5:18.

ol 1o dvdpeg pépovteg Eml xhivyg dvBpwmov  and behold men carrying on a bed a man

8¢ v TapaheAupévos, who was paralyzed

xat efyTouy adToV eloeveyxely and they were seeking to bring him in
Normal Greek style would have ¢épovtes link to é0jtouv without a conjunctive xaf. If
this xai was the result of a Semitic source behind the Greek source, the unnecessary xai
was probably caused by the intervening description of the man. However, it has then
remained in the Greek manuscript tradition because it is still grammatically correct as
Greek: the superfluous xai comes to be read as an adverb, “they were even trying to bring
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Gen 19:34 (Greek subtype b)*2
RT3 TRNM TR

And it happened on the morrow,
and the older daughter said

gyéveto 3¢ Tfj emadplov
xal elmey ¥ mpeoPuTépa

(Onkelos)
RN3T DANAKTAINAT XD 9N

Gen 38:29 (Greek subtype b)*3

him in.” But such a focus on “even trying” appears to be misplaced, since there was noth-
ing else for them to do if they were carrying the man. This text highlights the tensions in
proposals of “mistranslation.” One must appreciate the incongruity of the xai and then
accept a narrative Semitic source behind an early stage of the Greek story. This would
require a Semitized, non-Markan source to Luke. What is “reasonable and clear” to one
reader, might be brushed aside as “amusing conjecture” by another. A major, non-Markan,
Semitized source is the iceberg under the surface of the present study and this possibility
underlines the importance of getting language details correct.
This “superfluous xai after a participle” appears to be very rare in Greek. Besides Luke

518 and Gen 12:14-15, we could only find two other examples: Sedrach 14.2, xai Tegévteg
¢ml mpdowmov mapacaholvteg dv Bedv xai lmov, “and fallen on their face beseeching God
and they said...” and T. Job 18:1, Kai tadta 3¢ Aédywv adtols, dméAduwy xat xatéBaiey Tov
olxov €ml t& Téxva pov, “And saying even these things to them, having gone off and he
threw down the house on my children.” Sedrach is probably late (fourth century c.E.) and
Greek, and likely to be an accidental mistake triggered by the interruptive present parti-
ciple “beseeching God” hanging on the aorist participle. Perhaps mapaxatodvres had been
mapexdAovy in an earlier recension. The Testament of Job is probably a first-century prod-
uct and may be reflecting Aramaic, as will be shown below. However, in the Testament of
Job one could claim that the xai before xatéBaev is adverbial “even,” since the first xai in
the sentence is adverbial.

42 Thisis Plummer’s subtype b because of xai after the setting and introducing the following
finite verb clause.

43  The Hebrew text does not have a sequential past tense (vav ha-hippux structure) after the
setting. It uses simple “and” + “behold.” The LxX has retained this “and” in its translation
so it is subtype b.
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44

45

172 W3 I
IR R I
P2 DY RPN P2 TRV DRISTID RN

And it happened as he was returning his hand

and behold his brother came out.

and she said, “Look how you've broken out, and she called his name
Peretz.”

wg Og Emauvyyoryey TV xelpa
ol e0BUG EERADEY 6 ddedgpdg adTod
1) 8¢ elmev i Stexdn S1d ot pparypds xal Exdeaey T Svopa adtod Popeg

T 20K 72 MM (Onkelos)
TN PO3 R
1PID DY RIPI ARNNY 70 0 AP KD NN

Gen 39:15 (almost subtype a)**
T R$ OF1 93N A3 TN NIPN 9P MR RS

And it happened after his hearing that I raised my voice and cried out
and he left his clothes with me
and he fled and went outside.

&v 3g 1§ dxodaat adTov Tt hhwon ™V pwviy uov xal Rénan
XATOATTWY T& pdtiar adTod Torp” Epot
gpuyev xai eERADey Ew

(Onkelos)
nmp "?E' R™MR IR YRW T2 M
:RPWH pon P M Mwabh paw

Gen 221 (subtype a)*

The Lxx does not use éyéveto in its translation, so it is technically not a Greek subtype.
However, it drops xai after the setting so it is close to Greek subtype a.

The Hebrew does not follow with a sequential tense and the Lxx does not use “and.” This
is subtype a. For contrast, compare Gen 22:20 in the LXX where it includes xai (subtype b):
xol €YEVeTo META T prportar TordTar )l GviyYERY) T)) ABpaart AéyovTeg.
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n7R7 01277 NR
D3NN 7103 DR
D30 DN DR TOR NN

xal EYEveTo MeTa Td pYpata TadTa
6 Oed¢ emeipalev tov ABpoap
ol elney mpdg adtév ARpaap ABpaau 6 8¢ elmev 18od &y

(Onkelos)

PRI RIND N2 MM
DAR N D1 M

:RIRT DRI DANAR 7' DR

These examples show some flexibility on behalf of the Greek translators. For
perspective, though, it should be added that by far the most common transla-
tion in the Old Greek Bible is to have éyéveto plus an infinitive setting that
introduces a finite verb clause.

Ever since Alfred Plummer?#® it has been common to differentiate the Greek
of these Hebraic structures into two subcategories. The first subcategory (a)
serves as an introduction to the following main event, but it does not use “and”
for that event. The main event is a finite verb (see above: Gen 12:11; 221, and
39:5 [though without éyéveto]). It may be considered slightly more refined as a
Greek translation. The second subcategory (b) serves as an introduction to the
following main event, but it includes “and” in its translation (see above: Gen
19:34; 22:20, and 38:29 [though without éyéveto]).

d A Similar “Greek” Structure, But Not Criterion #2: Plummer
Category C

In addition to these Hebraic examples there is also a Greek structure that
resembles this Hebraic éyéveto structure and the Greek impersonal-éyéveto
structure must be distinguished from the Hebraic structure. It developed from
a classical idiom that was built on cuvéfy, “it happened,” + an infinitive. This
idiom occurs nine times in 2 Maccabees: 3:2 (cuvéBatvev); 4:30; 5:2, 18; 7:1; 9:2, 7;
10:5; 12:34; 13:7. Because the Hebraic structure often has an infinitive within a
“setting phrase,”*” the Greek structure with an infinitive as the main verb may

46 Plummer, The Gospel According to Luke.

47 See Mark 4:4; Luke 1:8; 2:6; 511, 12; 9:18, 33, 51; 11:1, 27; 14:1; 17:11, 14; 18:35; 19:15; 24:4, 15, 30, 51.
For example, in Luke 24:30, xal €yéveto v 1@ xataxAiBivat adtév pet’ adt@v Aafwv tov dptov
€0AGYYTEY xal xhdoag énedidov adtols, the infinitive xataxAdfvar is part of the setting and
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sometimes be mistaken for the Hebraic Greek structure. Mark 2:23 (below) is
an example of the Greek structure with an infinitive main verb:#8

2 Macc 5:2:

cuVERY B xad’ A TV TTOMY oxEdOV Ep NHEPOS TETTOpdXOoVTa Paiveabat Sid
TAV dépwv TpEyovTag Iels Staypvaoug

and it happened throughout the whole country for almost forty days
there were appearing (inf.) in the air golden galloping horses

Acts 21:25;

6te 3¢ &yéveto €ml Tovg dvafadpols,
cuvéfn Baotdalesfat adTov UTTO TAOV TTPATIWTAVY
316 v Blav Tod EyAov.

and when he was on the steps
it happened that he was being carried (inf.) by the soldiers
because of the force of the crowd.

Examples of yiveabat (éyéveto), “become,” introducing an infinitive event occur

in the papyri in non-past contexts*® and provide the link for the following
“Greek” structure:

48

49

Mark 2:23  xai &yéveto adtov v Tois odf oot Stamopedeadat
and it happened him, on the sabbath, to be going through
the fields.

the main verbs are (Aafwv...) e0Adéynoev and (xAdoag) énedidov. These are all the Hebraic
structure.

Cf. Luke 3:21-22 &yéveto 3¢ év 1@ Bamtiobijvar dmavta ov Aadv xat Theod Bantiodévrog xai
TPOTEUXOMEVOL BvewyBFjvat Tov obpavdy, xal xataffjvar 6 TTvedua T "Aytov cwpatied eldet tg
TEPIOTEPAY T QuTOV, xal pwviv é§ odpavod yevéaBar. Here the setting phrases include an
infinitive Bamtiobijvar and a genitive absolutes Bantiofévrog and mposeuyopévou. The main
events are recorded as infinitives dvewy@ijvat. .. xatafivar. .. yevéoBar Luke 3:21-22 is the
Greek structure.

J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament, Illustrated from the
Papyri and Other Non-Literary Sources, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1930) 126.
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Thus, €yéveto, plus or minus a setting that introduces an infinitive main event
should be called Greek, or Jewish Greek.5 This is the third éyéveto setting struc-
ture, subcategory ¢ in Plummer’s classification. It is not a direct Hebraism. It is
important to distinguish this Greek structure because many erroneous state-
ments have been made by New Testament scholars about this structure found
in Luke and Acts.>!

e Is “Impersonal éyévero + Finite Main Verb” Hebrew or Aramaic?

Since the Targum sometimes mimics this Hebrew structure, scholars question
whether this setting structure (indefinite €yéveto + finite main verb) should
be considered unique to Hebrew? Although there is a near consensus that the
structure is not natural to texts written in Aramaic, one scholar has suggested
that the structure is unique to Aramaic in the Second Temple period and is not
Hebrew at all.52 Let us examine this claim.

Elliott Maloney appears to recognize that 4Q202 En-b ar ii 2 (=1 En 6:1) may
only be a reflection or translation of the biblical Hebrew structure.>® His only
natural Aramaic “example” comes from Elephantine Aramaic and needs to be
cited in its larger context. It turns out to be an “anti-example” and does not
reflect the common Biblical Hebrew structure.

Cowley 30 (fifth century B.C.E.), lines 8-12
[amintsd K1 oY MR 3T 1"83 INRXR

Then Nepin took the Egyptians with another force

50 See discussion in J. H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 1: Prolegomena,
(3d ed,; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1908) 17. Plummer’s “structure c¢” is not exactly found in
Greek papyri, so it is best to call what we find in the Gospels “Jewish Greek” and a collo-
quial adaption of the Greek cuvéfy construction.

51 For representative examples of erroneous and misleading statements, see nn. 12, 114,
115, 116.

52  Elliott Maloney, Semitic Interference in Marcan Syntax (SBLDS s51; Missoula, Mont.:
Scholars, 1981). This was a dissertation under Joseph Fitzmyer at Fordham University,
accepted 1979. The structure is discussed on pp. 81-86, 207-8, and 247.

53  Aramaic *]72 XM can be compared with the Greek text xai &yéveto 8tav (or 8te)
gmnBivnoay of viol @V dvBpwimwy &v éxeivatg tals Nuépaig éyevwnbnoay adtols Buyatépes,
“And it happened when (whenever) the sons of men multiplied in those days (that)
daughters were born to them” (translation Maloney’s). This comes directly or indirectly
from the Hebrew of Gen 6:1: DA% 379" N2 nnTRA 10 5 299 078 5110 °2 1N
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omon oy nad IR
they came to the fortress Yev with their weapons
T RN Y
they entered that temple
RYIAR TY "MW
they smashed it to the ground
12717930 700 N0 T RIAR T RTIDM
and the pillars of stone that were there they broke them.
N AR
Even it happened
/17771381 wan
five gates of stone,
T RAWIRI VAT AR n>0a "2
a building of hewn stone that was in the that temple,
JUT
they smashed,

P DY
and their doors they set up

wnl '[t?N RWYT T O

and the hinges of these doors were bronze
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IR T APY Hoom
and a ceiling of wood was cedar
A A0 T INKRY RIAWKR MW oY T N5
all that with the rest of the furniture and other things that were there
I AWRI 8D
all of it they burned with fire.

The first thing that needs to be said about the above text is that the Aramaic
structure is not like the Hebrew structure common in the Hebrew Bible.

In Hebrew, the *i" clause is linked to subordinated material that provides
a setting to the event or events that follow. The Hebrew setting material
is typically a prepositional phrase, or an infinitive,5* or "3 plus a finite verb.
In Hebrew narrative, this structure typically serves as a “setting phrase” to a
new paragraph-type unit and foregrounded material that moves the narrative
forward. The Aramaic of Cowley 30 is the opposite of the Hebrew structure.
Cowley 30:8 opens with a narrative about the destruction that Nepin and the
Egyptians accomplished. This is followed with a backgrounded listing of the
specific events of destruction that are introduced by an adverb g8, “even,” plus
mn, “was,” and several backgrounded clauses. There is no subordinated “set-
ting” clause joined to 7, the narrative pauses in its temporal march, and the
whole list expands and reiterates what had been mentioned in the narrative.
The backgrounded nature of the material listed is further marked in Aramaic
by verb final word order.

The only point of contact between Cowley 30:8—12 and Hebrew is the imper-
sonal use of the verb “be, happen.” However, structurally, they are as differ-
ent as night and day. This difference is easily detected in Greek translation,
for example, Mark 1:9 (cited by Maloney, 85) xal €yéveto év éxelvaig Talg Npépatg
NABev Inoods dmd Nalopet (“..and it happened in those days Jesus came from
Nazareth...”). This is clearly parallel to the Hebrew structure “impersonal
‘be’ + setting phrase + finite verb” where the finite verb moves the narrative
forward. 5% The same is true of Maloney’s other example, Mark 4:4. So, rather

54  Usually -2 or -2 + the infinitive.

55  See Exod 2:m for an exact Hebrew example: "N& S8 X¥" nwn 5731 0nn 03 *n™, “and
it happened in those days and Moses grew up and went out to his brothers.” LXx (subtype
a): éyéveto B¢ v Tals uéparg Tals ToMals éxelvatg uéyog yevdpevos Mwuaotic eERA0ey Ttpdg Todg
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than establishing an Aramaic provenance for this structure, Maloney has unin-
tentionally helped to establish its Hebrew pedigree. The structure “impersonal
‘be’ + setting phrase + (foregrounded) finite verb” is only natural to Hebrew and
is only known to occur in Aramaic as translation from Hebrew.

f Criterion #2 Exists as Second Temple Hebrew

After discussing the Aramaic side of this structure, we still need to look at the
Hebrew side, since there are a couple of puzzles to be resolved. It is known that
Mishnaic Hebrew no longer used the sequential tenses of Classical Hebrew.
The very few examples like b. Qid. 66a%% are to be treated as quotations from
works that have otherwise disappeared. They do not prove that sequential
tenses were still being actively used in the talmudic period.

During the Second Temple period we have examples of literary Hebrew
books that use this Hebrew structure and we have examples of books without
the Hebrew structure.

1and 2 Chronicles, Nehemiah, Job (1:5, 6, 13; 2:1; 42:7), Zechariah (7:1), Jonah
(4:8), Daniel (8:2, 15), Esther (1:1; 2:8; 3:4; 511, 2), and Ruth (11, 19; 3:8) use this
structure.

On the other hand, there are Biblical Hebrew books that do not have an
example of impersonal 7”1 + setting + main clause: Ezra (narrative), Song of
Songs (poetry), Lamentations (poetry), Qohelet (essay), Psalms (poetry), and
Proverbs (poetry). Perhaps the most significant of these is Ezra since it is a

aderqovg avtod. Other examples of DN 0’2 *" include Exod 2:23 (where the Lxx did
not use &yéveto), Judg 19:1, and 1 Sam 28:1.

56  b. Qid. 66a is a famous story about Yannai and the Pharisees that starts in Mishnaic
Hebrew, then quotes an apparent source in literary Hebrew with sequential tenses, even
aT'n, “immediately,” and then finishes in Mishnaic Hebrew. The text reads:

0 NN L0000 DWW bW WAl 93Tnaw momab 1oaw 7onn R nwyn
1 omhn ohaIR 1A :onY R SR nan Hab kI, AT Annw nRw
5 orHn “Y IMARY 721 oMYA HIRI UK R ,WTPAN DA 1323 OPoY I
JRW 1A 13 1phRY HYhat pa 2H pH weR IR 0w 1 a9aR1 2t Hw manhw
PAWYR A IOV owina YW 0ab 15nn R 1500 R API9 13 MYOR KT
12 ATIAM TR IPT DW PR Y PaAw pra 0 opa Ty paw pra onb opn
M3 ,11257 N2 79 27 ;7500 R 1ORA RYD T 1 AT TR JRw T
K91 9270 WRIEN ,DYTING AW AR DR YA IR Sw pnh anno ano
;1o RY THNA RS ATPID 12 POR MR .Opra SR nan 1973 ReAl
ANR DR 2AWPR 1M1 PTIMT R T2 91T A1 90 ANKY 1T RI9 72 SRWwaw vrTn
A¥A 50,0 pa NNamY A0 A Y RN AN A .oomn neyh ymw
Y Y MAT,MONPTAR 13 AP TR (PRRY 93 1AM 27 90K TIRDT R TIRDY
,IPID 12 YOR 1T 5Y AP R TR P81 N Syaw AN ,an2aw Amn nn
NR M NVW 12 YW RIW TV omnwn opn M ORI man 5 e
SIwrS Ann
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narrative, though it is relatively short. Note, for example Ezra g:1: R MvIM
oW HR Wi, “and after these finished the officers came to me.” The context
fits the use of "™ but the structure was not used.

Qumran adds to the list of literary Hebrew documents that do not use the
narrative *n" structure. However, most of these are non-narrative documents
like the biblical books just listed that do not use this structure. For example,
the non-narrative Community Rule (1QS 6.4) is suggestive of the structure but
uses an impersonal “it will be” plus setting structure in the future:

T AOW 1R Mnwh winn R 91a8Y mwn iy o m

and it will be when they arrange the table to eat or the wine to drink, the
priest will extend his hand.

A paraphrase of Genesis shows the impersonal setting structure. Even though
the first four words of the Qumran example fit the biblical text itself, the con-
tinuation is independent of the biblical text and might be an example of semi-
independent use. Compare the MT with the Qumran rewording:
Gen 8:5-6 (MT)

PWYA wINA TY oM T15ﬂ "0 omm
D™ "WRT IR WY TIRA Ywpa
N1 Nnan o oW PRR NN

This last line is expanded in the Qumran Genesis commentary 4Q252 1:12:

TWRT MIRIND D DPIIR PPN TN

and it happened forty days after the appearing of the peaks of [the
mountains]

However, just a few lines later, this same text drops a " from the source while
paraphrasing the account. 4Q 252 2.1 reads:

M1 »nY MW MmN ww nnxa

[MT has ww1 nnxa "7 In the 6o1st year of Noah's life ...

This is a digital offprint for restricted use only | © 2014 Koninklijke Brill NV



DISTINGUISHING HEBREW FROM ARAMAIC 275
There is a Jubilees fragment that appears to have this structure (11Q12, fg.2):
.. ]awa M
And it happened on the 7th...

The Temple Scroll has several examples of the impersonal setting structure in
the future (11Q19 19.7; 56.20; 58.3, 11; 61.14; 62.6). It also has one interesting mis-
take for the MT of Deut 20:9:

opn SR 9375 ovwn N M
... D0aWwn MY TN

And it would happen [sic (probably to be read *n" or corrected to i'mm)]
after the judges finished. ..

So, while the Qumran literature gives evidence of knowing and using the
impersonal “be” + setting structure in the future, there are no clear, unam-
biguous examples in the past. However, the future examples plus the ambigu-
ous examples in the past are enough to suggest that the structure was part
of the language. This is further confirmed by considering the non-canonical
literature.

The books of 1-4 Maccabees have been preserved in Greek. One of them,
1 Maccabees, is written in a highly Semitized Greek and there is a scholarly
consensus and ancient attestation that the book was originally written in
Hebrew.5” In support of this consensus we note that there are eight examples
of the impersonal eyeveto setting structure introducing a finite verb.58 This is
helpful because 1 Maccabees (ca. 140—90 B.C.E.) joins the Late Biblical Hebrew
canonical books in attesting this Hebrew usage.

From the data and discussion above, we must conclude that the structure
“m" + setting + finite verb” was certainly a part of late Second Temple literary
Hebrew. This is not remarkable and merely underlines what is close to a con-
sensus. Maloney was mistaken in listing the “impersonal ‘be’ plus finite verb”
structure as Aramaic and was rash in excluding the Hebrew structure from
his survey of Semitic syntax in his study of Mark. Most scholars have followed

57  Thomas Fischer, “Maccabees, Books of,” in ABD, 4:440.
58 1 Macc 1:1; 51, 30; 6:8; 7:2; 9:23; 10:64, 88.
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Dalman®? in recognizing the value of 1 Maccabees, and Late Biblical Hebrew
in general, for establishing the characteristics of literary Hebrew during the

Second Temple.

g The Consistency of the Two Criteria as a Third Test
The two criteria for testing Semitic Greek narrative are:

#1 the use of narrative téte as a conjunction
#2 impersonal éyéveto setting introducing a finite main verb

When these two criteria are used in tandem, they can also be evaluated for
consistency and produce the following expectations.

Greek documents translated from or influenced by Aramaic would be:

Positive for #1: includes Aramaic “narrative téte”
Negative for #2: no Hebraic éyéveto

Greek documents translated from or influenced by Hebrew would be:

Negative for #1: no Aramaic “narrative téte”
Positive for #2: includes Hebraic éyéveto

Greek documents composed in natural Greek would be:

Negative for #1: no Aramaic “narrative téte”
Negative for #2: no Hebraic éyéveto

As a table:
Language Narrative Criteria
#1 narrative téte #2 Hebraic éyéveto Setting
Aramaic + -
Hebrew - +
Greek - -

59  Gustaf Dalman, Die Worte Jesu (2d ed.; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1930), 30.
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These tests produce an observable profile that may clearly suggest Greek,
Hebrew or Aramaic influence for the document under study.

Using the tests together adds a test for consistency since a positive criterion
#1 would predict a negative #2, and a positive #2 would predict a negative #1.
Any results different from these would flag the need for further investigation.

A third criterion for consistency would be positive if the results fit the table
above. The consistency test would be negative if a document with an original
Greek statistical profile (according to Martin) tested positive for either #1 or #2.
Criterion #3 would also be negative if its profile was positive for both #1 and #2.

It goes without saying that additional confirmation would be sought and
weighed for any analysis. One limitation could occur where an author imitated
or adopted a foreign style and thus a false match could be obtained for one of
the languages. A second limitation could occur where there is a partial match.
For example, a Greek document might be highly Semitized from the stand-
point of other criteria like word order patterns, genitives, non-Greek profiles of
conjunctions, and prepositions, and yet it may still test negative for both #1 and
#2 (like the Hebrew sections of Ezra). In addition, a Greek document might
test positive for #1 and positive for #2, as we will see is the case with Matthew.
Such anomalies demand a more careful analysis.

It should be remembered that we are dealing with much more than
two random words or two structures. We are dealing with something that
is woven into the fabric of the narrative structure of Second Temple period
Aramaic and Hebrew. That is what gives these tests something of the quality
of “litmus paper.”

We can now proceed to an application of these criteria to fourteen Greek
documents from the Second Temple period.

3 Application to Non-canonical Jewish Literature

a 1Maccabees

As discussed immediately above, 1 Maccabees tests positive for criterion #2.
There are also five potential examples of “narrative téte,” yielding a frequency
of 0.27 per 1000 words.50 This is negligible in comparison with Daniel’s 5.77 téte
per1000 words (Theodotionic) and 6.78 (Old Greek), and Ezra’s 5.81 (Old Greek).
Consequently, we should assign a negative value to criterion #1. The resulting
profile, negative #1, positive #2, and consistent in #3, marks 1 Maccabees as

60 1 Macc 2:29, 42; 4:41; 14:32; 16:9.
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Hebrew. This conclusion fits the scholarly consensus today as well as the testi-
mony of Origen and Jerome.

b 2 Maccabees

The profile of 2 Maccabees is equally clear. 2 Maccabees has three occurrences
of téte, but none of them are potential conjunctions. 2 Maccabees is negative
for #1, and negative for #2. This profile would be Greek and this supports the
scholarly consensus that 2 Maccabees was written in Greek.

c Susanna
Susanna is a story from the Daniel traditions that is only known in Greek.5!
Since canonical Daniel is a bilingual document, one might expect a Semitic
source, if such existed, to be in either Hebrew or Aramaic. The three criteria
here can make a contribution since many commentaries and introductions
present Hebrew and Aramaic as equally valid options.52

Susanna has two textual traditions. In the Theodotionic tradition there are
zero examples of #1, while in the slightly shorter and different recension of the
Old Greek there is only one téte; this is preceded by xai and may not be the
“narrative téte” conjunction. Even if the xai were treated as a stylistic improve-
ment by the Old Greek to an Aramaic-based téte, the resulting statistic would
be 1.26 narrative téte per 1000, which would probably be too low for an Aramaic
source.%3 Thus, both recensions test as negative for #1.

61 Speculation that 4Q551 was an Aramaic fragment of Susanna has been rightly rejected by
George W. E. Nickelsburg, “4Q551: A Vorlage to Susanna or a Text Related to Judges 19?” j7s
48 (1997): 349-51.

62  Roger A. Bullard and Howard A. Hatton, A Handbook on the Shorter Books of the
Deuterocanon (New York: United Bible Societies, 2006), 232: “Opinion today favors an
original in either Aramaic or Hebrew.” See also Dan W. Clanton, Jr., “(Re)Dating the Story
of Susanna: A Proposal,” jsJ 34 (2003): 121-40—“Aramaic or Hebrew”; Klaus Koenen,
“Von der todesmutigen Susanna zum begabten Daniel: Zur Uberlieferungsgeschichte
der Susann-Erzihlung,” Theologische Zeitschrift 54 (1998): 1-13—“Aramaic or Hebrew”;
Helmut Engel, Die Susanna Erzihlung: Einleitung, Ubersetzung und Kommentar zum
Septuaginta-Text und zur Theodotion-Bearbeitung (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1985), 55-56—"“Aramaic or Hebrew”; Carey A. Moore, Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah: The
Additions (AB 44; Garden City: Doubleday, 1977), 80-84—“Aramaic or Hebrew.” From the
last century, see Henry Wace, The Holy Bible according to the Authorized Version (A.D. 161),
with an Explanatory and Critical commentary and a Revision of the Translation, Apocrypha
(London: John Murray, 1888), 2:308: “As to the original language of all the Three Additions
to Daniel, it was probably in each case either Hebrew or Aramaic.”

63  We have natural Greek examples that get over 1.00 per 1000, and we have no unambiguous
Aramaic ratios below 3.0 per 1000.
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On the other hand, Theodotionic Susanna has four examples (7, 15, 19, 28)
of the Hebraic criterion #2, though the Old Greek recension has no examples
of criterion #2.

In terms of language profile, Theodotionic Susanna is clearly Hebraic. The
other tradition, the Old Greek, technically tests as potentially “Greek.” It is neg-
ative for Aramaic téte and negative for the Hebraic setting structure. However,
if it is to be considered Semitized Greek on other grounds, then it would more
likely be Hebraic than Aramaic. The lack of #1 is more significant than a lack
of #2, because #1 is naturally more common in an Aramaic text than #2 is in a
Hebrew text. Thus, the lack of the Hebraic setting in a story as short as Susanna
means no more than the lack of the same thing in the Hebrew parts of Ezra.
However, the relative lack of narrative téte over the whole book of 36 verses
in the Old Greek (795 words) is highly suggestive of its not being Aramaic. We
would have expected between 2 and 7 examples were the book to be consid-
ered Aramaic in origin. We can conclude that Theodotionic Susanna was influ-
enced by Hebrew, and that the Old Greek Susanna was probably influenced
by Hebrew.

An interesting question is whether the two versions were working from
the same source text, or from each other. While textual criticism tends to
favor shorter versions and many see the Old Greek Bible as older than the
Theodotionic text, the Old Greek is only 70% as long as the Theodotionic
text and might reasonably be considered an epitome,5* deriving either from
Hebrew or from Greek. In favor of such a judgment is the general character of
the Theodotionic version in this part of the Greek Bible. “Theodotion” is con-
sidered closer to its Semitic sources in canonical Daniel than the Old Greek. Its
profile here matches that character, since the Theodotionic text tests as clearly
Hebrew.%% Since the Hebraic 1" setting structure is verbose and repetitive, it
would be in keeping with the Old Greek to delete these settings if the author/
translator was trying to produce an epitome of Susanna.

Another question that remains is whether the two Greek word plays in
the climax of the story (54-55, 58-59) require a Greek original. Scholars

64  The development of “Reader’s Digest” versions of stories was a process that was begun in
the Hellenistic age in Greek literature and the republican period in Latin literature. See
Michael Silk, “Epitome,” in Oxford Classical Dictionary (3d ed., Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2003), 549.

65 Incidentally, Theodotionic has the specifically Hebrew idiom éx8¢ tiv tpimypy HnNN
owHw, “yesterday the third day” (Aramaic targums say "WARTA1 YORNRNAI, “as yesterday
and previously” etc.] in v. 15, which supports a Hebrew undersource to Theodotion, while
the Old Greek has skipped this detail, again in keeping with being an epitome.
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differ on this. While one wordplay might be an accident of translation, two
wordplays show obvious intention. The same two wordplays in both Greek
recensions show Greek contact between the two. The easiest solution is that
wordplays in Hebrew were replaced by the wordplays in Greek. Henry Wace,
in the nineteenth century, listed several potential Hebrew wordplays.6¢ Frank
Zimmerman suggested a peach tree.5” Our job here is not to list the history of
speculation on this question. I could even add my own examples, like n78/7i5%
“oak, terebinth” Twx1 5 1% “curse on your head.” As Wace says, “these [pro-
posed wordplays—R.B.] may suffice to shew how far those [wordplays—R.B.]
of the Greek text are from constituting an insuperable objection to the theory
of a Hebrew original.”68

In any case, we can and should delete Aramaic from a list of probable origi-
nal languages. Our Greek texts point to Hebrew for Susanna.

d Bel and the Dragon
Criterion #1, “narrative téte,” is lacking in the Old Greek of Bel and the Dragon
(895 words in length). The xal téte in v. 14 is technically not the Aramaizing
conjunction since xaf{ serves as the conjunction. If we included this instance,
the statistic would be 1.18, quite low for Aramaic though higher than Hebrew
works like Esther, which yields 0.67 (the Old Greek parallels to canonical Esther
have four xat téte, 2:13; 4:16; 7:10; 9:31).

On the other hand, the Theodotionic text of Bel and the Dragon has two
occurrences of tote (21, 32), though neither is a prototypical “narrative téte”
(out of 871 words).

0" 21 xal &yobelg 6 Baatheds Téte cuvELaPev Todg lepels xal Tag yuvalkag
0" 32 téTe O¢ DX 366y adTol tvar xorTapdywaty AavinA.

66  Wace, The Holy Bible according to the Authorized Version (A.D. 161), 2:324, points out that
Lagard’s Syriac translation of the story already has two wordplays at the places, despite
being translated from Greek: pasteqa, “pistachio tree”; pesag, “to cut off”; and rummana,
“pomegranate tree,” and rumcha, “sword” He also added “pomegranate”//“lift head”
(WRI 0™MA—m7), “nut”//“cut in two” (MP—TUR), “fig”//“mourning” (72—NIRN
IR TMIRN T2), “cypress”/“not forgive” (T2 793 85—"182), “palm”’/“be bitter” (—1AN
75 91"). We cannot know what the original was, but we can expect that there were two
wordplays.

67  Frank Zimmermann, “The Story of Susanna and its Original Language,” QR 48 (1957-58):
236—41 (237): “Probably the tree was a peach tree (PD73)... ‘Even now the angel of God
hath received the sentence of God (P02), and shall cut thee in two (7P92).”

68  Wace, The Holy Bible according to the Authorized Version (A.D. 161), 2:324.
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Verse 21 has téte inside the Greek sentence, but it does begin the clause with
the finite verb. In v. 32, the téte is joined with the Greek conjunction &¢. If both
of these represent Greek stylizations of narrative X the resulting statistic
would be 2.30 per 1000. While this may not be strongly Aramaic, it is sugges-
tive. It is not an expected statistic from a Hebrew source. However, it must be
remembered that the structure is not exactly “narrative téte.” The second crite-
rion will especially call into question the Aramaic interpretation of criterion #1
and serves as a consistency test.

Criterion #2 appears in vv. 15 and 33 in the Old Greek. In Theodotionic
Bel and the Dragon, it appears in vv. 13, 18 and 28. The Old Greek appears to
have reorganized vv. 14-17, which may explain the different placement of the
Hebraic €yéveto structures.

In terms of language profile, Bel and the Dragon appears go back to a
Hebrew original. The Old Greek is negative #1, positive #2, which is Hebraic.
Theodotion is not clear on #1, and positive for #2, which also suggests Hebrew.

e 1Esdras

This book shows an interesting mixed profile. Certain sections are incorpo-
rated from known sources, both Hebrew (1 Esd 1:1-55 is from 2 Chr 35:1-36:21;
1 Esd 21-2:5 is from the Hebrew section of Ezra 1:1-11; 1 Esd 5:7-73 is from
Hebrew Ezra 2:1—4:5; 1 Esd 8:1-8 is from Hebrew Ezra 7:1-11; 1 Esd 8:25-9:55 is
from Hebrew Ezra 7:27-10:44 plus Neh 7:73-8:12) and Aramaic (1 Esd 2:16-30 is
from Aramaic Ezra 4:7-24; 1 Esd 6:1—7:5 is from Aramaic Ezra 4:24-6:22, and
1Esd 8:9-8:25 is from Aramaic Ezra 7:12—26). These sources have influenced the
final Greek document, 1 Esdras. The “Hebrew” Greek sections result in a profile
of negative #1 and negative #2. This is the same profile that the Hebrew sources
themselves have. The “Aramaic” Greek sections profile as positive #1 and nega-
tive #2, which is clearly Aramaic and is also the profile of the sources.

An interesting question is the unique material in 1 Esd 3:1-5:6. Its pattern is
suggestive.

Narrative téte occurs at (3:3 A-text) 3:4, (3:8? xal T0Te, 4:337 xal T0TE, 4:417
xal TTE); 4:42, 43, 47. The overall statistic for narrative téte is at least 2.23 per
1000 words, and possibly could run as high as 4.47 per 1000 words. This is a
little lower than that which is found in Daniel and Ezra, but it must be remem-
bered that 1 Esdras contains long speeches. Speeches are not necessarily nar-
rative stories and the speech of Dan 4:17-30 and requests and response of Ezra
410—22 and the decree of Ezra 7:12—26 do not contain narrative "1X. When the
speech discourses are deleted from 1 Esd 3:18-24; 4:2-12, 14-32, and 34—40 the
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statistics are 4.18 and 8.35 narrative téte per 1000 words. We must conclude
that the unique section in 1 Esd 3:1-5:6 tests positive for “narrative téte.”6?

Criterion #2 does not occur in 1 Esdras, so it is negative for all sections,
including 3:1-5:6. As mentioned above, criterion #2 does not occur in the Old
Greek of the Hebrew sources themselves. While its lack may be compatible
with Hebrew sources, it is predicted for both Aramaic-influenced and original
Greek texts.

We can conclude that 1 Esd 3:1 to 5:6 has most likely been influenced by an
Aramaic source.”®

f Testament of Job

The Testament of Job is often dated to the end of the Second Temple period,
first century B.C.E.—first century C.E. Hebrew and Aramaic origins have been
suggested for this work, although it is more commonly assumed to have been
written in Greek. Our criteria can contribute data to add to the discussion.

The Greek text has 6784 words.

There are 14 “narrative téte” (16:2; 17:1; 23:8, 10; 27:2, 6; 30:3; 35:1; 36:1; 38:3;
39:6, 13; 41:5; 43:1), and another 11 xal téte as possible “narrative téte” (8:3;
19:3; 20:3; 31:6; 40:2, 10; 44:5, 44:5[2]; 46:5; 49:1; 50:1). The close repetition of xai
ToTE at 44:5 suggests that this is not simply the Greek adverb, but is indeed
a reflection of Aramaic influence in some form. Together these examples are
3.83 per 1000 words, quite a bit higher than anything we have seen in normal
Greek. In addition, there is one tote in a future context (4:11) and one as a
non-conjunction (xdyw t6te Nypeds, 53:1). Therefore, criterion #1 must be con-
sidered positive.

69  Zipora Talshir and David Talshir, (“The Question of the Source Language to the Story
of the Three Youths [1 Esd 3-4]” [Heb], in Sha‘arei Talmon, Studies in the Bible, Qumran,
and the Ancient Near East Presented to Shemaryahu Talmon [ed. Michael Fishbane and
Emanuel Tov with the assistance of Weston Fields; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992]),
63*~75:

937 A1 L, DAAIRA WP N DR Apwh AMNRA téte HW AMTIN mwn

293 K9 R AR WWn DY MNP IMKRY NIYON 85 RN

“Because of the centrality of téte, which is considered to reflect the Aramaic connector

"R, the balance of evidence swings on its own accord to the side of the argument that

the assumed Semitic source was Aramaic and not Hebrew” (translation mine—R.B.) Cf.

also: Zipora Talshir, 1 Esdras: From Origin to Translation (SBSSCs 47, Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 1999).

70  Raymond A. Martin (Syntax Criticism, 181) added some supporting evidence from word
order and concluded that this evidence supports Aramaic. See n. 3. Word order can distin-
guish Imperial Aramaic from Hebrew but it cannot distinguish Western, Jewish Aramaic
from Hebrew.
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Criterion #2 is negative for this work, with one example of the “Greek” struc-
ture at 23:2: xai €yéveto xata guyyvplav dmeAlely Tpog adTOV TV yuvaixa Hov
(“and it happened according to coincidence for my wife to go to him”). This is
not an example of the Hebrew structure, but of the misleadingly similar Greek
structure (subcategory c¢ of Plummer’s classification): instead of the Hebraic
impersonal “become” + setting introducing a finite verb, here they introduce
an infinitive clause.

We can make several observations about this Testament. First, it is not writ-
ten to mimic the LxX. The frequent narrative téte in the Testament of Job do
not reflect either the LxX, or the Old Greek Bible in general; nor do they reflect
the canonical book of Job in particular, with its ten téte that only score 0.74
TéTe per 1000 words. Only two of those téte in canonical Job are candidates for
“narrative téte” (112; 2:2). The lack of Hebraic éyéveto structures further sup-
ports the claim that in the Testament of Job there is no intention of artificially
imitating a biblical style.

In this context, the Aramaic coloring of “narrative téte” appears to reveal
real Aramaic influence. The Testament of Job might have been written by some-
one with a writing style like the Gospel of Matthew, but, more simply and more
likely, the Testament of Job looks like a reworking of an Aramaic core document.
Hebrew can be ruled out as a reasonable possibility. If there is an Aramaic
document lying behind our Greek Testament of Job, then the Testament of Job
constitutes a second major Aramaic document circulating in antiquity that
deals with the person of Job. As mentioned earlier, canonical Job has a five-
fold testimony about an Aramaic translation: two rabbinic stories relating to
the Gamaliel family, one about the grandfather, the other about his grandson;
two copies of Aramaic Job at Qumran; and the reference in Job 4217 of the Old
Greek to the use of an Aramaic history of Job. The Testament of Job would be a
sixth Aramaic document connected with the figure of Job.

g Joseph and Aseneth
Joseph and Aseneth is a Greek story whose text is problematic and whose date
of writing is widely disputed.

The Greek of the book is quite Semitized and is similar to the Life of Adam
and Eve, Tobit, and Judith. However, scholarly opinion leans towards Greek as
the original language of Joseph and Aseneth.”! In particular, several thematic

” «

words like “immortal,” “incorruptible,” “unutterable,” and “non-appearing,” fit

71 For example, see C. Burchard, “Joseph and Aseneth,” in James H. Charlesworth, The Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha (Anchor Bible Reference Library; New York: Doubleday, 1985),
2181: “Most scholars have agreed that Joseph and Aseneth was composed in Greek.”
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an assumption of an original Greek composition since they do not correspond
to simple lexemes in Hebrew or Aramaic. We will examine data that calls into
question the assumption of the book’s Greek origin. We have a recent critical
text of Joseph and Aseneth from 2003, and we may thank Christoff Burchard
for his work, which has spanned thirty-five years.

The four textual families of the book, A-D, can be grouped into two camps
according to the language profiles that we are applying in the present article.
Burchard’s critical text is labelled the B-family below and will be seen to pro-
file as “Hebraic.” The “short” version of the text published by Philonenko, the
D-family, also profiles as “Hebraic.”

The B-family text is:

negative for criterion #1, especially in comparison to Batiffol’s version,
and positive for criterion #2 (111, 3:1, 11:1, 22:1, 23:1 in Philonenko’s text.)

The A-family corresponds to Batiffol’s version, which was published in 189z2.
The A-family is clearly influenced by Aramaic, at least from ch. 8 and follow-
ing, where there are no fewer than 45 examples of “narrative téte.” That the
A-family is positive for criterion #1 can be easily seen in the table below.

Criterion #1 according to textual families:
The Textual Families of Joseph and Aseneth
The manuscript families of Joseph and Aseneth: Family A = Batiffol

(1892); Family D = Philonenko (1968); Family B = Burchard (2003). Verse
numbers follow Burchard.

8:1 A: téte qvéPn V) pmmp adTiig D: xal 4véPn 1) unp adTig
B: xal dvéPm 1 ump TS
Aceved

8:9 A: téte empey ™ xelpa adTod BD: xai mype(v) ™V xelpa
adtod

1001 xal &g EERAGey Twomg ... D: téte Ievtagpiis . . . dmiiAfov
B: xat dmijAbev Twane

10:10  A:Ttéte 0dv €Eedloato D: xal é£edboato

B: xal éomevoey
10:11  A:toTe Aapfdvel BD: xai Erafe
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11:19
14:12
14:14
15:1

16:9

16:13
16:15

16:19

16:21

16:22

16:23

17:3

17:6

17:9

19:2

19:8

19:10

A: téte dvéay

A: téte Eomevaey

A: téte Eomevaey xai elofiAbev

A: xai €18’ oltwg AA0e

A: téte Qapdoooa v) Aceved elmey
A: TéTE xaAEl

A: téte eEétewvey ¢ Belog dryyeog

A: téte meplemAdy ooy

A: téte qvéamoav mdoat al
uéALTTaLt

A: xoi €10’ obtwg Eétetvey
A: téte dvéayooy maoat al
Tebvmpav’

A: téte eEétewve Tpitov

A: téte exdleaey Tag 7 mapbévoug
1) Acevéd

A: téte elmey Aceved

A: téte dmeAbwv 0 &ml TS oixlog
A: téte omedoaoa Aceved

Az tote Aéyet 0 Twav)g Tpog
Accevéd

A: téte kérewve Tag elpag avtod

285

D: xal dvéat)

BD: xai dvéaty

D: xal eiofjABev

B: xal éomevaey ol elgiiidev
BD: xal fA0e

D: -

B: xat é8apacey v Aoevél xal
elmey

B: xal éxdAeaey

D: xal eEétewvey. .. 6 &vBpwmog
B: xai é&étewvey 6 dvBpwmog

D: xal guvemAdxnooy

B: xal meptemAdxnoay

D: xat amijAbav

B: xat avéatyoay mdoat al
uéALTTOL

B: xal €Eétewvey

D: xal dvégmoay. .. dragal
B: xai dvéamoow al teBvnuuio
D: - ol oo Tod xnplov
B: xai é&étewve tpitov

D: xal éxdAeoey adtag Aceved
B: xal éxdheoey Aoevéd tag 7
mopBévoug

B: xal dmijABev 6 Tpogels

D: xal xatéfy) Aceved

B: xal Eéomevoey Aoeved xal
KOTEPY

D: -

B: xail Aéyet 6 Twong mpog
‘Aceved

D: xal gkgtetve Tag xelpog avtod
B: xal &étewve tag yelpag adTod
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19:11

20:5

20:5

21:4

21:7

22:6

22:8

22:9

23:2

239

23:14

23:16

24:2

24:5

24:7

A: elta 16 Sedtepov SéSwnev

A: elta éxpdnoey ™ xelpa
adThig

A: xai €16’ otwg Exdbioey ady
&x Sek1dv adtod
A: téte amégteiie Papaw

A: téte mepléatpev adTodg
Dapac

A: téte obv mpoafiAdov . .. mpdg
Tooewf3

A: téte idodoa adToV

A: téte éxddeaey adTy

A: téte dmégteidey dyyéloug
A: téte elne Aevl...

A: téte ellcvoay Tag poppaiag
A: téte EEéTeve Aeul. ..

A: téte Aéyovaty adT®

A: téte gydpn 6 viog Papaw
Xopow pe’

RSN

A: téte 6 viog Dapan. EPedoato

BUTH

D: xal yomdavto aAnAovg

B: xal xatépiinoey ad Ty T6
Sebtepov xal Edwxev

D: xal éxpdtnaey T)v xelpa
adThg

B: petd tadta éxpdyoey ™y
Xelpa adTiig

D: e

B: xal éxddigey éx Sekidyv
avTod

D: xal améateiie Papaw

B: xal dméatetie Papac

D: xal améatpiev adtodg
Dapac

B: xai mepiéatpev Papaw

D: [xai fidBov mpog Taxwf][see
next|

B: ot mpoafiABov mpdg Towf3
D: -

B: xai <eldev> adtdv. ..

B: xal éxdAegey adTiV

D: xal dméaTelAey . . . dyyéAoug
B: xal dméatethey dryyéhoug
D: xal elme Aevig

B: xai elme Aevic

D: xai efdxvooy tag pougalog
B: xai efdvoav tag pougaiog
D: xal éEéteve Aevic. ..

B: xai EEéteve Acvig. ..

D: xadl elrov mpdg adtdv. ..

B: xai elmov adtd

D: xal €ydipy 6 vidg Papow
Xopo pe’

B: xail gxdipn 6 vidg Popaw
XUPAV ME’

D: xai édedoaro 6 vidg
Dopoaw...
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24:18

25:1

257

26:4

26:6

27:2

27:6

28:2

28:8

28:14

28:15

29:3

295

A: téte 3édwuev 6 viog Papaw

A: téte dvéaTy) &V TH) alTh
vuxtl...
A: téte dpyiadnoav

A: téte amiiAlev Aceved

A: téte Eyvw Aeul. ..

A: téte xatemndnoe Beviapiv. ..

A: téte ol viol Alog. .. xarediwEay

A: téTe TETOVTES ETTL TPOTWTIOV
A: téte Epuyov lg TV DAy . ..
A xT.

A: téte EEétevey Agevéd . ..

A: téte mpogeAdv adT]) Agvig

A: téte Edpapey En’ adTov Agui

A: téte dvéayoe Aevl TOV vidv. ..
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B: xat &edoato adtois 4 vidg
Dopaw. ..

D:xal...o6vidg

Dopaw ... Edwxey

B: xail E3wxev 6 vidg Papaw

B: xat avéary 0 viog Papaw ...
D: xat dpyiodnoav

B: xai dpyiadnooy

D: xal amijABev Agevéd

B: xal dmijAfev Acevél

D: xal &yvw Aevis. ..

B: xal Eyve Aevig. ..

D: xal xatenndnoe

Beviapiy. ..

B: xai xatemydnoe Beviaplv . ..
D: téte ol viot

Alag. .. xatediwEay

B: xad of viot

Alog. .. xotediwEay

D: xal €megov €ml TpdTwmOV
B: xal émegov émt mpdowmov
D: xal Epuyov Adw xal T'ad eig
™y DAnv

B: xat &puyov eig v BAnv Adv
ol Tad

D:xal. .. elney adtd Acevéd
B: ol é5étevey Aoevéd. ..

D: xai HA8e mpog adTiv
Aevic...

B: xai fi\8e mpog adTiv
Acvic...

D: xal. .. &dpayev én’ adTov
Agvic

B: xai Edpapev én’ adtov Aevig
D: xat dvéatyoe Aevt ToV
vidv...

B: xal dvéatyoe Aevl Tov
viov...
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The strong Aramaizing direction of the A-family needs to be checked for con-
sistency. If it were a new translation from an Aramaic source we might pre-
dict that there would be no examples of criterion #2. The first place to check
would be the five examples of criterion #2 of the B-family cited above. Three
of those places delete the éyéveto in the A-family: 111, 11:1, and 22:1. This lack of
the éyéveto structure is consistent with Aramaic influence. But the examples in
31 and 231 still need explanation in the A-family. What can we say about these
two instances? First of all, if Hebrew was the original language of Joseph and
Aseneth, then those two spots could be remnants just like sometimes happens
in the Targumim to the Hebrew Bible. Or these two instances could be textual
contamination from the “Hebraic” textual tradition in Greek. Finally, it is pos-
sible that the Aramaizing influence in the A-family was a development within
the Greek tradition similar to what we find in Matthew. However, the predicted
decrease in criterion #2 and the fact that we know that at least some of the
pseudepigrapha circulated in three languages during the Second Temple (e.g.
Tobit), could lead to the hypothesis that there were two Semitic language texts
of Joseph and Aseneth, too.

If we assume that there was both a Hebrew source and an Aramaic source,
how can we decide which was original? Consistency of the criteria is one help.
The two examples of criterion #2 remaining in the A-family are not consistent
with an Aramaic original. Likewise, if Aramaic were the original Semitic docu-
ment, it is difficult to imagine how the B-family would purge its “narrative téte”
and test so consistently “Hebraic” unless there was, in fact, a Greek translation
from an intervening Hebrew. However, we still cannot be certain which came
first, Hebrew or Aramaic. If Burchard is correct that the B-family is an earlier
recension and the A-family is later, then the textual history would also support
the conclusion that Hebrew came first.”2

We must still ask whether there was or was not a Semitic text. There are
some indications of tight translationese in some sections of the work. These

72 The story gives “city of Refuge” as Aseneth’s new name. “She will find refuge, she will flee”
in Hebrew can be D111, Tanus, or perhaps 0710, “she will make flee” Tanis, a city in Egypt.
This reverses the last three consonants of the name Aseneth. We see exegesis like this at
Qumran where the Habakkuk pesher takes 52°71, “palace, temple,” and prophesies that
Rome “will destroy,” 192" If Hebrew 07N is the correct derivation of the name and mean-
ing in the story, then we have evidence of Hebrew, because Aramaic does not use the root
©13, for example, using PV in the targum tradition. However, all of this is speculative
without a source text. Aseneth 15:6 only mentions that Aseneth will no longer be “your
name” and that “city of refuge” will be “your new name”. It does not say that there is a con-
nection between the old name Aseneth and the new name “city of refuge.”

This is a digital offprint for restricted use only | © 2014 Koninklijke Brill NV



DISTINGUISHING HEBREW FROM ARAMAIC 289

would indicate a Semitic source. They would also be evidence of Greek editing
in a few limited sections.

(a) Example of Probable Tight Translation
8:9:

Ko €l8ev admiy Twa)e. and Joseph saw her
This is very Hebraic word order where a0y, “her,” comes between the verb

and subject in the Hebrew “quiet spot,” a non-focal place between the verb and
subject. This is one of many examples of possible tight translationese.

(b) Intrusive Greek Editing

27:3:
xal Emeaey 6 vidg Popaw and Pharoah’s son fell
o Tod o adtod éml TV Yijy from his horse onto the ground
Ntlavig Tuyydvwy. half-dead becoming

The word nuboavig has a compound, non-Semitic etymology and the word
order is inverted from Semitic patterns. ‘Hubawng looks like intrusive Greek
editing. This Greek word does not smoothly mesh with the style of the sur-
rounding text.

(c) “A’-Family with a Possible Christian Interpolation
15:5:

xal paryet dptov {wiis ebAoynuévoy,

and he will eat blessed bread of life
xal el TotYpLov EumeTANapévoy dbavaaiag,

and will drink a cup of immortality
xal xplopatt ypladnoy eddoynuéve ths dplapaiog

and with an ointment you will be

anointed, blessed of incorruptibility.

The subject matter has been discussed often in the literature. It might be sug-
gestive of a Christian interpolation and at the same time we find two Greek
lexical forms with a-privative. Greek “a-privative” words do not have direct
Semitic counterparts and suggest some complication, at least. In addition, the
word order of ypiopart. .. ebAoynuéve is split in Greek fashion rather than being
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found in tight Semitic word order. Thus, here, where distinctive Greek words
are found, we also find distinctive Greek syntax. However, an interpolation is
unnecessary. Greek vocabulary can be attributed to a translator. One does not
need to explain every Greek-sounding vocabulary choice that does not have a
clear relationship to a Semitic source.”

(d) “A’-Family with a Possible Christian Interpolation
16:16:
Kai Aéyet adtjj 6 dyyehog and the angel says to her
I36v 8 Eporyeg dptov Lwijs, look, you ate the bread of life
xal otplov Emieg afavaaiog and cup of immortality you drank
xal xplopartt xéyplaat dpdapaias, and with an ointment have been

anointed of incorruptibility

Here, too, the non-Semitic, Greek vocabulary occurs in the midst of non-
Semitic, Greek word order transposition, suggesting that the distinctive, non-
Semitic Grecisms are part of a secondary recension and have been inserted into
the text. (The texts behind Burchard’s B-family are mixed here, and Burchard
has followed a more Semitic order.)

Tentative conclusions for Joseph and Aseneth are as follows:

1. An Aramaic copy of Joseph and Aseneth was circulating and influenced
the Greek textual tradition of the A-family secondarily.

2. This Aramaic text probably had roots in the Second Temple period when
the narrative " TR-style was in use.”* Of course, the text might be a late
Aramaic stylization (old-styled Aramaic like megillat Antiochus), or pos-
sibly a Matthew-styled Greek recension. If the latter, it would probably
put the book back into the Second Temple period.

3.  Itispossible that both Hebrew and Aramaic copies were in circulation, in
a way similar to what we see with Tobit.

4.  If the Greek is based on a Semitic source, then Hebrew is the most likely
first language. A Hebrew profile suggests that the A-family (Battifol’s

73 For example, cf. n. 75, where Talshir and Talshir argue such phenomena.

74  This is contra a fourth-century proposal. Cf. Ross Shepard Kraemer, When Aseneth Met
Joseph: A Late Antique Tale of the Biblical Patriarch and his Egyptian Wife, Reconsidered
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1998).
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Greek text) is secondary to either Philonenko’s short version (D-family),
or Burchard’s long B-family.

It must be remembered that the criteria that are being developed in the present
study cannot determine on their own whether or not a Semitic source existed.
They can only distinguish whether Semitic influence lines up with Aramaic or
with Hebrew and if the criteria are consistent.”

i Tobit

The book of Tobit exists in two Greek recensions, fragments of which were
found at Qumran in both Aramaic and Hebrew. We can apply our two criteria
to see what they can tell us about the history of these versions.

4Qig6papTobit® ar f2,6  *5p 9pnr My and [“Hebraic”] Ahigar made

arequest for me

Old Greek 8 1:22 téte NEiwoey Ayiyopog mept éuod  then Achichar
petitioned concerning me

Old Greek A, B 1:22 xoi NElwoey Axiyapog mept éuod  and Achichar

petitioned concerning me

The Greek recensions have the same words at this point, but differ in the con-
junction. The Sinaiticus text has a “narrative téte,” which might lead us to
expect "R in an Aramaic fragment. But our Qumran fragment has -1, which
corresponds to the Greek recension of manuscripts A and B, even though the
Qumran texts more often side with Sinaiticus.

4Q200 Tobite Hebrew also has a word 1R, “then,” but this is not the Aramaic
narrative conjunction, but a perfectly normal futuristic use in Hebrew, some-
thing that occurs in both Hebrew and Aramaic:

75 A general consensus that the book was written in a Jewish Greek modeled on the Greek
Bible should probably be re-examined. In another context Talshir and Talshir (“The
Question of the Source Language,” 64*) point out:

“There is not a great deal of incentive in looking for components that are impossible
to be written in a Semitic language. For in such a case there is a ready answer for
any problem in the person of the [Greek] translator. For example, if a Greek concep-
tion par excellence like ptdav@pwmia, to which one would have difficulty supplying a
source in Aramaic or Hebrew; is able to be considered a claim among the claims that
the E-addition to Greek Esther was written originally in Greek, along comes the same
Greek word in the translated parts of 1 Esdras, not in the story of the youths, and it
does not matter that there is no clear equivalent [in Aramaic and Hebrew], which
undermines the basis of the [Greek] claim” (translation mine—R.B.).
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4Q200 Tobit® Hebrew ¥177'mnw 1R so be happy and dance’®
Old Greek 813115 TOTE TopeLON T Xl GrycAiaoon  then go and rejoice
Old Greek A,B1315  xdpn6t xal dyadicoar  be happy and rejoice

This is standard Hebrew in song and future contexts and negative to criterion
#1. Here, where “then” fits Hebrew, it shows up in both the Qumran text and
Old Greek Sinaiticus.

There is something strange about Aramaic Tobit. With 1,200 words of extant
Aramaic text from Qumran we could have expected four to ten examples of
narrative téte. But we have zero.

The Greek textual tradition for the whole book does not change this per-
spective. In the textual tradition of Old Greek A+B there are only two potential
examples of narrative téte.

Old Greek A, B 6:14 Téte elmev 6 Touddplov T@ dryyEAD
then the boy said to the angel

Old Greek A, B 8:21 xal Tote AaBovta . . . mopedeadat
and then he should take... and go
Old Greek A, B12:6 téte xohéoag Todg S0 XPUTTTAG ElTTEV

then taking the two secretly he said
Old Greek A, B13:6 gdv EMTTPEYNTE . . . TOTE EMIaTPEYEL
if you turn to him. .. then he will turn to you

The examples in 8:21 and 13:6 are in future contexts and irrelevant to criterion #1.
They are only provided here in order to fill out the picture. In addition, 8:21 has
a conjunction xai and could be interpreted as normal Greek. With only one
example left, the statistic for narrative téte is 0.18 per 1000 words and would
only be 0.36 if 8:21 were included. Either of these numbers mean that this man-
uscript tradition tests unambiguously negative for narrative téte, criterion #1.

In the textual tradition of Old Greek & there are six examples of narrative
téte and another two potential examples (6:7; 12:13):

Old Greek 8 1:22  téte NEiwaev Aytyapos mept Epod

then Achichar petitioned concerning me
Old Greek & 51 téte dmoxpibeig ToPrag elmev

then Tobias answered and said

76  This "1T1 'NNW R is good Hebrew. The Greek of Sinaiticus téte mopedyty, “then go...”
might suggest that some texts were copied/read as *¥171 "MW 1R, “be happy and run.”
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Old Greek 8 5:3  Téte dmoxpieic Topib elmey
then Tobit answered and said
Old Greek 8 6:7  xal TéTE NpwyTYTEV TO TS AIPLOY
and then the boy asked
Old Greek 8 818  téte elmev then he said
Old Greek 8 91 téte exdreoey ToPrag PagoanA xai elnev
then Tobias called Rafael and said
Old Greek ®12:6  Tdte éxdheae ToUG V0 xpUTTAS xal lmey
then he called the two secretly and said
Old Greek X 12:13  xai 67€. .. TOTE AMéTTAAMAL
and when...thenIam sent
Old Greek R13:6  €dv €mioTpéYnTE . . . TOTE EMITTPEPEL
if you turn to him... then he will turn to you
Old Greek R 1315  TéTE TOPELONTL X AUl Sryoh oot
then go and rejoice [future context]

These produce at least 0.83 and maximally 1.11 narrative téte per 1000. These
would not be enough for us to consider that criterion #1 was positive. However,
in comparison with the Aramaic texts from Qumran and with the other Greek
traditions of Tobit, this is a significant increase. It would appear that the
Sinaiticus tradition has received some Aramaic influence. It is impossible to
tell whether this was from contact with an Aramaic exemplar or was the inter-
nal development of a Jewish Greek style. More importantly, if the Sinaiticus
tradition shows influence from an Aramaic exemplar, then that would be a dif-
ferent Aramaic tradition than the one attested at Qumran. We must conclude
that Greek Tobit is negative for criterion #1.

Testing for criterion #2 adds to our picture of Tobit. The Hebrew text at
Qumran, 4Q200, does not have an example, nor does Old Greek Sinaiticus have
an example.”” Old Greek A and B also do not have an example. So Tobit is nega-
tive for criterion #2. As mentioned above in the discussion of Hebrew Ezra, the
lack of criterion #2 does not prove that a document is not Hebrew since crite-
rion #2 may be relatively infrequent in a Hebrew narrative. It is not as common
as the simple Aramaic conjunction "X.

77  Tobit 118 R &v tf) Nuépa tarby Eyéveto xapd mdow ol Tovdaiolg tols odow év Nweun, and
A/B, xai éyéveto xapd maat ol év Niveun ddeApols adtod, together suggest that a Semitic
original might have looked something like D™ 53% nnnw ArA 0¥2 1N or 012 7N
o™ in 539 Annw AR, The correct concord in the first conjecture (*1N1) would show
that this is not the impersonal structure *71"1 plus a setting introducing a finite verb.

This is a digital offprint for restricted use only | © 2014 Koninklijke Brill NV



294 BUTH

These data (Greek Tobit is negative for #1, and negative for #2, yet Semitically
based) suggest that Tobit was originally written in Hebrew and was translated
into Aramaic at an early date. The Aramaic translation probably did not have
many narrative "R, if any, because of its being a translation from Hebrew.
The Greek tradition behind manuscripts A and B may have been translated
from either a Hebrew or Aramaic exemplar; the Aramaic would have looked
and tested like Hebrew. However, the Greek tradition behind Sinaiticus shows
Aramaic influence, which was apparently secondarily added to the textual
tradition. If this “influence” came from a written text, then the Aramaic tradi-
tion itself showed signs of either development or of a second translation. We
do not need to propose such a second translation or development, though,
because the influence is slight enough to have been a development within
Jewish Greek.

Before leaving the question of Tobit’s language of origin, we should put for-
ward additional evidence that supports the conclusion that Hebrew was the
original language of this book. Having sections of both Aramaic and Hebrew at
Qumran allows us to see another structural feature, something that would not
be visible in Greek translation.

Hebrew Tobit has examples of the narrative use of the adverbial infini-
tive. This suggests that it is not a translation (it is uncommon Hebrew and
non-Aramaic):

4Qz00 Tobit e f2.2  A]'pna namr 51101

and (she) “to carry” you in her abdomen

(= Tob 4:4 év Tjj xotAia)
(=? Tob 4:4 ? xwdbvovg ToMods “many sufferings” =/= "y 7AMR N1207,
while 520 can mean “suffer”)
4Q200 Tobit e f4.3 1% N1 and (he) “to say” to him (= Tob 10:8)
4Q200 Tobite f5.2  p1317  and (he) “to scatter” (= Tob 11:11)
4Q200 Tobit e f6.4 n5nn 2121 210 727 102

thus Tobi spoke and (he) “to write” a psalm (= Tobit 13:1)

It is easy to explain how these narrative infinitives would end up as finite verbs
in Aramaic, since a translator would have no choice. However, it is more diffi-
cult to imagine that a translator would look at Aramaic finite verbs and unnec-
essarily translate them with infinitives. A Hebrew original is therefore the
more difficult, yet reasonable, reading. In a review article on DJD 19, Matthew
Morgenstern made a general evaluation to the effect that the Aramaic of Tobit
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seems smoother than the Hebrew.” Possibly. It is difficult to judge with frag-
mented texts. However, if that were true, then it is more likely that the Aramaic
is secondary. Translators have an obligation to make sense of a rough text.
This can be demonstrated easily in any Bible translation, ancient or modern.
Modern translations with footnotes that say “Hebrew obscure” confirm this
point: these translations are clearer than their source.

We may reasonably conclude that the application of our criteria is sound.
The criteria point to Hebrew being the original language of the book and that
fits the other evidence.”

j Judith

Criterion #1 is negative for Judith: Jdt 6:6 appears in a future context, while 15:3
and 16:11 exhibit the adverbial xal téte. That gives us maximally two examples
out of 9175 words for a statistic of 0.22 narrative téte per 1000 words.

Criterion #2 is positive. Note Jdt 2:4; 5:22; 10:1; 12:10; (13:1); 13:12.

Taken together these criteria are consistent and they suggest a Hebrew
background for Judith, if there existed a Semitic source. Even though the appli-
cation of these three tests cannot give a definitive answer to the question of
whether or not the work was translated from a Semitic source, nevertheless, in
the case of Judith, they can rule out Aramaic.

k The Life of Adam and Eve (also called The Apocalypse of Moses)
Adam and Eve has a complicated textual history that has recently been pub-
lished by Johannes Tromp, The Life of Adam and Eve in Greek, Critical Edition
(2005). Tromp distinguishes three macro families of manuscripts. His o family
is positive for criterion #1. There are approximately 17 examples of “narrative
Tote” (1115 12:2; 15°1; 16:2; 17:1; 18:1; 19:3; 21:5 [xal TOTE]; 23:2, 45 27:4, 5; 28:3; 31:3;
32:1; 35:1; 401 [xai Téte]), which is 3.80 per 1000 words. This textual family has
evidence of Aramaic influence and the other families are only slightly less con-
sistent on this criterion.

78  Matthew Morgenstern, “Language and Literature in the Second Temple Period,” Journal of
Jewish Studies 48 (1997): 130—45 (140): “It would seem to me that the uncomfortable style
of the Hebrew would suggest that it is secondary to the more fluent and stylistic Aramaic.”

79  For an argument based on different criteria in support of an Aramaic original, see Daniel
A.Machiela, “Hebrew, Aramaic, and the Differing Phenomena of Targum and Translation
in the Second Temple Period and Post-Second Temple Period,” in the present volume.

This is a digital offprint for restricted use only | © 2014 Koninklijke Brill NV



296 BUTH

However, criterion #2 also appears to be positive. At 15:2 xal éyéveto év ¢
QUAGTTEY NUAG TOV TTaPAdEITOV EQUALTTOUEY EXOTTOS TO Adyov avTod MépoS...
¢pvAatTov, “and it happened in our guarding the park we were guarding each
one his received portion...and I was guarding.” This would be an uncommon
example of the Hebraic setting structure because the same verb is used in the
setting and in the finite verbs and the finite verbs are background descriptions
in imperfect. Perhaps this is a biblicizing extension of the Aramaic usage found
at Cowley 30, discussed above pp. 271—-273.

If this example is not a false positive, then The Life of Adam and Eve has a
complex history and fails the consistency criterion. We may tentatively suggest
that criterion #2 is an accidental false positive created by a Greek translator or
a biblicizing Aramaic source, since it is only one example. If a Semitic source
is behind Adam and Eve, criterion #1 would suggest that it was an Aramaic
source. There may or may not have been a Hebrew edition of this book in cir-
culation, but one irregular example would seem to be insufficient evidence.8°

4 Application to New Testament Gospels and Acts

a Gospel of Matthew

Criterion #1 is found approximately 55 to 63 times in Matthew: 2:7, 16, 17; 3:5,
13, 15; 41, 5, 10, 11; (4:17, 4700 T6TE); 8:26; 9:6, 14, 29, 37; 11:20; 12113, 22, 38;13:36; 1511,
12, 28; 16:12, 20, (16:21, 476 TéTE), 24; 17:13, 19; 18:21, 32; 1913, 27; 20:20, (2131, xal
6te...ToTE), (22:8 in a parable),8! (2213 in parable); 22115, 21; 23:1; (25:7 in par-
able); 26:3, 14, (2616, xal amo Téte), 31, 36, 38, 45, 50, 52, 56, 65, 67, 74; 27:3, (27:9),

80 M. D. Johnson (“Life of Adam and Eve,” in Charlesworth, ed., The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha, 2:251) thinks that the source language was Hebrew, on the basis of what
might be two cognate infinitives (at 17:5 and 41:3).

81 Matt 22:8 and 22213 occur in the parable of the wedding of the king’s son, and 25:7 occurs
in the parable of the ten virgins. These are curious cases for two reasons. First, Jewish
story parables were all recorded in Hebrew in rabbinic literature, even in Aramaic con-
texts, and an Aramaic source for these would be unique for ancient Jewish literature. (See
the section on Lukan sources for further discussion of téte and parables.) Second, these
particular parables are distinctly Matthean with developed motifs that are like a pastiche
from parallel synoptic material. Matthew 22:1-14 has a distinctive “son” motif that is miss-
ing from Luke 14:16—24, an abusing of messengers motif like the parable of the vineyard
(Matt 21:35 and functional parallels in the vineyard parallels in Mark 12 and Luke 20),
and a motif of a wedding garment (22:11-14) that has a teaching parallel in Luke 12:35-37.
Likewise, Matt 25:1-13 has a door-knocking motif like Luke 12:35-38, and a door-closure
motif like Luke 13:25—28. If téte is distinctly Matthean, as we are arguing, then these two
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13, 26, 27, 38, 58; 28:10. These occurrences generate a statistic of between 3.00 to
3.43 narrative téte per 1000 words of text, which tests positive for criterion #1
and is far above our arbitrary reference point of 1.5 narrative téte per 1000 words.

Examples of non-narrative téte are found at 5:24; 7:5, 23; 9:15; 12:29, 44, 45;
13:26, 43;16:27; 24:9, 10, 14, 16, 21, 23, 30, 40; 25:1, 31, 34, 37, 41, 44, 45; 27:16. These
instances of non-narrative téte are listed here for completeness. They are nor-
mal for Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek, and are not diagnostic.

Criterion #2 should test negative if criterion #1 is reflecting an Aramaic
source. However, Matthew has six examples of criterion # 2 (7:28; 9:10; 11:1;
13:53; 19:1; 26:1). Five of these are found at the end of significant collections of
Matthew arrangements. Matthew 7:28 concludes the Matthean Sermon on the
Mount, 11:1 concludes the instruction for an apostolic mission, 13:53 concludes
the long Matthean section of parables, 19:1 concludes the Galilean ministry,
and 26:1 concludes the temple/Jerusalem teaching. Of these, 7:28; 13:53; 1911,
and 26:1 do not have parallels in Luke, even though Luke has parallel pericopae
and is very accepting of éyéveto structures.

Together these two criteria are useful in evaluating Matthew. Testing posi-
tive for criterion #1 and also positive for criterion #2 is a signal that something
complex is happening that is beyond a reflection of a Semitic source. Aramaic
would produce #1 without #2, and Hebrew would produce #2 without #1.

Criterion #1 occurs in various kinds of material, including triple tradition,
double tradition Matthew—Mark, double tradition Matthew—Luke, Matthean
material, in parables, and parallel to material that is word-for-word identical
to Mark, except for térte.

Here are fifteen examples where the wording with Mark is close, sometimes
close with Luke, too, but in no case do they have Matthew’s narrative téte:

Matt 3:5 téte EemopeveTo mpdg adTov TepoabAupa xat o v) Toudaia
Mark 1:5 ol eEemopedeto Tpog aTdv Toa ¥) Toudaia ypa

xai ol Tepogodvpital
Luke 3:3-7  (parallel pericope, but without this sentence)

Matt 411 TéTE Apinav adTév 0 SidBoAog
Mark 11213 (parallel pericope, but without this sentence)82

parables should be attributed to Matthean editing in Greek and not to a hypothetical
Aramaic story parable.

82  This example does not help with the Matthew—Mark relationship, but is part of the
evidence that confirms that Luke was not using Matthew. In the temptation pericope
Matthew has four cases of narrative téte, none of which are picked up by Luke.
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Luke 4:13 xol GUVTEAETOIG TTAVTAL TIELPATUGY O SidBoAog dmtéay) &’ adTod
Matt 9:6 gml TS YiS dgléval auapTiag—ToTe AéYeEl TQ TAPOAVTIXG,
gyepBelg dpov...

Mark 2:10-11  dgiévar apaptiog €l TS YHG—AEYEL TO TAPAAVTIXG, Tol
Aéyw, Eyelpe dpov. ..

Luke 5:24 ¢ml TS Yiig dgévan apaptiog—elmey T mapade vpéve, gol
Aéyw, Eyelpe xal dpag. ..

Matt 8:26 Téte yeplelg émetiuyaey Tolg avéuolg

Mark 4:39 ol Steyepleis Emetipmoey T dvéuw

Luke 8:24 6 O¢ dieyepleig EmeTipnoey TG Avéuw

Matt 12113 Téte Aéyel @ avlpwmw,  EXTEWOV

Mark 3:5 xol TepIPAePapevog. .. Aéyel T) avBpwTw,  ExTEWGY

Luke 6:10 wal meptPAeddpevos...  elmev adtd, EXTEWOV

Matt 17:19 téte TpooeAdOVTES of pabntal t@ Inocod xat’ Slav elmov
A Ti els 0dx N3V OMpEY ExPalely adTé;

Mark 9:28 xal eloerdévtog adTod eig ooy of pabytal adtod xat’ iSiav
ETNPWTWY

81 Npels odx NduvnByuey exPanely adTo;83
Luke 9:37-43 (parallel pericopae, but without this sentence)

Matt 19:13 Téte mpoayvéOnaay adTd moudia

Mark 10:13 xal TpoaEpepov adTR mondio

Luke 18:15 Tpoaépepov 3& adTd moudio

Matt 21:1%8%  xai dte Hyyloav elg ‘TepogdAvpa

xal WAGov elc Bnbpoyn elc 1@ "Opog T@V EAouddv
téte 'Inools améateiiey Svo pabyrag

83  The wording is quite tight over an extended sentence. One notices that Mark records
a statement in spite of using émpwtwv “they were questioning him.” Matthew has
rephrased the wording as a question and 81 ti appears to be secondary according to the
manuscripts of Mark that read étu: B, 8, C, W, ©, Byz. In any case, Matthew has narrative
téte, Mark does not have narrative téte, while Luke does not have an exact parallel here.

84  This is an ambiguous téte because it follows a “when” clause. By itself it would not be
considered narrative téte or a diagnostic example of Aramaic influence. However, in this
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Mark 111 xat te Nyyilovawy elg ‘Tepogdivpa
elg Bnlpoyn xal Bnbaviav mpdg 10 "Opog tév "EAatddv
amoaTEMEL 300 TRV paldytdv adTtod

Luke 19:29 xal &yéveto &g Myytoev eig Bndpayn xoal Bynlavia[v]
TPOS T 8pog T xoAoDpEvoy "EAct®dv
améatethey 0o pabnTag

Matt 22:21 Aéyovaw adTt® Kaloapog.  Téte Aéyel adTOlg

Mark 1216-17  of 3¢ elmav adt® Kaioapog. 6 8¢’ Inoods elmey adtols

Luke 20:24—25 ol 8¢ elmav Kaicopos. 03¢ elmey mpdg avtolg

Matt 26:14 téte mopevbels elg @V Sdexa, & Aeybpevog Toddag
"Toxaplwyg, TPOS TOUS Ap)ELPElS

Mark 14:10 wal  Tovdag  Toxapidd 6 elg Tty dwdexa,
amiiABey mpdg Todg dpxELpEls

Luke 22:3 elofiAlev 3¢ gatavdg eig Tovdav oV xahovuevoy Taxapiwtyy,

dvta éx o0 dptBuod tév Scddexa,

Matt 26:16%85  xal dmo téte eQiret ednatpioy o adTdv Topad®

Mark 14:1 xal EQrel TS adTov edxaipwg Topadol

Luke 22:6 ol egiret edxatpiov Tod mapadodvat adTév

Matt 26:31 Téte AéYel avtols 6 'Tnools mavteg Upels axovdaiiodnoebaoe
Mark 14:27 xal Aéyet adtols 6 'Ingods &tt mavteg oxavdoiiabnoeboe

Luke 22:31-39  (parallel pericope, but without this sentence)

Matt 26:38 Téte Aéyel adTols TEPIAVTES EaTiv 1) Puxy) mov Ewg BavdTou
petvate Ode xal ypyyopeite pet’ Euod
Mark 14:34 xal Aéyet abTolg mepiAvmog éatwv 1) Ypuyn pov Ewg Bavdrou

petvate OS¢ xal ypyyopeite
Luke 22:39—41  (parallel pericope, but without this sentence)

case, the Aramaic influence is already clear, and it is equally clear that the téte was not
transferred along with the tight wording. It enters the synoptic tradition with Matthew,
and ends right there.

85  Thisistechnically not narrative téte because of the conjunction and preposition. However,
it fits Matthew’s profile and, more importantly, it does not occur in either Mark or Luke.
This is more significant for Luke, since Luke shares the phrase dno téte at Luke 16:16.
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Matt 26:74 téte TipEato xartabepatiley xai duvdew St odx olda TdV
&vBpmov8s

Mark 14:71 6 8¢ fipEarto dvaBepartiley xol duvivou 8t odx olde Tov dvbpwmov

Luke 22:60  elmev 8¢ 6 [Tétpog- dvBpwre, odx olda 8 Aéyelg

Matt 27:26  téte dmélvaey adTols Tov BapaBBav
Mark 1515 ... dnélvoey adtols tov Bapaffay
Luke 23:25  dmélvoey 8¢ tdv did atdoty

There are several generic, futuristic, non-narrative uses of téte that are found
almost word-for-word in Synoptic triple tradition, or in Matthew—Mark, or
Matthew-Luke double tradition. These show that all of the Synoptic writers
are able to accept and use the word téte itself. And these wordings are natural
to Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek—all three. They are generic téte.

The following seven sets of readings are not narrative téte:

Matt7:5 ol téte SPrépels exPolely 0 xdppog ex T00 dpBapod tod
63eAqod ou.

Mark (no parallel)

Luke 6:42  xal téte StaPAéPels 10 xdppog T €v T¢ 0pbaAu® Ttod aderqod
aov ExBaretv.87

Matt 915 xal Téte WoTedTOVTY
Mark 2:20  xal téte wotedoovaty
Luke 5:35  téte wotedoovaty

Matt12:29  xal téte ™ oixiav adTod Spmdaet
Mark 3:27  xai téte TV oixiav adtod Spmdaet
Luke 1:22  xai ta oxdAa adtod Stadidwaty

86  One should note the “pleonastic #jp&ato” in Matthew. This is a fairly strong Markanism
(1.91 per 1000 words, compared to Matthew’s 0.59 per 1000) and it is most easily explained
as being borrowed by Matthew. If so, then again, the téte appears to be coming from
Matthew’s own style, since it is certainly not coming from Mark. See Buth and Kvasnica,
“Parable of the Vineyard,” 261-268, for a discussion of the Semitic background of “pleo-
nastic pEato” and comparison between Luke and Mark.

87  Incidentally, this is a classic case of Luke retaining the vocabulary of a source that was,
presumably, in good Semitic order, and then rearranging the words into a more typical
Greek pattern. It would appear that Matthew has preserved the better source wording
here. However, the same basic Greek words are in both and testify to a Greek literary con-
nection between Matthew and Luke. They are not separate translations.
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Matt12:43—45 7ot Aéyer  elg TOV  olkov  pov  émotpédw...88
Téte TopeveTal xal TapaAapuBdavel ued’ qutod EmTd ETepa
TVEDATL

Mark (no parallel)

Luke 1m1:24-26 téte  Aéyet elg  TtOv  olkov  pou  EmioTpEdw...
TéTE TIopEVETAL Kol TapaAApBAvel ETepa TTVEVMATA

Matt 24:16 téte ol &v Tf) Tovdaia pevyétwany eig To 8py)
Mark 13:14 téte ol v Tf) Tovdala pevyétwany el 0 8py)
Luke 21:21 téte of &v Tj) Tovdaia pevyétwany €ig To 8py
Matt 24:23 téte Edv TIg D elmy 180 dde

Mark 13:21 ol Téte Edv Tig Dy elmy) 10b Mde

Luke 17:23 ol gpodaty Duiv: i8ov éxel, [1] i8od dde

Because criterion #1 occurs throughout various kinds of Matthean material,
sometimes including shared material word-for-word with Mark (except for
TéTe), it is probable that we are looking at a Matthean stylistic feature in Greek.
It is also certain that he did not get the style from Mark. More importantly, a
hypothesis of a Matthean narrative téte style does not create the problems that
would arise if we attributed the narrative téte to a source.

If Matthew had taken his style from a non-Markan source, then we would
need to explain the tight Greek verbal correspondence with Mark as Markan
borrowing from Matthew. However, Mark would only have borrowed generic
téte from Matthew, curiously, he would never have borrowed narrative tote.
But how did Mark know the difference between narrative téte and generic
t6te? And why would that have made any difference? Mark of all people was
not a Greek stylist who would have objected to something whose statistics are
not Greek norms. And even a few narrative téte are not out of line in Greek or
Hebrew. Nevertheless, even if Mark would have borrowed the broken syntax in
Mark 210, Mark did not borrow narrative téte. Yet if Mark had shortened the
saying in Matt 24:30 (to xal téte Sovrar Tov Tod avlpimov Epyopuéve . . .; Mark
13:26), then he would have added the téte from earlier in Matthew’s verse, so
that it would now join &ovta, creating a non-Matthean tére:

88  These are timeless, proverbial examples, and so they are not narrative téte. Matthew and
Luke are about 9o% similar in these three verses, which is remarkably high.
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Matt 24:30-31  xal Téte avioeTal 0 anueiov 00 viod Tod dvbpwmov év
ovpave
xal Téte xdpovtat maaat al euAal THS YiS
ol §ovrat Tov oD avBpemtov EpxduevoV ETTL TRV VEQEAGY . . .
(24:31) xai dmooteAel TOUG dryyEAOUg

Mark 13:26—27 (no parallel to Matt 24:30)
ol Téte Sovtat tov Tod dvhpimou Epydpevoy év vepELaLS . . .
xal TéTe AmoaTeEAET TOUS dyyEAOUS

Luke 21:27 (no parallel to Matt 24:30a)
xal Téte Sovrar Tov Tod avBpimou Epyduevoy €V VEQEAY . ..
(no parallel to Matt 24:31//Mark 13:27)

Mark would have dropped two téte from earlier in Matt 24:30, and would then
balance this by adding them to the following sentences, Mark 13:26—27. Mark
would actually appear reticent to drop téte from Matthew! This same text in
Matthew only makes sense as a Matthean edit of Mark. Matthew added two
sentences at the beginning of the saying parallel to Mark 13:26. He introduced
both with téteg, his style, so that when he continued with Mark’s sentences he
needed to drop Mark’s téte (or else have four téte in a row!). The result of these
considerations is that assuming a literary flow from Matthew to Mark creates
an unreasonable outcome. Unpredictably, Mark would accept some generic
Téte, but would accept zero out of 60 narrative tote.

Since the hypothesis that Matthew got his narrative téte style from a source
creates a serious, unexpected problem, we return to the non-problematic
hypothesis: Matthew himself introduced narrative téte. The most reasonable,
least problematic hypothesis is that narrative téte is Matthew’s own writing
style of Greek. This is a conclusion based on linguistic data and a literary analy-
sis, not on a synoptic theory. The Matthean style hypothesis is not being cho-
sen “because Matthew used Mark” but because the other hypothesis created
problems. This point is extremely significant: it allows us to use linguistic data,
Matthew’s narrative téte style, in synoptic criticism. Using Matthew’s narrative
Téte style in synoptic criticism is not circular reasoning. We will see below that
many current Lukan studies are based on an assumed Synoptic theory. This has
prevented scholars from asking the pertinent linguistic questions and appears
to have led some scholars to even misrepresent the data.

The conclusion that narrative téte is a feature in Matthew’s own Greek
style and not coming from a source is further reinforced when the incongruity
of the existence of criterion #2 is considered.

Because criterion #2 occurs at boundaries of literary sections that are unique
to Matthew and apparently arranged by Matthew himself, and because crite-
rion #2 is incompatible with criterion #1, we conclude that the co-occurrence
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of both criterion #1 and criterion #2 in Matthew’s Gospel does not come from
a source and are a result of Matthew’s own Greek creation. Matthew wrote
Greek with a style that borrowed from both Aramaic and Hebrew.89

We do have stylistic confirmation that Matthew is the writer who intro-
duced narrative téte. If it is true that Matthew received tight Greek wording
from Mark, is there any stylistic Markanism that came along and shows up
in Matthew? Yes. Mark’s (xat) €080¢, “(and) immediately,” is distinctive in the
Gospels.?° It does not distinguish Hebrew from Aramaic so it cannot be added
to the criteria developed in the present study, but it is diagnostic of Mark. Mark
has 42 examples of e080¢. Matthew has seven examples of €080¢%! and eleven

o

examples of e00éwg, “immediately.”92 Of Matthew’s total of 18 “immediately’s,
14 are parallel to an “immediately” in Mark.93 Most of Matthew’s “immedi-
atelys” have been initiated by Mark (78%). Most importantly, all the examples
of 080 are parallel to Mark. Matthew does not appear to use 0805 on his own.%*

89  Theoretically, one might hypothesize that one of the criteria could come from a source
and the other criterion was added according to Matthew’s own style, creating the incom-
patibility. The discussion on téte above showed that a source hypothesis for Matthew’s
narrative téte is unreasonable. It is the programatic collection of material into five dis-
courses that makes a source hypothesis for the impersonal €yéveto structure unreason-
able. Neither item appears to have come directly from a source.

On the other hand, one need not assume that Matthew would always write Greek with
both criteria. Conceivably, re-arranging sources that had one of these criteria may have
encouraged its adoption. That is particularly fitting for the impersonal &yéveto structure.
Rearranging source materials that had many occurrences of the impersonal éyéveto struc-
ture may have encouraged the Matthean summary structures. Yet, regardless of influence,
those summary sentences were probably penned by Matthew in Greek and were almost
certainly not copied from a source.

9o  The importance of (xat) 08¢ for tracing synoptic relationships was pointed out by
Robert L. Lindsey, A Hebrew Translation of the Gospel of Mark: A Greek—Hebrew Diglot with
English Introduction (2d ed.; Jerusalem: Dugith Publishers, 1973), 58—61. Buth and Kvasnica
(“Parable of the Vineyard,” 314) have further outlined its importance for synoptic studies.

91 Matt 3116, 20, 21; 14:27; 21:2%, 3; 26:74™. (Matt 21:2 has €000¢ in R, L, and Westcott-Hort, while
UBS-NA read e0féwg; 26:74 has €060¢ in B, L, ©, and Westcott-Hort, while UBs-NA read
€00éws.)

92 Matt 4:20, 22; 8:3; 13:5; 14:22, 31; 20:34; 24:29; 25:15; 26:49; 27:48.

93 Matt 316; 4:20, 22; 8:3;13'5, 20, 21; 14:22, 27; 20:34; 21:2, 3; 26:49, 74.

94  These statistics are according to the UBs/Nestle-Aland and Westcott-Hort texts. The
Byzantine text family erases the £080¢ unidirectional proof because in the Byz text family
40 of these “immediately” examples in Mark are e0éwg. The unidirectional flow is miss-
ing. We still see the restriction of Mark’s “immediately” in Matthew, but we cannot prove
that Matthew is restricting these and that Mark is not expanding them. This does not alter
the conclusion that narrative téte was added to a Markan base by Matthew.
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This means that e080¢ in Matthew is a Markanism, and it confirms the literary
flow from Mark to Matthew.

In light of the above, it is difficult to believe in the various Matthean-priority
hypotheses. Theoretically it is not impossible, but truly difficult. Not a single
narrative téte crosses over into either Mark or Luke. This observation calls the
Farrar-Goulder hypothesis into question as well.5 The usefulness of narra-
tive téte is enhanced because it is like a conjunction and can be written by an
author at a subconscious level, without thinking about it. Mark accepts téte
and has several téte in parallel to Matthew’s téte. But none of these are narra-
tive téte. They are all the “non-Aramaic,” generic téte, acceptable in Hebrew,
Greek, and Aramaic. The same thing is true for evaluating Matthew with Luke,
though the evidence is even stronger than in the case of Matthew with Mark.
Luke actually has two or three cases of narrative téte in his Gospel, and also
has many of the same examples of generic téte that Mark and Matthew have.
In addition, Luke has 20 to 21 examples of narrative téte in Acts. That makes
the complete absence of Matthew’s narrative téte in the Gospel of Luke all
the more remarkable. If Luke used Matthew, he would have refused all sixty
examples of Matthean narrative téte. Zero for sixty is truly a lack. The simplest
explanation is that Luke did not use Matthew. This will be discussed below, in
the sections dealing with Luke and Acts.

b Gospel of Mark

This is the easiest of the Synoptic Gospels to test. Mark is negative for criterion
#1. There are zero examples of “narrative téte.” This is an astounding statistic
given the many studies that speak about Mark’s Aramaic source background as
though it were close to fact. Mark cannot have a written Aramaic background.
The word téte occurs, but in all six examples it occurs outside the narrative
framework of the Gospel, and in future or hypothetical contexts (2:20; 3:27, 14,
21, 26, 27). The occurrence of téte, IR, or X in future or hypothetical contexts
is characteristic of Greek, Aramaic, and Hebrew.

95 The Ferrar-Goulder hypothesis has Mark first, influencing Matthew; then Luke using
Mark and Matthew together. The Griesbach “two gospel” hypothesis holds that Matthew
was first, Luke used Matthew and then Mark merged the two. The Augustinian hypothesis
holds that Matthew was first, used by Mark, and that Luke used Mark and Matthew. All
of these hypotheses would struggle to explain the breakdown of téte. Generic téte goes
into both Mark and Luke, but, inexplicably, narrative téte is absolutely blocked from both
Mark and Luke.
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There are two examples of criterion #2 in Mark: in Mark 1:9 (xai éyéveto év
éxetvaug Tals Npépais RAdev Inoods dnd Nalapet), and in Mark 4:4 (in a parable,
nal Eyéveto év T amelpetv O uév Emegev mapd T 636v). Mark also has one or two
examples of the Greek setting structure (2:23, with the setting within a follow-
ing infinitive phrase;%6 2:15, yivetat without a setting, followed by infinitive).%7
These Greek structural examples should not be confused with, or added to, the
Markan examples of criterion #2.

The criteria are consistent for Mark and they suggest that Mark’s Semitic
Greek might have a Hebrew influence. However, this evidence is not strong,
especially in light of what we find below in Luke. In Luke there is strong evi-
dence of a Hebraic gospel source.

What would be necessary to salvage an Aramaic background for Mark?98
One could suggest that Mark’s narrative may represent a colloquial Aramaic
style that is not otherwise attested in the literature of this period, which lit-
erature is relatively meager. But that would mean ignoring what we do have
and holding a position for which there is no supporting evidence. Such is not
a strong position, certainly not a probable position. The criteria in the present
study make a contribution to New Testament scholarship by highlighting the
strong improbability of an Aramaic style for Mark.

A second possible way to salvage an Aramaic background for Mark might
be to propose that Mark’s idiosyncratic style with xat €000¢, “and immedi-
ately,” somehow reflects the Aramaic narrative "R, “then, at that time.” The
main problem with this proposal is that in rabbinic literature both colloquial
Hebrew and Aramaic storytelling have styles with a word 7, “immediately.”9®
The use of €060¢ in Mark already has a good linguistic explanation: the word
7n is used in both of those languages as a special narrative connector and
could represent Hebrew as well as Aramaic. The one example of literary

96  Mark 2:23 is parallel to a similar Greek setting structure in Luke 6:1. ]. H. Moulton,
Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 1, Prolegomena (3d ed.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
1908), 17, thought that this might be “a primitive assimilation to Lk 6:1.”

97  Instead of the present tense y{vetat and a Greek structure, the Byzantine text family has
the Hebraic structure at Mark 2:15 (xal éyéveto év 1 xatoxelobol adtov €v 1@ olxew aldtod
xal oMol TEAGVaL xal dpapTwAol cuvavéxewto ¢ 'Tngod). Whether or not the Byzantine
reading is accepted here, the conclusions about possible Aramaic or Hebrew influence
behind Mark’s Greek remain the same.

98 See Guido Baltes, “The Origins of the ‘Exclusive Aramaic Model’ in the Nineteenth
Century: Methodological Fallacies and Subtle Motives,” in the present volume.

99 See Abba Bendavid, Biblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew [Hebrew] (2 vols.; 2d ed.;
Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1967), 58183, 598.
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Hebrew narrative in rabbinic literature mentioned above (b. Qid. 66a) even
has an example of this word 7n, so we know that the word could even pen-
etrate late, literary Hebrew. At one point, however, Mark’s e000¢-style appears
non-Hebraic. Mark has xai €060¢ while Hebrew texts do not show 7', but
rather, only 7n.190 Aramaic has both forms, “immediately” without “and” (7:
Neof. Targ. has three examples—Gen 22:14, 38:25[b]; Exod 1512)], and “imme-
diately” with “and” (7'm/7 121 Neof. Targ. has two examples in the Torah—
Gen 38:25[a]; Lev 22:27; there are also two examples in Targum Esther Sheni).
The forms with a prefaced “and” appear to be a secondary development of the
idiom without “and” in Mishnaic Hebrew.1?! However, Mark’s consistent addi-
tion of xal to e000¢ suggests that this is part of his own Greek style, and that
his addition of xati is a secondary reaccommodation to Greek, which prefers to
connect sentences with a conjunction of some kind.1°2 So we should not see
the use of €080 as coming from a written Aramaic source. If Mark’s eb80¢ were
coming from a written, first-century Aramaic source, we would need to see
some “narrative téte” in Mark’s Gospel. The only reasonable solution is to view
Mark’s “and immediately” style as his own Greek style, which was probably
modelled on Hebrew colloquial storytelling.

100 It appears that Robert L. Lindsey was aware of this restriction, “xal e080g. .. cannot even
be translated to the Hebrew of the First Century” (from the Introduction to Elmar Camillo
Dos Santos and Robert Lisle Lindsey, A Comparative Greek Concordance of the Synoptic
Gospels [ Jerusalem: Dugith Publishers, 1985], xv). Of course, xal €080 could be translated,
but the expression had no exact equivalent. That is, 721 was not good or attested Hebrew
and 7'1 by itself would not have elicited the two Greek words, xat 060, that are found so
often in Mark.

101 Bendavid (Biblical and Mishnaic, 141, line 16, and 581 note) suggests that the word T'n
in Mishnaic Hebrew came from Greek éx xeipés, “at hand, at once,” and is a partial
replacement for the sequential narrative tenses when telling a literary story in colloquial
Hebrew. In these cases 71 becomes one of the substitutes for -, “and,” which explains
why T°12 consistently occurs in colloquial Hebrew without “and.” He also suggests that 7'
served as a replacement for [ TX when re-telling an Aramaic story in Hebrew. On the other
hand, later Aramaic has apparently borrowed this idiom from Mishnaic Hebrew because
it uses the word by itself and also with “and.” Thus, later Aramaic shows a linguistic
development beyond the situation that caused 7' miyyad's creation without “and.”

102 When Mark uses this phrase at the beginning of a sentence it always has a conjunction
with it, 28 times xai, once 8¢, and once &Md: Mark 1:10, 12, 18, 20, 21, 23, 29, 30, 42; 2:8, 12;
455 5:29, 30, 42a; 6:27, 45, 50 [0 8¢ €0BUG]; 7:25 [dAN" €000¢], 35; 8:10; 9:15; 10:52; 11:2, 3; 14:43,
72; 15:1. When €08%¢ is preceded by a participle clause or other material (14 times), then it
does not have xai: 1:28, 43; 3:6; 4:15, 16, 17, 29; 5:2, 42b; 6:25, 54; 9:20, 24 [most mss add xaf;
R, C drop €061¢]; 14:45. In other words, the conjunction is a Greek phenomenon, and part
of Mark’s Greek style.
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Finally, if there is a Semitic source layered somewhere behind Mark’s less-
than-natural Greek, that source tests as Hebrew rather than Aramaic.

This means that Casey’s Aramaic reconstructions of Markan narrative are
not natural Aramaic of the period,'°3 but, ironically, look like a translation
from Hebrew.194 The lack of 118 becomes especially visible where a parallel in
Matthew has a narrative téte. (The asterisk * within the texts below means that

the parallel is not exact.)

103

104

105

Matt 12:13 TéTE AéYel T avOpITe EXTEWOY Tou TV YelpaL
Mark 3:5 xal TEPIBAEPApEVOS . . . AéyEL TQ) dvOpWTL EXTEWSY TV
Xelpat.

Casey (Mark,138) 8T 1710521 bW .RT LW ,RWIRY NN

Maurice Casey, Aramaic Sources to the Gospel of Mark (SNTSMS 102; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998), and Maurice Casey, Aramaic Sources to Q: Sources
Jfor Gospels of Matthew and Luke (SNTSMs 122; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2002). Casey’s reconstructions have too many Aramaic mistakes to be used reliably. See
the review by Peter M. Head and Peter J. Williams, “Q Review,” Tyndale Bulletin 54, no. 1
(2003): especially 138—44, where many Aramaic mistakes and inconsistencies are listed.
These are not just typos, which also occur, but there are also mistakes that suggest a
questionable control of the language. Casey uses Hebrew ™ 72IX in an Aramaic sentence
(Mark 121, 138), adds an alef to RIHYRN “don’t bring us” for RIOVN (Mark 60), “corrects”
Mark 3:5 and argues that “hand” should have been the subject 8T 1% 21m VWA [sic], but
then makes both verbs masculine instead of feminine and gets the form of the second
verb wrong (21N). Head and Williams include this last instance when describing similar
mistakes in Casey’s 2002 volume where he reconstructs with 017 instead of 0P (p. 141). If
Casey meant the vav to mark the gamets-quality vowel, it is not in accord with Second
Temple-period Aramaic spelling. We do have occasional evidence from a later dialect
of words like “in heaven” spelled 8'™Mw3, but XMW1 reflects a different phonological
process and it is not a masculine singular verb.

Studies such as Klaus Beyer, Semitische Syntax im Neuen Testament, Band 1, Satzlehre, Teil
1 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962); or Black’s Aramaic Approach to the Gospels
and Acts (3d ed., 1967), or Maloney’s Ph.D. dissertation, published as Semitic Interference
in Marcan Syntax (SBLDS 51; California: Scholars Press, 1979), or Casey’s Aramaic Sources
to Mark, and Casey’s Aramaic Sources to Q, have all ignored the role of narrative téte in
Aramaic and have completely missed the non-Aramaic, Hebraic character of any Semitic
written background to Mark, as well as Luke.

RT* 19 1M VW [sic]. This is a mistake for 877 M NaM NOWM, according to Casey’s
understanding of his Aramaic “and the hand stretched out and returned to him” (Casey,
Mark, 139). Casey should not have altered the sense of the Greek: xai e&érewvev xai
dmexareatddn ¥) xelp adtod, T (MORNRT) NIPM 7T YA,
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At Mark 3:5 Casey’s Aramaic text “misses an opportunity” for Aramaic narra-
tive PR, (Of course, if Mark was written in Greek and/or had influence from
Hebrew, then there is no Aramaic to miss.)

Matt 12:22—24*

Mark 3:20—22

Casey (Q 147)

Matt 17:12-13*

Mark 9:13
Casey (Mark, 121)

Matt 20:20
Mark 10:35

Casey (Mark, 121)

téte mpoovvexd adtd Soupovildpevos TuASS wal
xw@S. . . ol 3¢ Paploaiot dovoavtes lmoy

wal Epyetan elg oleov xal cuvépyetan AW & xAos. ..
xal ol ypoupatels ol dmo ‘Tepogorduwy wotafdvteg
E\eyov...

106 |, Rw1D NI NWIDNKT 23 15950

<o 0,12 5131 S 1077 AR 05w 10 10MT XME0

GG Emoinoay év avTe 8o Nderov. ..

Téte quvijxay ol pabntal étt wepl Twdvov Tod Pantiotod
elney

xal émoinoav adt® oo WOehov, xabwg YéypamrTol
én’ adTéy

"5V N3 121287 7Y 1AM

TéTE PO HAdeY adTE 1) PN NP TGOV vidv ZeBedaliov

xal pogmopebovtal adTd Tdxwpog xal Twdvyg ot viotl
Zefedalov

PIARY 7TAT 33 pIn apy 1% A

At three more places (Mark 3:20—22; 9:117; 10:35) Casey misses more “opportuni-

ties” for Aramaic narrative ™.

106 RWII RN NWIINKRI 22 PYOYI (Casey’s proposal). Besides missing another opportunity
for inserting an Aramaic narrative style into Mark, this is a string of less probable

choices. Aramaic P59 prefers the preposition 9 (cf. Dan 5:10; 6:11; 1Q20 xix.13, 14; xx.6;

2Q24 f4.3; 4Qug97 Tob ar f4 i1s5; iii.1, 4; 4Q209 {7 iii.6; 4Q550c fi ii.6, et al.). And see Old
Syriac and Peshitto at Mark 3:19 with the verb 81725 (8171) R, The form 8210 is only
found in 4Q540. The common forms in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, Christian Palestinian,

and Syriac are both 2110 and j21N. There are better choices for an unmodified “crowd”
(cf. 4Q530 EnGiants i8 modified as 8123 Nw33% Hp) than MW13, “a gathering, assembly
[synagogue],” such as 17371, 51p, and POIYMR “crowd, people [loan word from Greek

found in Mishnaic Hebrew, Christian Palestinian, Samaritan, and Jewish Aramaic].”
107 119 921 5Ya w7 [sic]. This is a mistake for 7121 5pa 7" n'iT. Hebrew would have been

Sar Hya b ww.
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Matt 26:30—31* ol Dpwoavtes EERADov &ig T6 Epog TAV EAatdv.
TéTE AéYel avTolg 6 'Tnaolg
Mark 14:26-27 ol dpwioavtes EERADoV elg T6 Bpog TAV EAatdv.

xal Aéyet adtols 6 'Tnoodg

Casey stops at v. 26. Matthew 26:31 is cited to suggest that an Aramaic narrative
style fits these selections.

Matt 12:29 xai Téte T oixloy adTod Stapmdaet
Mark 3:27 xal TéTe ™V oixlav adTod Stapmdaet
Casey (Q 148) N T2 PR

This last example is not “Aramaic” narrative téte but a usage that is equally
good in Hebrew and Greek, especially with the “and.” Ironically, at Mark 3:27,
Casey finally includes an 1R in his text. But here the word “then” is not a nar-
rative conjunction and fits equally well with Hebrew.

The Greek structure related to criterion #2 also interfaces with Casey’s

reconstructions:
Matt 12:1 &v Exelve T6 xatpd Emopevdy 6 Ingods Toig cdffaaty dia
TGV omopipwy
Luke 6:1 gyéveto 3¢ &v coffdtw damopedeabor adTov Sid TGV
omopiuwy
Mark 2:23 xal €yéveto adTov év Tols adfBaaty mapamopeveatat dla

TGV amopipwy
Casey (Mark,138)  R'»1121 91 RNawa mm

Casey’s Aramaic looks like translationese from Hebrew. The verb structure is
not natural Aramaic though Casey (Mark, 138) cites Qumran Enoch (6:1) as a
precedent.!°8 That Qumran passage does show an impersonal “be” verb before
a setting clause, but it is a literal translation from the Hebrew. The structure
in Mark is the “Greek” structure, subtype ¢, and the structure in Luke 6 is sub-
type ¢, though Luke’s is closer to a Hebrew word order. When the structure of
subtype c is put back into a Semitic language then it looks like the Hebrew
structure of criterion #2.

108 See n. 53 above for the text. In the earlier section “Is Tmpersonal éyévero + Finite Main Verb’
Hebrew or Aramaic?” it is shown that the Semitic structure is not Aramaic, but Hebrew.
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Casey’s Aramaic is unreliable, as is his evaluation of the language back-
ground to Mark. Casey is unaware that his Markan Aramaic fits a Hebraic pro-
file and not an Aramaic one.

In sum, Mark does not show evidence of Aramaic in his Greek, but Mark
does show a pattern that is within Hebrew parameters.

c Luke
Luke may be the most interesting and controversial to test for Semitic
backgrounds.

Criterion #1 is negative for Aramaic influence. There are only two narra-
tive Tote in the narrative framework of Luke (21:10; 24:45). This is a statistic
of 0.10 per 1000 and can in no way be considered to represent Aramaic influ-
ence. There are also nine examples of téte in a future context (5:35; 6:42; 13:26;
14:9, 10; 21:20, 21, 27; 23:30), a feature common to Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek.
There is also an adverbial usage in 16:16, and two examples in a non-narrative
‘potential, proverbial’ context (11:24], 26). One “narrative téte” comes in a par-
able (14:21).109

Criterion #2 is positive. There are 33—34 examples of the Hebraic setting
structure, those that introduce a finite verb without xat (1:8, 23, 41, 59; 211, 6, 15,
46; 7:11; 9:18; [9:28]; [9:29 without Ay, “was”]; 9:33, 37; 1111, 14, 27, 14; 18:35; 19:20;
20:1; 24:30, 51 [22/23 total]), and those that introduce xai/3¢ plus a finite verb
(51, 12, 17; 811, 22; [9:28]; 9:51; 14:1; 17:11; 19:15; 24:4, 15 [11/12 total]). There are an
additional five examples of the Greek setting structure introducing an infini-
tive main event (3:21; 6:1, 6, 12, 22).

Most New Testament scholars who followed Dalman took this clear Hebraic
characterization as a sign of artificiality and Lukan creation, based primarily
on three assumptions. It was generally assumed that Hebrew would not have
been used for Gospel traditions, which naturally led to viewing something

109 Story parables were told in Hebrew. Cf. Segal, Grammar of Mishnaic Grammar, 4-5:
“But even the later Amoraim, and even in Babylon, used MH [Mishnaic Hebrew—R.B.]
exclusively for the following purposes: halakah; expositions of the Scriptures; parables
(5wn), even in the middle of an aram. conversation (cf,, e.g. BA 60b; Ta‘a. 5b)”; and Shmuel
Safrai, “Literary Languages in the Time of Jesus,” in Notley, Turnage and Becker, eds.,
Jesus’ Last Week, 225—44 (238): “Thousands of parables have been preserved... All of the
parables are in Hebrew.” That means that this single occurrence of téte in speech should
be treated as Greek. When added to Luke’s statistics the result is still clearly negative for
criterion #1, 0.15 per 1000.
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“Hebraic” as artificial and coming from an imitation of the Old Greek.1° It was
also assumed that Luke’s Hebraisms were artificial because they are not coming
from Mark.!"! Markan priority did not have room for a gospel-length, non-
Markan Semitized source for Luke to use. Finally, it was assumed, mistakenly,
that Luke used the Hebraic éyéveto setting structure in Acts. Dalman made the
mistake explicitly: “Wer Beweise fiir ein hebréisches Urevangelium sammeln
wollte, hitte zuerst dies xai £yéveto nennen miissen. . .. Selbst der ‘Wir-Bericht’
is nicht davon frei, s. Apg. 21,1.5; 27,44; 28,8.17 . .. Solche Beobachtungen verbi-
eten die Annahme eines hebréischen Originals.”'? Dalman ignored the struc-
tural distinctions that had been outlined by Alfred Plummer as early as 1896.
The Hebraic éyéveto structure does not occur even once in Acts.!!3 This lack
is against common scholarly assumptions and is important enough to bear
repeating: the Hebraic structure does not occur in Acts. Notice how three widely

110 See, for example, H. F. D. Sparks, “The Semitisms of St Luke’s Gospel,” jTs 44 (1943): 129—
38: “Confirmation, or otherwise, of this hypothesis has to be sought in any distinctive
Aramaisms the Gospel may exhibit; since not only was Aramaic the particular Semitic
language that St. Luke would come across...it was also the foundation of the Gospel
tradition.” Note also Sparks, “The Semitisms of the Acts,” JTs NS 1, no. 1 (1950): 16—28 (16):
“The main conclusion of the previous paper was that the vast majority of the Semitisms
in the third gospel are not in fact Semitisms at all, but what I called ‘Septuagintalisms’;
and that St. Luke is to be regarded not as a ‘Semitizer) but as an habitual, conscious, and
deliberate ‘Septuagintalizer’ This conclusion I claimed to have proved.”

111 Sparks, “The Semitisms of St Luke’s Gospel,” 130: “It is established that St. Luke knew St.
Mark and Q in Greek. .. In order to account for a fair proportion of the Lukan Semitisms
we need look no further than St. Mark and Q... A substantial residuum... can only be
due to the Evangelist himself. His continual re-phrasing of St. Mark is decisive on this
point.”

112 Dalman, Die Worte Jesu, 26: “Whoever would collect proofs for a Hebrew source gospel
should first start with xai éyéveto. .. [T]he We-section is not free from xai €yéveto, see Acts
21 etc. ... Such observations forbid any assumption of a Hebrew source.”

113 Hawkins recognized this lack of the Hebraic éyéveto structure as a problem. See John C.
Hawkins, Horae Synoptica (2d ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1909), 179—-80. See also Moulton,
Grammar of New Testament Greek. Vol. 1, Prolegomena, 17: “What then of (c), ...adopted
by him in Ac as an exclusive substitute for the other two?” One might turn to Codex Bezae
to ameliorate this stark dichotomy. Codex Bezae [D o5] has two examples of the Hebraic
structures in Acts 2:1 and 4:5. Bezae represents a significantly different recension of Acts.
It is conceivable that there was influence from a non-canonical Hebraic document in
these early Jerusalem stories. A possible Hebrew text does not mean, though, that Bezae's
recension goes back to Luke. It could be an independent, later recension.
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quoted authors—Howard,"* Fitzmyer,''> and Turner'—seem to have let pre-
sumptions color their report of the data. Dalman and these three are all unreli-
able on this question.

The comparison with Acts is especially enlightening for the question of an
artificial biblicizing style that is often alleged for Luke. Comparing the Gospel
with Acts leads to the opposite conclusion. In Acts, especially the second half,

114 Wilbert Francis Howard (in James Hope Moulton and Wilbert Francis Howard,
A Grammar of New Testament Greek, Vol. 2 [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1929], 427) implies
that Luke did use the Hebraic structure in Acts: “We observe that in the latter [Acts—R.B.]
Luke not only uses (c) [the Greek structure—R.B.] almost entirely to the exclusion of
(a) and (b), but also avoids the more Hebraic form of the time clause.” The word “almost”
is unjustified if used to imply that there is evidence that Luke himself ever used the
structure on his own. Howard’s tables did not list any unambiguous evidence. They listed
the two examples from Bezae, 2:1 and 4:5 and a citation of Acts 5:7 with a question mark
(correctly, because it has an explicit subject and is not the Hebraic structure). Howard
then favorably quoted a letter from Dr. G. G. Findlay to J. H. Moulton (p. 428): “Acts 20:16
seems decisive evidence of the native (or thoroughly naturalized) stamp of the idiom.”
On the one hand, it is ambiguous whether Findlay is referring to the Hebraic or Greek
setting structure or to something else. However, the structure referred to (Acts 20:16) is
neither: dmwg ) yévyrat adtd ypovotpiBijoat év ) Acte, “so that there would not be to him
to be staying long in Asia.” This is an impersonal yéwtat but it is not a setting introducing
a main event.

115 Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke (I-IX): Introduction, Translation and
Notes (AB 28; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1981), listed Acts 5:7 and 9:19 as examples of
the Hebraic setting structure in Acts (p. 119). They are not. Acts 5:7, 'Eyéveto 3¢ g wp@v
Tp1&v Sidotpae, “and there was an interval of about three hours,” has an explicit subject
didoua. Howard (A Grammar of New Testament Greek, 426) listed this verse with a
question mark, recognizing both its similarity and difference from the other Hebraic
structures. In Hebrew, one would have expected myw wHw MnR 1, which would
have produced the following in Greek and English: xal éyéveto petd tpels dpoag, “and it
happened after three hours.” Acts 9:19 reads: "Eyéveto 0¢ uetd t@v év Aapaox® padntév
Nuépag Tvdg, “and he was with the disciples in Damascus some days.” Here the subject of
éyéveto is Paul, “he.” Both of Fitzmyer’s examples fail.

116  N. Turner, Grammar of New Testament Greek. Vol. 4, Style (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1976),
47: “The construction with the infinitive occurs, very rarely in non-Biblical authors, but
the preponderance of the strictly Hebraic construction in Luke-Acts [sic—R.B.] indicates
that even when Luke sometimes uses the infinitive construction he is still writing Biblical
Greek influenced by the Lxx (IT Acts 19:1; We 16:6, 2111, 5; 27:44; 28: 8).” Turner missed the
point. If Luke was writing under the influence of biblical Greek, why did he only use
the third structure, never the first two? Notice how Turner’s wording “the preponderance
of the strictly Hebraic construction in Luke—Acts” neatly slides over the fact that the
structure only occurs in the Gospel of Luke, but not in Acts.
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we see the hand of Luke himself, and he never uses the Hebraic structure. This
is even true in Acts 22 where he explicitly says that Paul was speaking Hebrew,
yet uses the Greek structural subtype c twice. In the Gospel he uses both the
Hebraic structure and the Greek structure. Apparently, Luke was not particu-
larly bothered by the difference between the Hebraic and Greek setting struc-
tures, and may not have been aware of their difference—the distinction has
only been discussed in New Testament scholarship since the end of the nine-
teenth century. Yet in Acts Luke stops using the Hebraic structure entirely, and
continues with 16 examples of the Greek structure.!'” The only thing we know
for certain is that Luke in his own writing used structure c. The reasonable,
probable conclusion is that the Hebraic structure in Luke’s Gospel is coming
from a source. It is not Lukan. As we see from his Gospel, Luke could accept a
Hebraic structure from a source and use it in his writing. But when not receiv-
ing them from a source, he does not use them in his writing. This is what we
see in Acts.l18

On another question, Luke 19:15 had the Hebraic setting structure in the
middle of a parable. This might suggest that when parables were written
down in a text using the literary register (i.e. a parallel register to Late Biblical
Hebrew rather than the low register, Mishnaic Hebrew), the parables were also
adapted to literary Hebrew. Rabbinic literature preserves over two thousand
story parables, and they are all preserved in colloquial Hebrew. One might
legitimately assume that the parables recorded in the Gospels were presented
orally in colloquial Hebrew but were still recorded and published in literary
Hebrew during the Second Temple period. One of Mark’s two examples of the
Hebraic setting structure also occurred in a parable (4:4).

The scope of the Hebraic source(s) behind Luke’s Greek sources also
deserve(s) comment. The Hebraic setting structure is not from Luke himself,
yet it occurs throughout his Gospel, in the first two chapters, in triple tradition
parallels (Luke 5:1, 12, 17; 8:1, 22; 9118, 28, 29, 33, 37;18:35; 20:1; 24:4), in Matthew—
Luke parallels (Luke 11:1, 14; 19:15), in Lukan material (7:11; 9:51; 11:27; 14:1; 17:11,
14; 24115, 30), and curiously never in material parallel only to Mark. This means
that a “gospel-length” Hebrew source is in the background. If someone were

117 For alist, see the notes on Acts, below.

118 For more on Lukan style, see Buth and Kvasnica “Parable of the Vineyard,” 285, 312-16,
where the phenomenon of Luke’s schizophrenic style is explained as the opposite of
Septuagintalizing; and Randall Buth, “Evaluating Luke’s Unnatural Greek: A Look at
His Connectives,” in Steven E. Runge, ed., Discourse Studies and Biblical Interpretation, a
Festschrift in Honor of Stephen H. Levinsohn (Logos Bible Software, 2o11): 335-370.
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inclined to equate this Hebrew source with Q, then it would be a maximally
large Q, larger than Mark, and with a narrative framework.

d John
Criterion #1 is negative. The examples of téte in John do not resemble “narra-
tive téte,” and are all normal examples of Greek usage: 7:10 (&g 3¢ . .. T6T€); 8:28
(future); 10:22 (adverbial, éyéveto téte & Eyxaivia); 11:6 (g 0dv... téte Uév), 14
(téte odv); 12116 (8te. .. TéTE); 13:27 (ol petd 16 Ywpiov téTe); 1911 (té1E 0DV), 16
(téte 0dv); 20:8 (TéTE OTV).

There no examples of criterion #2.

One can conclude that John does not show evidence of using either a writ-
ten Aramaic or written Hebrew source.

e Acts

Criterion #1 is found 21 times in Acts, 11 of these are in chs. 1-15 and 10 and in
chs. 16—28. Ten of the 11 examples in chs. 1-15 qualify as “narrative téte.” They
are in the narrative framework of the book and begin their respective verse or
sentence (Acts 1:12; 4:8; 5:26; 6:11; 8:17; 10:46, 48; 13:3, 12; 15:22). Acts 7:4 begins a
sentence and is within Stephen’s speech. Narrative téte is thus 1.09 per 1000 or
0.99 per 1000 in Acts 1-15.

Seven of the examples in chs. 16—28 are in the narrative framework and qual-
ify (21213, 26, 33; 23:3; 25:12; 26:1; 27:32). Three additional examples (17:14, 27:21,
28:1) are all in past contexts, the last two occurring between a participle and
the main part of a sentence. The statistics are maximally 119 (and adjusted,
0.83) narrative téte per 1000 words.

Overall, the average raw Téte statistic in Acts of 1.14 per 1000 is a little low
for suggesting any direct Aramaic influence. The frequent occurrence of téte
in the second half of Acts (Acts 15:36—28:31) strongly suggests that this is Luke’s
own narrative style. However, it is significantly higher than the number of
narrative téte in Luke’s Gospel. This may be explained by supposing Hebraic
sources behind Luke’s Gospel. Hebraic Greek sources do not have narrative
té1e, and this lack could influence a writer who might otherwise have add a few
examples if left completely on his own.

Criterion #2 is negative. There are no Hebraic éyéveto structures in Acts,
contrary to implications sometimes found in the literature.!® The only “imper-
sonal éyéveto setting” structures found in Acts are those that are modelled after
the standard Greek structure that introduces an infinitive as the main event
(Acts 4:5; 93, 32, 37, 43, [10:25 WG EYEVeTo...]; 11:26; 14:1; 16:16; 19:1; [21:1 wg J€

119 See nn. 112, 114, 115, and 116.
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gyéveto +infinitive without setting]; [21:5 6te 3¢ éyéveto + infinitive without set-
ting]; 22:6, 17; 27:44; 28:8,17).

We may conclude that Acts tests positively for Greek by the criteria. It is
negative for both criterion #1 and criterion #2. If the occasional narrative téte
in Acts are Luke’s personal style, then we are not able to distinguish the lan-
guage of any potential sources or influences by the criteria here.’?® Moreover,
any sources behind Acts were different from those employed in the Gospel,
possibly in length, language, and amount of editing.

There are questions that remain. The higher rate of “narrative téte” in Acts
might suggest some kind of contact or influence from Aramaic. But it is not
much different from a statistic like 0.98 or 1.17 for the Greek of 3 Maccabees.
Because of their occurrence in 2 Acts, we can account for these téte in Acts
as Luke’s personal style. This is not surprising for the book of Acts, but it adds
another piece to the puzzle of Luke’s Gospel. Criterion #1 is not just negative
for Aramaic influence in the Gospel, it is also low for the author Luke, if Acts is

120 This is in general agreement with studies like John C. Hawkins, Horae Synoptica (2d ed.;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1909). On the “we” sections of Acts, Hawkins concludes (p. 185), “Such
evidence of unity of authorship, drawn from a comparison of the language of the three
Synoptic Gospels, appears to me irresistible.” Hawkins also concluded that Luke and
Acts were composed at quite different times (p. 180), “If the differences of vocabulary
and phraseology which have been collected under these five headings are considered
together, they seem to me to suggest the inference that the two books, though the works
of the same writer, could not have proceeded from him at the same, or very nearly the
same, time. Would it be at all likely that an author...would so alter his style in two
nearly contemporaneous books as, e.g,, to drop elnev 8¢, &v 1@ with the infinitive, and xol
avTés, to take uév odv, ¢, xehedew, and guvépyopat, and to substitute the infinitive for the
finite verb after éyéveto, to the extent that has now appeared?” However, Hawkins did
not deal with narrative téte, and téte does not enter any of his lists dealing with Luke—
Acts. Such an oversight is unfortunate, because it helps to put the £yéveto constructions
in a different light. Narrative téte is not just a different frequency—its relative lack in the
Gospel is consistent with Hebraic influence from a source. And influence from sources
can directly answer Hawkins questions. The structures that Hawkins mentions like elrev
3¢ (58 occurrences in the Gospel, 16 in Acts), and e (9 in the Gospel, 151 in Acts), still
occur in both the Gospel and Acts, and are not as absolute as Luke’s using the “Greek”
éyéveto structure in Acts (Hebraic/Greek ratio in the Gospel is 34/5, in Acts 0/16 or 0/17).
Since Luke used both éyéveto structures in the Gospel, it is difficult to believe that he was
aware of a significant difference between them, yet he only has the Greek structure from
what we know is his own influence. Once a major, narrative, non-Markan source for the
Gospel is recognized, the different choices in vocabulary take on a different perspective.
Hawkins’ work has been very useful but it needs to be redone, especially in the light of his
formula for determining what a Lukanism is.
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showing his normal style. (A) Hebrew-influenced Greek source(s) behind the
Gospel appear(s) to have affected Luke’s overall style in the Gospel.

f The Larger Hebraic Context Behind the Synoptic Gospels

The conclusions that point to a literary Hebrew gospel source behind the
Greek sources of the Synoptic Gospels fit well within the larger picture of what
is known about the linguistic situation in the land of Israel in the first century.
The major points are:

1. Qumranic Hebrew shows the language choice of a major Jewish sect at
the end of the Second Temple period. They chose the literary Hebrew
dialect that is an extension of “Late Biblical Hebrew,” though they were
apparently aware of other proto-Mishnaic dialects.

2. The style of 1 Maccabees points to the use of literary Hebrew for the writ-
ing of a Maccabean history.

3. The descriptions in Acts 21 point to a Jerusalem-based messianic move-
ment concerned with the study of Torah and participation in Temple
worship. Literary Hebrew would be a natural fit for writings about a sec-
ond Moses.!2!

4.  The most natural reading of the Papias statement points to a Hebrew
gospel prepared by Matthew, presumably for the Jerusalem church. (The
tradition would have developed from a Hebrew source gospel, not from
the canonical Greek Gospel of Matthew.)

5. It now appears that the Jewish people living in the land of Israel in the
first century accessed the Hebrew Bible directly. This is confirmed by the
relative lack of Targumim at Qumran, even though the Dead Sea sect had
many Aramaic documents, including two copies of an Aramaic transla-
tion of the notoriously difficult book of Job.122

121 The linguistic worldview in the book of Jubilees associated Hebrew with the Garden of
Eden and sees it restored at the call of Abraham, Jub. 12:25—7. Such a linguistic worldview
would naturally fit with various restoration worldviews, including a group that used the
Temple Scroll at Qumran or a group that was following a second Moses like the Yeshua
movement (Acts 3).

122 The facts on the ground are problematic for the older assumptions that common Jews no
longer accessed the Hebrew Bible directly. Consider the opening sentence of an article by
Willem Smelik, “Language, Locus, and Translation Between the Talmudim,” Journal for the
Aramaic Bible 3 (2001):199—224 (206): “In a society that had largely lost the ability to speak
Hebrew—in both the Diaspora and Palestine—translations of the Torah must have been
used quite freely around the beginning of the Common Era.” Actually, this would explain
the targum of Job, because Hebrew Job was written in a unique dialect in the history of
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6.  The Mishnah and rabbinic literature claim to record the teachings of the
Pharisees and Tannaim in the language in which they were given. This
literature overwhelmingly (99%) testifies that first-century teachers and
the popular Hasidim taught in Hebrew.!23

7. Story parables are given in Hebrew throughout rabbinic literature, even
when within Aramaic contexts.

Linguistic trace elements in the Gospels point to Hebrew somewhere behind
the Greek Gospels and they now join the above sociolinguistic testimonies.

5 Conclusions

The three tests in this study involve two criteria, narrative téte and impersonal
Hebraic £yéveto. These two criteria are joined with a consistency evaluation of
the two criteria. Together, these tests produce essential data for any discussion
of Semitic backgrounds to a Greek document. The application of these tests
to many Jewish Greek documents from the Second Temple period shows their
usefulness in adding precision to discussions about sources behind documents
and about the textual history of documents. The coupling of the two criteria
brings added reliability by highlighting anomalous results, as was found in the
case of the Gospel of Matthew.

the Hebrew language. In the land of Israel, we must assume that the Hebrew Bible was
commonly accessed directly in the Hebrew language during the Second Temple period.
It is only in the second century that Smelik’s opening statement starts to find support,
as he himself points out: “In Palestine, translations may have found their way into the
synagogue much later than in the diaspora, possibly not before the second century c.E.
While generalizations are quite misleading, this assumption is based on observations that
show that the inclusion of translations was not standard to the extent that many scholars
assume it was. All the first-century sources on Palestine, including Philo, Josephus and the
New Testament, refer to all elements within the service, including midrashic expositions,
but remain silent about a translation. Only literary sources dating from the second
century C.E. onward relate translations to the synagogue.” We can add the archeological
evidence of Qumran to that picture of agreement for the first century. The relative lack
of Targumim at Qumran suggests that Aramaic biblical texts were not commonly used by
Jews in the land in the first century. Cf. Machiela’s contribution to the present volume,
“Hebrew, Aramaic, and the Differing Phenomena of Targum and Translation in the
Second Temple Period and Post-Second Temple Period.”
123  See the longer discussion in n. 15.
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On the other hand, it must be recognized and emphasized that these tests
are not absolute. They must be done in conjunction with other studies. There
are several scenarios in which anomalous results need to be explained. For
example, the lack of impersonal Hebraic éyéveto structures in a translation of
Ezra reflects a certain style of Second-Temple literary Hebrew. Thus, the lack
of both criteria in a Greek document might point either to an original Greek
document or to a Hebraically influenced document. If in other features the
document has a stylistic profile of an original Greek document, then its Greek
pedigree is strengthened by the lack of both criteria. However, if a document
tests negative for both criteria but in other features the document tests as some
kind of Semitized Greek, then the influence would be attributed to Hebrew
rather than Aramaic. Finally, it must be remembered that theoretically an
author might imitate the style of a Semitized Greek document or might write
with a Jewish Greek idiolect. Careful examination of the consistency of all rel-
evant data must be done before a reliable conclusion can be reached.

With the above caveats, we suggest that the following documents have a
consistent Hebrew background or Hebraic influence: 1 Maccabees, Susanna,
Bel and the Dragon, Joseph and Aseneth, Tobit, and Judith.

Likewise, with the above caveats, we suggest that the following documents
have an Aramaic background: 1 Esd 3:1-5:6, the Testament of Job, and probably
The Life of Adam and Eve. It also appears that an Aramaic exemplar may have
secondarily influenced the Greek textual tradition of Joseph and Aseneth.

In addition, we can suggest that the following documents have a Greek back-
ground without a long, written Semitic source: 2 Maccabees, John, and Acts.

The application of these criteria to the Greek Gospels is particularly fruitful
in bringing more precision to discussions about Semitic source backgrounds.
While the Synoptic Gospels are tertiary Greek, or at least Greek documents
that were not translated directly from (a) Semitic source(s), they still present
data of Semitized Greek. A Semitic source behind the Synoptic Gospels has not
left the distinguishing features of an Aramaic source, but it has left features
that testify to a potential Hebrew background. This is a linguistic datum and is
not affected by arguments about which language is the most popular in home
or market, nor by which synoptic theory one follows. Furthermore, this lin-
guistic evidence suggests that the synoptic problem cannot be solved without
seriously coming to grips with Hebrew.>* The Hebrew gospel source(s) behind
the Greek sources to the Synoptic Gospels is/are necessarily long. It is not a

124 It is beyond the scope of the present study to discuss this/these source(s) and its/their
relationship to each Synoptic writer or the synoptics between themselves. It should
be obvious that Luke was influenced by a source that reflects Hebrew. I consider Mark
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minimal sayings-document, nor only the passion story, but a full-length biog-
raphy from birth accounts to resurrection accounts.

As a corollary to the evaluations of the synoptic data, it is highly improbable
that a stylistic imitation theory can account for the Semitic evidence in Luke—
Acts. The stark difference of “impersonal éyéveto” between the Gospel and Acts
and the lack of the Hebraic structure in Acts cannot be explained by “imitation
Septuagintal Greek,” nor can the differences in statistics with narrative téte be
so explained. These new tests call for a re-evaluation of Luke’s style and work-
ing methods. Luke’s style in the Gospel appears to come from a Greek source
that descends from a literary Hebrew narrative.!2

Previous scholars have approached the Semitized Greek Gospels with
assumptions of the plausibility of an Aramaic background. The data of this
study conflict with those assumptions and reverse them. Scholars will need
to deal with the lack of any extant, Aramaic model on which to explain the
stylistic Semitic data in Mark. Any Aramaic approaches will need to deal with
these linguistic data that point unambiguously in the opposite direction, away
from Aramaic and towards Hebrew. The ability to differentiate Hebrew from
Aramaic in Semitized Greek sources changes the starting point of discussions
about the Synoptic Gospels.

and Luke to be independent. Matthew, Mark, and Luke, probably had access to (the)
Hebraized Greek source(s). This will be addressed in Volume 4 of this series.

125 If the Papias title t& Adyto [tod xupiov], “the sayings,” reflects the Hebrew title, then the
natural precedent would be 1TR/PIW *12T 980 as the title of a narrative story, on
the model of Tobit: BifAog Adywv ToPif.
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