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THE TRANSLATIONS MADE FROM THE
ORIGINAL ARAMAIC GOSPELS

CaarLes C. TOR#EY
Yale University

TaE question of the original language (or languages) of
the Synoptic Gospels, or rather, of the documentary sources
which underlie them, is just now being earnestly discussed.
This is the question which perhaps occupies the central
point of interest in the present study of the New Testament
text. Recent investigations, or essays bearing on the sub-
ject, fall naturally into two main groups: those which ap-
proach the matter from the Semitic side, and those which
come to it from the side of a fresh study of Hellenistic Greek.

On the one hand, the progress of Semitic studies has at
last made it seem possible to attack these most difficult
problems with good hope of partial success. Owing to the
accumulation of important new material, and to the help
given by more thorough linguistic investigation, we have
been gaining in recent years a greater familiarity with the
Aramaic idioms of Palestine, as well as with classical Hebrew.
Much that was uncertain only a short time ago is now firm
standing ground. The important equipment of the present-
day investigator from this side, however, does not so much
consist in the more exact knowledge of the Semitic languages,
and especially of Aramaic, as it does in a clearer understand-
ing of the literary problems involved, and of the whole
- historical situation in which the first Christian writings
appear. It is not because of advance along any one line,
but along many lines of investigation, that important scraps
of evidence, often too minute to seem worthy of serious
notice, are now readily recognized and used, which a genera-
tion ago could hardly have been either observed or inter-
preted correctly. It is, therefore, a fact of considerable
significance that an increasing number of Semitic scholars
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270 TRANSLATIONS MADE FROM ARAMAIC GOSPELS

are holding more or less positively the theory of written
Semitic sources underlying at least a considerable part of
" the Synoptic Gospels.

On the other hand, we have recently gained a very much
increased knowledge of the Hellenistic Greek which was
spoken and written at about the beginning of the Christian
era. Thanks especially to the great finds of papyri which
have been made in Egypt, a flood of light has been thrown
upon the xowf, both in its various dialects and in the
characteristics which it exhibits in all parts of the modern
Greek-speaking world. The result, for the study of the New
Testament in particular, has been a most important one.
Much of what had long been characterized as ‘New Testa-
ment Greek’ or ‘Biblical Greek’ is now found to have been
in common use elsewhere. Many peculiarities of vocabu-
lary and syntax which had been supposed to be due to the
influence of the Greek Old Testament or to that of Hebrew
or Aramaic dialects spoken in Palestine, are now shown to
have existed in regions and under circumstances where no
such influence could have been at work, and we are led to
conclude that these idioms belong to the inner development
of the vulgar Greek itself.

So far as the question of the original language of the Sy-
noptic Gospels is concerned, however, the situation has not
suffered any such change as some appear to believe. The
most of those students of the New Testament who have dis-
cussed the phenomena brought to light by the widening of
the horizon of late Greek have failed to make any careful
distinction between the Greek of Paul and that of Matthew,
or between that in which the Epistle to the Hebrews is
written and that of the Apocalypse. Many who had been
favorably disposed towards the theory of Semitic sources
in the Synoptic Gospels have abandoned that view, and
express their belief that “New Testament Greek™ possesses
no peculiarities not shared by the profane Greek in ordinary
use at that time. There are thus, at present, two rival
camps, the one insisting on the evidences of translation
which appear in the first three Gospels, or elsewhere in the
New Testament, and the other denying the existence of
such evidence. The great majority of New Testament
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CHARLES C. TORREY 271

scholars, it may be added, seem to belong to neither one of
these two parties, but content themselves with saying that
while it is quite possible that Aramaic or Hebrew documents
may have formed the basis of our Gospels, or of a portion of
the Acts, or of the Apocalypse, the fact cannot be demon-
strated at any point with absolute certainty. The question
of translation, they say, though interesting, is purely aca-
demic, and so far as assured practical results are concerned
it is of little or no use to try to go behind our Greek sources
in the oldest form of them which we can reconstruct from
evidence of manuscripts and versions.

Some very industrious students of the whole problem
have concluded, in view of the new evidence, that the hypoth-
esis of Aramaic documents rendered into Greek is not only
unnecessary but untenable. Deissmann’s Bibelstudien was
influential in this direction, though it was not directly
concerned with the main question, but merely contributed
material. Wernle, in his Synoptische Frage (1899), puts
it down as a “still unshaken fact” (eine immer noch uner-
schiitterte Thatsache) that our Gospels and their written
sources were originally Greek. There has been, however,
no thoroughgoing discussion of the matter from either side;
indeed, it may fairly be said that thorough treatment of the
material in hand can hardly be expected at present. There
has been but one noteworthy presentation of the case from
the Semitic side, namely that of Wellhausen, in his Einlei-
tung in die drei ersten Evangelien (first ed., 1905), supple-
mented by the notes accompanying his translation of the
Synoptic Gospels. Wellhausen’s investigation, it is need-
less to say, is masterly so far as it goes; it might, however,
have been carried much further and made more convincing.
I shall often have occasion to refer to it in the sequel.

One thing that has made, and is still making, a good deal
of confusion in the discussion of these questions is a careless
use of terms. The comprehensive phrase ‘New Testament
Greek’ is still used very much too loosely, as though all of
the documents which make up this collection of writings were
written in one and the same approximately homogeneous
idiom.

Totake oneor two examples : ProfessorJ. H. Moultonin The
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272 TRANSLATIONS MADE FROM ARAMAIC GOSPELS

Expositor, 1904, p. 68, after speaking of the exploded theory
that “ the New Testament writers” wrote in a Greek which
derived its peculiarities chiefly from the Greek Old Testa-
ment and from the influence of the vernacular Aramaic, goes
on to say: “And now all this has vanished, for Biblical
Greek is isolated no more. Great collections of Egyptian
papyri published with amazing rapidity by the busy ex-
plorers who have restored to ‘us so many lost literary treas-
ures during the last decade have shown us that the farmer
of the Fayum spoke a Greek essentially identical with that
of the Evangelists. The most convincing ‘Hebraisms’
appear in the private letters of men who could never have
been in contact with Semitic influences.” And on p. 67:
“The disappearance of that word ‘Hebraic’ from our defini-
tions marks a revolution in the conception of the language in
which the New Testament is written.” And, again, on
p. 74: “But the papyri have finally disposed of the assump-
tion that the New Testament was written in any other Greek
than the language of the common people throughout the
Greek-speaking lands.” !

But what is “Biblical Greek”? And what is the ‘““lan-
guage in which the New Testament is written”? If the
question of possible Semitic sources for parts of the New
Testament is to be discussed seriously, this is a very bad way
to begin. So far as Semitic coloring is concerned, there are
great differences which need to be taken into account at the
outset. The Synoptic Gospels stand at a considerable dis-
tance from the Gospel of John in this regard, in spite of their
close literary relationship, while between the Synoptic
Gospels and the writings of Paul, for example, there is a
great gulf fixed. A layman after reading such statements
as those which I have just quoted would be likely to suppose
that the evidence of the papyri has already settled, or
nearly settled, the question of ‘translation-Greek’ in the
New Testament; that it has shown, at all events, that the
hypothesis of such translation is not anywhere absolutely
necessary. But as a matter of fact, the evidence furnished
by the papyri and by inscriptions has hardly touched the

1 Repeated in his Grammar of New Testament Greek (1908), p. 18 £,
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real question at all. In the case of most of the documents
of the New Testament, the question of translation from a
supposed Semitic original could never arise, among properly
equipped scholars. Itisonlyin the caseof afew of the writings
that the probability has been shown, and the line needs now
to be drawn more sharply than ever between these writings
and their fellows.

As Professor Moulton says (in this same series of articles,
passim), it has been shown that a good many words and
idioms which had been regarded as glaring Hebraisms, such
as 000 (used like Heb. M7, ete.), avd péoov, and évédmiov

(like Heb. ¥EY, etc.) are occasionally met with in docu-
ments which are certainly not translations from Semitic
originals. This is not surprising, and in all probability still
other idioms which have been quite generally regarded as
peculiar to the “translation” language will be found in
original Greek compositions of this late period.

But these facts have very little bearing, after all, on the
question of the original language of the Gospel of Matthew,
or of Mark or Luke. It is a matter of very little consequence,
for the settling of this important question, whether els as
an ordinal number, or év with the instrumental meaning,
can be found in the Ptolemaic documents, or whether éyévero
is used with an infinitive in profane Greek. Even if every
so-called ‘Semitic idiom’ in the Synoptic Gospels were
found, occurring sporadically, in the xow4 (a quite impos-
sible supposition, by the way), the real argument for trans-
lation would not be weakened. The demonstration of such
occasional occurrences does not touch the real difference
between vulgar Greek and translation-Greek; for the latter,
it must be insisted, does have its definite and recognizable
peculiarities. To illustrate, from the idioms which were
just mentioned: if any extensive papyrus fragment should
come to light in which even these few idioms were all used,
not sporadically but constantly, and imbedded in a dialect
whose general characteristics were at least as obviously
Semitic as Greek, then the presumption would of necessity
be this, that the document had originally been composed in a
Semitic tongue. Only strong and unequivocal evidence to
the contrary could render any other hypothesis tenable.
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274 TRANSLATIONS MADE FROM ARAMAIC GOSPELS

To return to one or two of Moulton’s statements. “The
farmer of the Fayum spoke a Greek essentially identical
with that of the Evangelists.” This gives an altogether
erroneous impression. It may well be true that the Greek
spoken by Egyptian peasants very closely resembled that
spoken by the compilers of Matthew, Mark, and Luke; but
that it even remotely resembled the language in which they
wrote their Gospels is not true at all. No evidence which has
thus far come to light tends to show that such Greek as that
of the Gospels was ever spoken in any part of the world.

" The idiom of the Synoptic Gospels, like that of the Apoca-

lypse, is half Semitic throughout. One characteristic Semitic
construction follows another, in verse after verse and on page
after page. The student of Aramaic and Hebrew is reminded
of these languages, not occasionally, but all the time, and this
is the important fact. Moulton says (ibidem), in speaking
of the xow#, as exhibited in the papyri: “The most con-
vincing Hebraisms appear in the private letters of men who
could never have been in contact with Semitic influences.”
But what is a “convincing Hebraism” ? There is really
no such thing, so long as the discussion is concerned with
isolated phenomena. It is only when the idiom is one link
in a long chain that it becomes convincing; then, indeed,
it may have an absolutely compelling force. The argument
is cumulative; we are concerned with the continuous im-
pression made by a great mass of material, rather than with
a number of striking instances — though these are to be had
in abundance when they are sought for. The fact is, we
have in this well-marked group of New Testament writings
a series of compositions which are Semitic in structure,
although clothed in a Greek dress, and the just effect of

* recent discoveries is to make this peculiarity seem all the

more striking. In all the mass of papyri and inscriptions
nothing similar has come to light, and we are therefore more
than ever in need of an adequate explanation. Can, then,
this Semitic-Greek represent a spoken dialect ?

It is true that uneducated people of the lower class, when
they are forced by circumstances to speak a foreign tongue,
sometimes create an uncouth pafois, consisting of a more or
less ludicrous mixture of the two dialects, which they then
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use in their more careless intercourse with one another. It
is possible (though we have no evidence of it) that some such
Greek-Aramaic jargon, to which we might compare our
‘Pennsylvania Dutch,” was used for a time in some part of
Palestine. But such jargons as these have obviously
nothing to do with the language of the New Testament
writings under discussion. No one of these writings is the
work of an unlettered man, no one of them is the work of
an unskilled author. In each case, we know ourselves to
be dealing with a man of culture, and of literary resources;
one who was possessed of an extensive vocabulary, and knew
how to render shades of thought. When such men use a
mongrel dialect, they do so from deliberate choice. Here,
the reason for the choice is obvious, it is the translator’s
conception of his task. No other explanation thus far
proposed accounts for all the facts. This will perhaps
become more evident in the course of the discussion which
here follows. If the documents which underlie the Synoptic
Gospels were composed in vulgar Greek, why should this
Greek be anything else than the xowsj? It is true that we
are not very well acquainted with the popular speech, yet
our knowledge of it has been much increased, until we are at
least able to assert with all emphasis that it is by no means
the language of the Gospels. The real effect of the recent
discoveries in the field of late Greek is, then, to isolate the
‘translation’ idiom of the Gospels from the most of the
remainder of the New Testament even more completely
than it had been isolated before. The contrast in which it
stands to the popular language which was ordinarily written
and spoken at that day is becoming more and more evident.
Its true affinities, on the other hand, are to be found in the
books of the Greek Old Testament. It will be in place, then,
to take some general notice of the language of the old Greek
renderings from the Semitic.

The translation-Greek of our Biblical books is a literary
product whose peculiarities deserve more attention than
they have hitherto received. The subject is not one that
can be treated satisfactorily in small compass, yet it is pos-
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sible to set forth briefly some general truths with sufficient
clearness to aid in the present investigation.

It is true, on the one hand, that there are varieties of
translation-Greek. The ancient translators did conceive
their tasks in ways differing somewhat according to the
character of the work which they were rendering, and also
according to the period and the circumstances in which they
lived. In the Old Testament, where we have the necessary
materials for criticising the Greek versions, we can observe
this fact to good advantage. We have in our Greek Bible
a number of different kinds of faithful translation. Leaving
out of account such minor literary habits as could be taken
for granted, it can be shown in the case of not a few of the
Biblical books that the individual interpreter had his own
peculiar principles of procedure in rendering the Semitic
text which he had before him. Anything like a free para-
phrase, to be sure, we shall rarely find, and that only in occa-
sional passages; but the ideas of what constitutes a true
reproduction are seen to vary considerably. Nevertheless,
many Old Testament scholars have failed to recognize the
fact that these renderings are not all alike; and most of them
still continue to operate with ‘the LXX’ (meaning the text
printed by Swete or Tischendorf) as though it were homo-
geneous, and to use it in Kings, or Ezekiel, or Koheleth, in
exactly the same way in which they had used it in the Penta-
teuch.

On the other hand, there are important particulars in
which the translations in our Bible, including both the Old
Testament and the New Testament, are essentially alike.
It is with these points of essential resemblance that I have
especially to do. As has already been said in the case of the
0Old Testament, the Biblical translations are without excep-
tion close renderings, so far as we are now able to judge.
Speaking broadly, we can safely depend on every one of
them to follow its original faithfully, through thick and thin,
The occasional local exceptions, in more freely rendered
clauses or passages, do not affect the general rule. The
resulting idiom, viewed in passages sufficiently extended
to have a recognizable character, is never Greek, but always
a mixture; at its best inelegant, and at its worst monstrous.
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CHARLES C. TORREY 277

The reasons for this are worth seeking. Why should the
Alexandrine translators and their fellows have produced
this jargon, instead of an idiom more closely resembling their
own spoken or written Greek? The question is most com-
monly answered by saying that they were attempting to
render sacred writings, every word of which had its super-
human value; hence the anxious adhesion to the original.
This fact did always exercise a very considerable influence,
and was doubtless a chief cause of many painfully literal
renderings, especially in passages containing something
oracular or otherwise portentous. Generally speaking,
the later Biblical translations were more closely word-for-
word than the earlier, because of the increasing reverence
for the inspired writings; this rule had its exceptions,
however. A very frequent cause of the conflation of Biblical
texts was the wish to include, side by side with the old
rendering, & new and more exact one. But the sanctity of
the originals is by no means the only reason, nor even the
principal reason, for the extreme literalness of these early
versions. Contemporary translations of writings which
were not regarded as sacred show in general the very same
characteristics as do the renderings of the canonical books.
When the grandson of Bar Sira, for example, undertook to
turn his grandfather’s Hebrew proverbsinto Greek, in orderto
give them the currency which they deserved, he produced the
same barbarous mixture — incredibly awkward now and then
—which we find in the other Greek versions from the Hebrew.

Another explanation of these extremely close renderings
in the Greek Old Testament emphasizes the fact that Hebrew
was at that time going out of use as a spoken language.
The uncouth idiom of the ‘Septuagint’ was the result of
“the effort of Greek-speaking men to translate the already
obsolete and imperfectly understood Hebrew” (Moulton,
Grammar, p. 13). This is true to some extent, namely in
single words and occasional passages, which had passed
beyond the interpreter’s ken, just as certain words and
phrases in Chaucer, Shakespeare, and even more recent
writers have ceased to be understood. Words have their
day, and drop out of sight; local allusions, or the current
phrases of a certain period, soon lose their meaning, often
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278 TRANSLATIONS MADE FROM ARAMAIC GOSPELS

beyond recovery. Doubtless not a few things in our Hebrew
Bible which would have been perfectly transparent to any
Israelite in the time of Jeroboam II, or of Hezekiah, could
have been understood by no one in the time of Haggai and
Zechariah. Some authors, moreover, express themselves
so obscurely that their writings are full of riddles, difficult
enough for contemporaries, and often quite insoluble for
subsequent generations. The extent to which these old
Hebrew texts have been changed from their original form,
in the course of time, must also be borne in mind. If the
prophet Hosea could have been confronted with his own
book in the shape in which it lay before its Greek translators,
the attempt to read and understand it offhand would cer-
tainly have staggered him. It is quite true, then, that
many queer specimens of the translator’s jargon show that
the original was not understood; this is very far, however,
from explaining translation-Greek as a whole. The Hebrew
language was not by any means unfamiliar, or imperfectly
understood, at the time when these first versions were made.
The author of First Maccabees wrote classical Hebrew as
easily and naturally as educated Swiss write High German,
and so doubtless did a multitude of his contemporaries, both
in Palestine and in the Dispersion. The Alexandrine trans-
lators knew Hebrew hardly less intimately than they knew
their own mother-tongue; we are far more likely to under-
estimate than to overestimate their equipment in this regard.
Furthermore, the versions made from the Aramaic, while
it was a living language and peérfectly well understood, have
precisely the same quality and the same peculiarities as
those made from the Hebrew.

The true source of ‘translation-Greek’ lies deeper than
either of these two reasons for occasional close rendering.
It lies in the translator’s conception of his task. In what
way should he mirror in one language what had been written
in another? In all times and places it has been the first
aim of the ordinary translator to render words rather than
ideas. Even where the version is comparatively ‘free,’
the idiom of the original is retained. Obviously, this saves
time and trouble, and avoids a responsibility which would
generally be unwelcome. It would be a mistake to suppose,
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however, that indolence was to any considerable extent
responsible for this method of translating. These Jews
of the Dispersion were willing to give any amount of time
and labor to their task, and wished to do it as well as it could
be done. But they could not have felt it to be incumbent
on them, or even desirable, to render into idiomatic Greek.
The original was not conceived in Greek, but in Hebrew or
Aramaie, and what they were required to do was to present
the same document in a Greek dress; this was the only way
in which they could make it accessible to Greek readers, and
at the same time let it speak for itself. This was the typical
attitude of the ancient translator, irrespective of the nature
of the text to be rendered.? In modern times and among
. men of letters the custom of literal rendering no longer
prevails; but even modern translators who are imperfectly
trained resort to the old method. The ‘schoolboy transla-
tion’ is often referred to, in speaking of Old Testament
Greek, and the comparison is an apt one. Especiallyin
the more obscure parts of the Old Testament, the translator
must very often have felt that his task was too hard for him.
What he then did was to render the difficult, and often mani-
festly corrupt, text with desperate faithfulness. In dealing
with such passages the maxim was, and in the nature of the
case had to be, that of the schoolboy : Try to put down some-
thing which shall correspond closely to each word of the
original — and never mind the sense.

% The two letters prefixed to Second Maccabees afford an interesting illustration
here, if my opinion regarding them is correct. They were certainly composed in a
Semitic tongue, probably Aramaic, and (if I am not mistaken) were translated by
the author of the book. He was one who wrote Greek with unusual fluency and
elegance, and was conscious of his ability; but the language of the two letters is,
as usual, the jargon of the translator, as far removed as possible from the untram-
melled idiom of the rest of the book. (See my article, “Second Maccabees,” in the
Encyclopaedia Biblica.) This case can hardly fail to remind us of the beginning of
the Gospel of Luke, which (on any theory of the documents contained in it) pre-
sents & striking parallel. The prologue is written in elegant Greek; then, without
warning, verse 5 begins with the uncouth mixture, a Semitic narrative merely trans-
ferred (and that not always successfully) into Greek words. Whether the author
of the Third Gospel translated this himself, or found it already translated, makes
little difference with the instructive fact, that a translation was not to be treated
~ as literature, but stood in & class by itself. That the author of the Gospel did not
compose this narrative in chaps. 1 and 2 himself, as many have supposed, I shall
show presently.
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Tt is always to be borne in mind, to be sure, that in the
ordinary course of translation, where there is no uncertainty
in the text, but only a smoothly running narrative or dis-
course, the translator allowed himself all sorts of small
liberties. Greek constructions and the Greek order of
words are freely substituted for the original Semitic —
though almost never consistently. Sometimes, indeed, the
extent to which this occasional freedom of rendering is
carried seems to us both unnecessary and mistaken. It
must be acknowledged that the translator’s own literary
taste often seems to compel him to write idiomatic Greek
in sentence after sentence, in spite of the respect for the orig-
inal evidenced by his habit in the main. The most of the
renderings which constitute the Greek Bible, both Old
Testament and New, are admirable performances from their
own point of view, and in no inconsiderable part they are
admirable from any and every point of view, even that of
modern literary art.

It is with the defects of these versions, however, and
especially with their slavishly literal character on the whole,
that I am just now concerned. Reduce the ancient inter-
preter really to straits, and his performance — adding word
to word in a meaningless succession — is frequently nothing
short of ludicrous.

By way of illustration, I subjoin a few modern specimens
of translation. The first two are attempts at ‘sight-render-
ing’ recently made by schoolboys who presumably had
studied for several years the languages which they were
here required to turn into English. Each one is a serious
effort, made in the endeavor to pass an examination; and
in each case I have printed the paper exactly as it was sub-
mitted, without making any alteration whatever.

The first ‘translation’ (from Ovid) is evidently the work
of one who had gained some familiarity with the Latin
vocabulary, but did not regard it as any part of his duty to
write what should make good sense.

Postquam, Saturno tenebrosa in Tartara misso,
Sub Iove mundus eral: subiil argentea proles,
Auro deterior, fulvo pretiosior aere.

Tupiter antiqut contraxit tempora veris:
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Perque kiemes, acstusque, ef inaequales audumnos,
Et breve ver, spatiis exegit quatuor annum.

Tum primum siccis aér fervoribus ustus

Canduit: et ventis glacies adsiricta pependil.

The translation :

“Afterwards, when Saturn was sent into darkest Tartar, he lay
buried under Jove. His offspring emerged at an early age, weakened
by the gold, and made prettier by the yellow bronze. Jupiter
dragged the season of former spring; and he lived for a period of four
years, through the winters, the summers, the extra long autumns,
and the short spring. Then, accustomed to the cold of some cen-
turies he lived on, and hung exposed to the icy winds.”

The second example illustrates especially that variety of
rendering in which the translator (still feeling under no obli-
gation to make good sense) is repeatedly misled by the appear-
ance of a word, mistaking it for another which more or less
closely resembles it.

Je tombat hier par hasard sur un mauvais livre d’'un nommé Dennis;
car il y a ausst de méchants écrivaine parmi les Anglais. Cet auleur,
dans une petite relation d’un séjour de quinze jours qu'il a fait en France,
&'avise de vouloir faire le caractére de la nation qu’il @ eu 81 bien le temps
de connaitre.

The translation :

1 fell heir, through chance, under an evil life of one named Dennis,
for there were besides some empty cryings by the English. This
author, in a little adventure of a sojourn of fifteen days which he had
made in France, advised himself that he wished to make the character
of the nation which he had seen so well the time of his birth.”

These two specimens are extreme cases, and it is for that
very reason that I have chosen them. They serve all the
better to illustrate the attitude of the primitive translator;
it is not his business to think, but only to reproduce. I have
no intention of implying that the truly scholarly versions
made by the Alexandrine interpreters are to be classed, even
for a moment, with such ignorant and awkward perform-
ances as.these; still, the two examples will not seem irrele-
vant to any one who has carefully studied the Greek Old
Testament in the light of a thorough knowledge of Hebrew.
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There is no sort of blunder in these two passages which can-
not be paralleled over and over again in those numerous
parts of the Greek Bible which were hastily or unskilfully
rendered. Even the instances in which the translator is
misled by the resemblance, in appearance or sound, of an
English word to the French or Latin with which he is strug-
gling (pretiosior = ‘prettier’; ustus = ‘used’; hier = ‘heir’;
livre = ‘life,” etc.) will remind the experienced student of
the Old Testament of similar cases — in spite of the wide
gulf between Greek and Hebrew.

More instructive than the passages in which the translator
does not pretend to write anything comprehensible are those
in which he merely follows his original so closely as to pro-
duce a hideous variety of Greek, sufficiently intelligible,
perhaps, to those who were likely to read it. Striking ex- .
amples of this sort are to be seen on almost every page of
our ‘Septuagint’ texts. To give a few illustrations: Num.
ix. 10, *“AvBparros dvfpamos 8s éav yévprar bedBapros éml Yuxy
&vBpdrrov, #) év 089 paxpdv Duiv 4 év Tals yeveals Vudv, xai
moujoe T0 mwdoyxa xvplp? Every reader of the Hebrew
Bible, even in the latest Hellenistic period, knew per-
fectly well that the ¥ W' of the Pentateuchal laws
meant ‘whoever’; yet the interpreter chose to imitate the
phrase in this surprisingly awkward manner, and so on
throughout the verse. Or take 1 Chron. xv. 21 as rendered
in the Syrian (L) recension: xal Marraflas . . . xal 'Oflas.
&v ewipass mepi Tis oyddns Tod dmaydoar. Or Is. xliv. 10, 1la:
o mAdoaovres Bedv xal yAidovres, wdvres dvaperi), xal wdvres
80ev éyévovro éEnpdvBnoay xal xwpol &wd avBpdmev: cuvaxbii-
tocay wdvres £.7.A. The grandson of Bar Sira understood
his grandfather’s proverbs, and turned them into Greek with
“much watchfulness and skill,” as he informs us; he cer-
tainly had no need to cling anxiously to the letter of the.
original ; yet his work of rendering is exactly like that of
all the others, and abounds in such performances as those
just cited.

When we come to the criteria by which translation-Greek
is to be recognized, we are on somewhat difficult ground.

* This example of translator’s Greek is given by Conybeare and Stock in their
Selections from the Septuagint, p. 23.
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Long Semitic documents, dealing with familiar themes,
written in simple prose and containing no very difficult
passages, may be reproduced faithfully, clause by clause, in
a Greek which — though plainly not classical — sounds
quite like an original composition. How shall the fact of
translation be demonstrated? The most obvious kind of
evidence, and the only kind of which use is made by the great
majority of investigators, is that which is found in occasional
phrases and constructions which “sound Semitic rather than
Greek.” Evidence of this sort is vastly important, yet its
precariousness can hardly be asserted too strongly. So far
as it is a matter of a few isolated cases, it gives very uncer-
tain footing, and is not infrequently deceptive where the
examples seem most striking. We are not very well ac-
quainted with the xouws, after all, and are constantly liable
to surprise when idioms supposed to be only Semitic suddenly
turn up in the vulgar speech of the Hellenistic period. It
now and then happens, too, that some factor quite over-
looked by us has influenced the form of words.*

Another criterion to which appeal must occasionally be
made is that of mistranslation. Some word, phrase, or
sentence sounds very improbable in the context where it
stands; we reduce the Greek to its equivalent in Aramaic or
Hebrew, and seem to discover that the translator had mis-
understood his original. Arguing from the double meaning
of certain words, the ambiguity of clause-division, the prob-
ability of slight corruption in the text, and the like, we restore
what seems to us to be the sense intended by the original
author. Evidence of this variety is immensely valuable in
the rare cases where it is convincing; there is no other inter-
nal proof of translation, indeed, which is so immediately
cogent. But the need of caution is greater here than any-
where else. The more experience one has in this field, the
more plainly he sees the constant danger of blundering. Our

4 Every list of examples of this nature is sure to contain its slips. Thus Well-
hausen, Einleitung, ed. 1, p. 19, in the course of his endeavor to find traces of Ara-
maic circumstantial clauses in the Greek of the Gospels, says: “Ein weiteres
zweifelhaftes Beispiel ist Lec. 19, 44 xal 78 Tékva cov év oof, welche Worte
jedenfalls nicht Object zu édagwiow sein konnen.” Nevertheless, the words are

the object of the verb, as appears from comparison of Nah. iii. 10; Hes. x. 15,
xiv. 1.
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ignorance of grammar, vocabulary, literary usage, customs,
and history is necessarily colossal, especially in the case of
the Semitic peoples; and even the most careful modern
exegete is likely to mistake the meaning of the ancient author
with whom he is dealing. Hence it happens in nine cases
out of ten that renewed study of the ‘mistranslations’
which we have discovered shows us either that there was no
translation at all, or else that it was quite correct.

By far the most important criterion for determining the
fact of translation is the continual presence, in texts of con-
stderable extent, of a Semitic idiom wunderlying the Greck.
The demonstration of this nature is the most satisfactory
of all, generally speaking, but it should be added that no
other kind of evidence requires for its use more painstaking
or a longer preparation. Even a novice in the linguistic
field may recognize Semitic idioms here and there; ‘mistakes
in translation may be pointed out by insufficiently equipped
men; but only veterans, long trained in both Greek and
Semitic, and especially in the latter, can say with justified
confidence, after studying a composite work : These chapters
were composed in Semitic, those in Greek; this was orig-
inally Hebrew, that was Aramaic. Indeed, where the char-
acter of the composition favors the use of short and simple
sentences, making it possible for Greek and Semite to express
themselves in much the same way, in page after page, it
may be well-nigh impossible to tell what was the tongue in
which the work was originally written. In any case, the
argument is cumulative, indications that would be quite
insignificant if taken by themselves becoming highly impor-
tant as links in a long chain.

I illustrate again by a modern instance, taking at random
a passage from a printed translation of a too familiar type.

Then, far from the waves, is seen Trinacrian Ktna; and from a
distance we hear a loud growling of the ocean, the beaten rocks, and
the murmurs of breakers on the coast : the deep leaps up, and sands are
mingled with the tide. And, says father Anchises, doubtless this is the
famed Charybdis; these shelves, these hideous rocks Helenus fore-
told. Rescue us, my friends, and with equal ardour rise or your oars.
They do no otherwise than bidden; and first Palinurus whirled about
the creaking prow to the left waters. The wholecrew, with oars and sails,
bore to theleft. We mount up to heaven on the arched gulf, and down
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again we settle to the shades below, the wave having retired. Thrice
the rocks bellowed amid their hollow caverns; thrice we saw the foam
dashed up, and the stars drenched with its dewy moisture. . . .
The port itself is ample, and undisturbed by the access of the winds;
but, near it, Atna thunders with horrible ruins, and sometimes
sends forth to the skies a black cloud, ascending in a pitchy whirlwind
of smoke and glowing embers; throws up balls of flame, and kisses the
stars: sometimes, belching, hurls forth rocks and the shattered
bowels of the mountain, and with a rumbling noise wreaths aloft the
molten rocks, and boils up from its lowest bottom. . . . Lying that
night under covert of the woods, we suffer from those hideous prodi-
gies; nor see what cause produced the sound. For neither was there
the light of the stars, nor was the sky enlightened by the starry firma-
ment; but gloom was over the dusky sky, and a night of extreme dark-
ness muffled up the moon in clouds.

Any classical scholar who knows something of the history
of ‘translation-English’ in our academic life would recog-
nize this at once, whether he had ever read Vergil or not.
No amount of reasoning, or demonstration of the occurrence
of these same idioms, one by one, in free compositions in
the English language, could lead him to doubt his first con-
clusion. This is not an English that was ever spoken, or
freely composed, by any man or class of men. It is Latin
in more or less awkward English garb, and a product of a
very common type of translation. The evidence is persist-
ent, cropping out again and again until its aggregate amount
is quite decisive. It would, of course, be possible for one
who was completely master of both Latin and English to
imitate this translator’s jargon by a tour de force, whether
as a joke or as an academic exercise. But it is needless
to say that such an imitation could never rise above the level
of an ugly curiosum.

It is the constant reiteration of indications perhaps unim-
portant when taken separately, but compelling in the
aggregate, that confronts us in such passages as Lukei. 8 ff.:
"Eyévero év Tals juépass ‘Hpgdov Baginéws ts” Tovdalas lepels Tis
ovduare Zayaplas éf épnpeplas *ABid, xal yvvy adrd ék T@v Gvya-
Tépwv *Aapav, kal 10 dvopa adriis "EracdBer. FHoav 8 Slkaoc
auddrepoc évavriov Tol Oeod, mwopevdpevor év mdoaws Tals évrolais
kal Sixardpaow Tod svplov duepumrol, kal odk 7y adrols Téxvov,
xabdr. v "EreigdBer areipa, xal duddrepor mwpoBeByrdres év Tais
ipépats adrdv foav. ‘Eeyévero 88 & 1 ieparebev airov & Th
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TdEes Tis épnueplas alrod Evavre Tob feod xara To &os Tis lepa-
relas E\aye Tod Qumdoar x.7.é. The Semitic idioms continue
to appear throughout the whole course of this introductory
narrative contained in the first two chapters of the Gospel.
Also in the poetical passages which lie imbedded in the nar-
rative and are quite inseparable from it occur such idioms as
érolpoe xpdros &v Bpaylove adrod (i. 51), Imepnpdvovs Siavolg
xapdlas alrév (thid.), Tob Sodwasr sjuiv apdBws éx yepds éxbpdv
puabévras Natpedew airp (i 74 1), &id omrdyyva éndovs Oeod
Hudv (i. 78), Sres &v amoxarvdlibow éx woANdY Kapdidy Sialo-
quwpol (ii. 85). This is not the xowrj of Palestine. It is not
‘““the dialect of the market place of Alexandria.” It is not
even “the colloquial Greek of men whose original language
and ways of thinking were Semitic, and whose expression
was influenced at every turn by the phraseology of the Old
Testament.” ¥ It is translation-Greek, and nothing else. I
do not believe that any ancient writer, Jewish or Christian,
ever produced Greek of this variety by any natural literary
process. It could not have been produced unconsciously,
that is certain. Could anyone write unconsciously even
the smoothest of the translation-English which I have just
quoted ? .

It has been a favorite theory in recent years that the com-
piler of the Third Gospel deliberately imitated the language
of the Greek Old Testament, in order to give his narrative
the flavor of the sacred books. But the motive for such a
grotesque performance on his part is by no means apparent.
The jargon of the Alexandrine translators had no exclusive
sanctity of its own. Some revered writings, such as the
Wisdom of Solomon, were composed in excellent Greek.
Josephus, who knew the Greek Bible as well as any man,
composed his history in a language free from Hebraisms.
There could be no purpose of archaizing, for the Greek of
the ‘Seventy’ was not archaic, it was merely the deformed
Greek of the translator. Luke, and his friend Theophilus,
and every educated man of the time, knew the difference
perfectly well.

But even Wellhausen thinks of the imitation of the trans-
lation lingo, by an evangelist who was composing freely in

¥ Conybeare and Stock, Selections from the Septuagint, p. 21.
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Greck, as a plausible thing. He says in the first edition of
his Einleitung, p. 34: ““Es giebt ein Judengriechisch, welches
unter dem Einfluss der Septuaginta steht und sich kennzeich-
net durch Aufnahme von allerhand Biblicismen. Markus
ist ziemlich frei davon, nicht aber Matthius und Lukas.
Sie betreffen vorzugsweise das Lexicon oder die Phraseologie,
doch auch den Stil. Die Hymnen im ersten Kapitel des
Lukas sind beinah ganz aus Reminiscenzen zusammengesetzt
und konnen sehr wol griechisch concipirt sein, wenn-
gleich das nicht notwendig ist.” In the second edition
(1911) he omits the first sentence of this quotation, and also
the last clause of its closing sentence, the remainder of which
he transposes to a place (page 8, top) where it directly follows
some examples of this supposed imitation on Luke’s part.
That is, Wellhausen believes the first two chapters of Luke
to have been composed in Greek.

But I do not think that these views can be maintained.
The possibility of a ‘“Judengriechisch” modelled upon the
Old Testament versions may perhaps be admitied; though
I feel sure of this, at least, that no specimen of the kind has
thus far come to light. Whenever Luke gives us a succession
of Hebraisms, he is either himself translating or else incor-
porating the translation of another. As for the hymns in
the first chapters of Luke, not even a very ingenious deceiver
could have concocted them, unless in this one way: by
writing them — or at least conceiving them — in a Semitic
tongue and then rendering them into Greek. When Luke
writes émolnae xpdros év Bpaylov adrod (a phrase not found
in the Greek Old Testament), he or some one else is ren-
dering 9113 51 MY or (less probably) its Aramaic equiv-
alent. It is a translation of the painfully literal kind,
rendering word by word without regard to the meaning.
The same thing is true all through the two chapters; I
shall return to them presently, bringing decisive proof of the
underlying Semitic original.

The general conclusion as to the documents of the New
Testament whose Greek has a distinet and continuous
Semitic tinge is this, that they were translated; no other
conclusion is justified by the evidence which is at present
available. The hypothesis of a writer using the xowsj and
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writing under the strong influence of the Greek Old Testa-
ment falls far short of accounting for the facts. No theory
of imitation is tenable; unconscious imitation could not
possibly produce anything like what we have, and the delib-
ate effort could serve no end worthy of an author who was
writing seriously and with high purpose. It has been cus-
tomary to appeal to certain books of the Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha, and to the Apocalypse of the New Testa-
ment, as examples of writings composed in Semitic-sounding
Greek; but the fact is that all of the books thus cited as wit-
nesses were originally written in Hebrew or Aramaic, and our
Greek versions are merely translations more or less literal.®

The problem of translation in the Third Gospel is perhaps
more interesting, and certainly more complicated, than
anywhere else in the New Testament. We know that the
Gospel was originally compiled in Greek; but the most of its
sources were at least ultimately Semitic, and there is good
reason to believe that a very comsiderable and important
part of the material actually lay before the compiler (Luke)
in the form of Aramaic and Hebrew documents. Did Luke
use the ‘Teachings of Jesus’ (the source called Q) in Ara-
maic? Was the Greek version of this document which is
incorporated in his Gospel made by himself, or by some one
else? Did he consult the Aramaic Gospel of Mark? How
are the translations in the Third Gospel related — if they
are related at all — to the renderings of the corresponding
documents in the Gospel of Matthew? What is the evi-
dence of Semitic sources used by Luke alone? These are
the principal questions of this nature which need to be
answered.

The author of the Gospel says, in his brief but very impor-
tant prologue, that ‘many’ before his time had undertaken
to write narratives dealing with the life and work of Jesus.
He also distinctly implies, in his claim of thoroughness and
accuracy in his own work, that he had examined this older

¢ Professor Moulton says, to be sure, in the Expositor, 1004, p. 71: “Even the
Greek of the Apocalypse itself does not seem to owe any of its blunders to Hebra-
ism.” I admit that the Semitic original of the Apocalypse has not yet been satis-
factorily demonstrated, though it is certainly capable of demonstration.
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material and used such of it as he found valuable : *Eire84-
ep moAhol émwexelpnoay dvardfaocbar Sujynoiy . . ., Edoke xauol
wapyrohovinrdr, dveler maow axpifis kabekis aor ypdiras, .

tva émiyvis mepl dv katnxnbns Ndyov Ty doddreav. Examina-
tion of the Gospel shows that its author did indeed search
widely and successfully. In working through the two stand-
ard collections, that is, substantially, the ‘Vita’ written by
Mark and the ‘Teachings’ now designated by the letter Q,
there is plenty of evidence to show that he sifted his material
and went back to the oldest sources available. Innot a few
instances it can be shown that his divergence from the form
of words given by Matthew is the result of another rendering
of an Aramaic original. He also found and incorporated
new material, not used by Mark or Matthew, and here again
the question of translation comes forward prominently.
In Palestine, the one and only land of native tradition as to
the life of Jesus, it was most natural that at least a consider-
able portion of the earliest documents dealing with his life
and work should be composed and circulated in the Aramaic
language, which was the vernacular in all parts of the coun-
try, and had long been used for literary purposes. An
Aramaic literature of considerable extent did grow up about
Jesus and the apostles, as we know with certainty. The
original Mark was composed in Aramaic, and that was also
the language in which the ‘Teachings’ (Q) were written.
'The Semitic source underlying the first half of Acts was
probably Aramaic. But among the ‘many gospels’ and
briefer compositions which formed the earliest group of
writings dealing with the Prophet of Nazareth and his teach-
ings it is altogether likely that some few would have been
written in Hebrew. Especially after the doctrine of Jesus
the Messiah had been well developed, and the conviction that
the lives of Jesus and John the Baptist were the true and
necessary completion of the Old Testament history had
taken its mighty hold on the Jewish Christians, the sacred
tongue, Hebrew, could hardly fail to be used in some liter-
ary work designed to bridge the apparent gap between the
two great periods. It is probable a priors that to any col-
lector of traditions, discourses, and other historic material
these Semitic documents would appeal as especially ‘au-
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thentic.” No other man of whom we have knowledge would
have been so likely as the author of the Third Gospel to
search out the remains of this literature and make use of
what he could find. Inasmuch as the greater part of it
(at least) must have been published only a few decades
before the time when he wrote, it would be strange indeed
if the most of the documents were not still to be had, in
one form or another; the only question could be whether
he was able to get at them. Luke’s attitude in this matter,
the measure of his success in finding ‘authentic’ material,
the form in which the documents came into his hands, and his
mode of procedure in dealing with them, are all questions of
far-reaching importance for the study of the Synoptic Gospels.
The best starting point is afforded by the ‘Gospel of the
Infancy,” comprising the first two chapters of Luke. Here
is a narrative which was certainly not invented by Luke
himself. It is not based on oral tradition, in fact it has none
of the characteristics of such tradition, but is from beginning
to end the conception of a littérateur of skill and taste, who
wrote in the spirit of the Old Testament narratives. The
style, which is homogeneous throughout, is as far removed
from that of the preceding prologue as the east is from the
west. The Greek is distinctly of the ‘translation’ variety,
altogether like that of the Greek books of Samuel, or 1 Mac-
cabees, or Judith. It is not a matter of occasional or fre-
quent Hebraisms, the style is one continuous Hebraism. I
have already touched upon the language of these two chap-
ters, in the preceding general discussion, reserving for this
place the proof that the narrative was composed in a Semitic
tongue. .
Luke i. 39 reads as follows: évasrdca 88 Mapidp & Tals
Hudpass Tavrais émopeldy els Ty dpery werd amwovdis els wiw
*Tov8a, ¥ kal elofiAOev eis Tov olkov Zayaplov, k.7.é.- “And Mary
arose in those days and went into the hill country with
haste, to . . ., and entered into the house of Zachariah,”
ete. The phrase eis 7d\v’Tov8a has been an unsolved riddle.
It cannot mean ‘to a city of Judah (or Judea),” which would
be els wd\iv Tijs "lovdalas, as in verse 26 of this chapter. The
only permissible rendering is ‘to the city (named) Judah,’
but there was no city of that name. No commentator has
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been able to suggest any plausible explanation of the phrase.
The Greek text shows no variation, and there is no reason
to doubt its correctness. But .as soon as we go back of the
Greek to the underlying Semitic, the original meaning of
the troublesome phrase is evident. What the author of the
narrative wrote was T ™ 58, and the translation

should have been eis Ty ydpav tijs Tovdalas, ‘to the province
of Judea.” It is the phrase which occurs, for example, in
Ezra v. 8, XU b, where the Greek has eis ™Y Xopay
rijs "lovdalas, and in 2 Macc. i. 1, & 75 xdpa Tijs *Lovdalas ;
cf. also Neh. i. 8, xi. 8. That this was the intent of the
author is made still more evident by the comparison of
verse 65, xal év EAy 75 dpewwy mijs "lovalas Siehadeito . . . T
plpara, and ii. 4, avéBy 8¢ cai *lwond . . . & wdhews Nalapif
els Tyv *lovdalav. In mentioning the journey from Nazareth
to the neighborhood of Jerusalem, it was most natural to
speak of passing through the hill country into Judea; thusin
the book of Judith, where the narrator is dealing with this
same -route, he represents the high priest in Jerusalem as
calling upon the people of Shechem and Samaria “ to bold the
passes into the hill country, because through them was the
entrance into Judea,” Staxataoyely Tas avaBdoes Tis dpevijs,
&t 80 abrdv Hv & eloodos eis Ty *lovdalav. The reason why
the Greek of Luke i. 39 mistranslates is perfectly obvious,
and a very good one: beeause in the first century A.D. the
use of M™Y in the signification ‘province’ was practically
obsolete, having been supplanted by the meaning ‘city.’
As I have pointed out elsewhere,” the uniform meaning of
the word (whether Hebrew or Aramaic) in the Old Testa-
ment was ‘province’; yet its use to mean ‘city’ was also
common as early as the second century B.C., as seems to be
shown by the old Greek translation (wdiss) in Dan. xi. 24.
By the second century A.p. the meaning ‘city’ was the only
usual one. Thus we have DpbS M™, ‘the city of
Chalcis,” in the Megillath Taanith; and the translator
Symmachus even ‘corrects’ the ydpa of the older Greek
versions of the Old Testament to wd\es in 1 Kings xx. 14,
Dan. viii. 2; and (presumably also his correction) in the

7 “Notes on the Aramaic Part of Daniel,” in the Transactions of the Connecticut
Academy of Arts and Sciences, 16. 259 {. (1909).
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conflate Hexaplar text of Neh. i. 8, & 5 xdpa év 15 wdrer.
The mistranslation in Dan. viii. 2 is a perfect parallel to the
one in Luke, for the Hebrew reads mvmn obwa, which
Symmachus renders ‘in the c¢ity (!) Elam.” The word con-
tinued to keep its old meaning in the phrase ‘the province
of Judea,’ in Jewish circles, long after the beginning of the
Christian era; as appears, for example, from the occur-
rence of the phrase in the Midrash Echa (see Dalman’s
Dialektproben, p. 15, line 5 from the bottom).

Taken in connection with all the other indications of
translation — the glaring Hebraisms, the constant presence
of a Semitic idiom underlying the Greek — this evidence
of mistranslation is absolutely decisive. I believe that the
original document was Hebrew, not Aramaic: for the
Aramaic RIS S would hardly have been rendered by
ets worw "Tovda. The word MT could not well have been
misunderstood ; moreover, it does not loock like the name
of a town, nor would it have been transliterated by Iovda.
It is also true in general that the idioms underlying the
Greek of the two chapters suggest classical Hebrew rather
than Aramaic. The beginning of the narrative, for example,
ran about as follows: MR J72 M b oM wm e
JUSEOR MDY TR PN UK D AR MNBwEn W TR0
yoEws M nign 523 @b onben web opr omene
OIS ORI TSy Ry yowebk v 9b onb pRv own
s7Z] MOT LPWRD® DYORT WES WNEwe STps whEn v™Me
2%%erm oyt bmp S;e mm bon bk ons oxem oveprb
AN M 5 vhR KM NPT YD PN, The Hebrew
idioms fit the Greek exactly. Aramaic would not always
be so natural ; for example, in the phrase mpoSeBnrdres év Tais
Huépats atrdy, in verse 7. If the original had D20 at the
end of verse 6, as seems very plausible, then it may well
be that the idiom intended was the one which is found in
Ps. xv. 2, Ixxxiv. 12; Pr. xxviii. 18, etc., ¢.e. () . . . =Ry
o"an, the adjective being really singular instead of plural.

8 This is pretty certainly the verb rendered by ¥\axe, See Mishna, Tamid
5, 4, where the technical phrase occurs: N"BP3 MW B, “ Whoever obtained
by lot the duty of offering incense,” and compare the common use of the word
to mean ‘obtain (by lot), attain,’ etc. I am indebted for this suggestion to

Prof. G. F. Moore, who remarks that the tract Tamid is one of tke oldest in
the Mishna, and the terminology doubtless much older still.
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There are other evident mistranslations in the Greek of
this document, aside from the one in i. 39. In i. 59-64 are
recounted the marvels which attended the circumcision of
the child John. The narrator then adds that fear fell upon
all the neighbors, and that these things were talked about
in all that region, men saying: ‘“What is to become of this
boy, for the hand (i.e. the miraculous power) of the Lord is
with him!> But our Greek translation has made the aston-
_ ished exclamation consist only of the question, “What is to
become of this boy ?*’ while the added reason, that the power
-of Yahwe was shown in these miracles which were ““talked
about,” is now changed into a general remark made by the
narrator himself. The original had simply WYy m™ T 9,
and the rendering should have been: ‘for the hand of the
Lord ¢3 with him,” éo7/( instead of #».

The zeugma in verse 64, avedyfn 8¢ 1o ardpa airod ral
% yAdooa adrod, ‘his mouth and his tongue were opened,’
does not point to any similar awkwardness in the original,
for the very same verb, B, would regularly be used
either of ‘opening’ the mouth or of ‘setting free’ the tongue.

Inii. 1 we read: éEq\Gev 8dypa . . . amwoypdpectar wiagay
7w olcovuérmy. The original was of course P=INT 53, and it

probably meant ‘all the land’ (of Palestine), not ‘all the world.’
ii. 11 contains an obvious error of translation, in the words
& éorew xpuoris xipros. The Hebrew had i Mk, ‘Yahwe's

Anointed, and the rendering in Greek should have been
XpLaTds kuplov o 6 xpiaTds Tod kuplov (cf. vs. 26).

The hymns which lie imbedded in the narrative —and
never existed apart from it — sound distinctly more like
Hebrew than like Aramaic. The poems most nearly akin
to them, in the Hebrew literature with which we happen to
be acquainted, are the so-called Psalms of Solomon, which
were written near the middle of the last century B.c. Like
the best of those, the hymns in Luke are fresh and vigorous
compositions,’ which in their original form must have been

9 The fact that the language “consists largely of reminiscences” is not a blem-
ish. The devotional poetry of any religion of long standing must use familiar
phrases; it could not otherwise have its intended effect. Moreover, in this case
the aim of emphasizing the messianic idea necessitated an especially full and sug-
gestive use of the messianic phrases of the Old Testament.
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fine specimens of Hebrew poetry. The metrical structure —
lines of three rhythmic beats — can generally be recognized ;
indeed, wherever the style is lofty and the language poetic
the same regular rhythm returns, as in any late Hebrew
composition. Thus, for example, i. 13-17, 80-33, ii. 34 f.
In ii. 14 we seem to have a fine example of a rhymed
tristich :

pimpa mmb Mo

Byt by

o1 DS

Some of the idioms which appear most barbarous in the
Greek belong properly to the high style of Hebrew psalmody.
A case of this sort is the line Y"I2 21 MY ini. 51 (already
mentioned). Another is in i. 78, &ud owAdyyva énéovs Beod
Hudy, VISR IO W7D, ‘through the gracious compassion of
our God.” In all these poetical passages the translation
follows the original word by word, and clause by clause, as
is the case also in the Greek Old Testament. It is therefore
all but impossible to suppose that &¢dBas in i. 74 was con-
nected with Aarpedery (vs. 75) in the original poem. The
Hebrew had something like this:

oows ook e | T k5 vb nnb
wer 53 meb pay | Ewns i evb

‘To give us release from fear, rescued from the power of our
foes, that we might serve him in holiness, and in righteous-
ness before him, all our days’ The poetic compound
MTITRY, ‘fearlessness,” naturally gave trouble to the trans-
lator.

A very important fact to be noticed, in connection with
the Greek of this ‘Gospel of the Infancy,” is the extent to
which it exhibits the language of Luke! himself. His
vocabulary and style have been studied very carefully by
many scholars, and the main results are familiar. Whoever

10 Granting the fact of translation (and it must be granted), the evidence here in
favor of eddoxla, as against ebdoxias, will probably be convincing to scholars in
proportion as they have studied the details of Hebrew prosody.

11 1 yse the name merely for convenience, without intending to express an opinion
as to the authorship of the Third Gospel.
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examines such classified lists as those in Plummer’s com-
mentary, pp. li-Ixiii, for example, will see that the evidence
of Luke’s authorship of the Greek of chapters i and ii is
quite decisive. Both number and nature of the character-
istic words and usages are such as to leave no room for doubt.
As Plummer says (p. Ixix) : “The peculiarities and character-
istics of Luke’s style and diction . . . run through our Gos-
pel from end to end. . . . In the first two chapters they are
perhaps somewhat more frequent than elsewhere.” ** Observe
also the two passages from these chapters which he has
printed on page Ixx, with indication of the words and phrases
which are more or less characteristic of the author of the
Gospel. Yet this narrative has not been worked over or
rewritten by Luke; on the contrary, it bears with especial
plainness the marks of a very close rendering; as Plummer
observes (pp. xlix f.), no part of the Gospel is more uncom-
promisingly Hebraistic than the narrative of these two
opening chapters. The only natural conclusion that can
be drawn, and the one to which every indication seems to
point, while there is really nothing of importance that can
be said against it, is this, that the author of the Third Gospel
himself translated the Narrative of the Infancy from Hebrew
into Greek. The manner of the beginning of this Gospel,
then, affords an interesting parallel to that of the beginning
of 2 Maccabees, already referred to, inasmuch as the author
of the latter book begins with a fairly close translation,
made by himself,’® of certain Aramaic documents, at the con-
clusion of which he proceeds at once with his own fluent
and elegant Greek, the contrast being quite as striking as
that in Luke’s Gospel.

Having thus established the fact that Luke was really
successful in his search for original Semitic material, and

12 The italics are mine.

18 See my demonstration of this fact in the article “Die Briefe 2 Makk. 1: 1-
2:18” in the Zeitschr. fir die altt. Wissensch., vol. 20 (1900), pp. 289 {., supple-
mented by my Notes on the Aramaic Part of Daniel, p. 254. In my article in the
ZATW, 1 argued from the phrase év xoAdpart ¢péatos Tdtw ¥xorros dwdpoy, in
1:19. I could have made out a still stronger case if I had known then, what I
have observed since, that the very same circumlocution occurs in 9: 18, where
“he wrote a supplicating letter,” is expressed by ¥ypayer éxiororyy ¥xovoar lxery-
plas TdEw.



296 TRANSLATIONS MADE FROM ARAMAIC GOSPELS

that he himself translated at least a part of it into Greek,
we have gained important standing ground. First of all,
the question of the source used by him in the earlier part
of the book of Acts takes on a new interest. The evidence
of his handiwork is practically the same as in the first two
chapters of the Gospel; the Greek is distinctly translation-
Greek, and it contains a convincing proportion of Lukan
words and turns of speech. Here, again, the appearance
is not that of a Greek text ‘worked over’ by the evangelist ;
there is only one plausible explanation, namely, that he
himself was the author of the translation. The document
which he translated appears to have belonged to that earliest
stratum of Palestinian Christian literature which was written
and circulated in the Aramaic tongue, and had for its subject
the life and teachings of Jesus and the beginnings of the
Christian church. It is just such a document as we should
have expected Luke to find and use.

The problems of translation connected with Luke’s use
of his two main sources, Q and Mark, are much more com-
plex; this is not the place to attempt to examine them
closely. The two minor sources just considered, namely, the
Gospel of the Infancy and the story of the first work of the
Apostles, presumably lay before Luke each in a single
recension ; at all events, we have no evidence that either of
them was current in more than one form. But the case of
the two major sources was altogether different. Wherever
there was a Christian community, they were read, and recited
from memory, and copied for further distribution. In the
Oriental church, both Semitic and Greek recensions were in
circulation. Tt was in the nature of the case that the latter
should be more numerous than the former, even in Palestine.
The true centre of gravity of the Christian church was at
first in the towns and villages of Judea and Galilee, but it
remained there only a very short time. The great cities
of the neighboring lands took over the tradition, and Greek
became the language of the Eastern church not only where
it was the vernacular, but also all through Syria and Pales-
tine, from Antioch to Egypt. Jew and Christian went each
his own way, and their separateness from each other was
emphasized. The Christian Aramaic literature which grew
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up in the first century soon dwindled. It is a question of
very great interest, in what form or forms Luke found Q and
Mark. After these two all-important documents had been
translated, and were widely current in various Greek recen-
sions, as well as in more than one variety of combination,
it was a matter of course that copies in Aramaic, as the orig-
inal language, should have been especially treasured, in the
places where they were still in existence. It can hardly
be doubted that both the Aramaic Mark ! and the Aramaic
Q were still to be had in the first decades of the second cen-
tury, though it may well be doubted whether they were to
be found in many places. An evangelist who really took
his task seriously, who knew that there were many accounts
of Jesus and wished to compile the best possible one, who
thought it worth his while to look for the most authentic
material, could not fail at least to become aware of the exist-
ence of these original documents. Luke was such an evan-
gelist, and was also one who (as we now know) did actually
collect and translate Semitic sources. We should certainly
suppose, a priort, that he would obtain and make use of
both Mark and Q in Aramaic.

Another complicating factor in the problem is the Gospel
of Matthew. The Teachings of Jesus (Q) had already been
combined, by Matthew, with the story of his career given
by Mark. The combination was a most important one, and
could not fail to be extremely popular; the evangelist who
could hope to-surpass it would need to be able to convict
its author of misuse of his material, or to bring forward new
and important matter of his own collecting. Luke appears
to have felt able to do both of these things.

The Third Gospel was composed in Greek. In incorpo-
rating the material contained in Mark, Luke of course used
the current Greek version, though giving it some editorial
revision, as was natural. As a basis for such revision he had
first of all (we may presume) a copy of the Gospel in Aramaic,
and in addition to this, material derived from some of the

M Not the Aramaic sources of Mark; we have no evidence of any such sources.
The entire Gospel was originally composed and published in Aramaic. It was very
soon rendered into Greek, and our text is & somewhat “augmented and improved ™
revision of the translation,
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“many” gospels whose existence he mentions in his preface.’®
In making use of the Gospel of Matthew, it is not to be
doubted that he had before him a Greek text very similar
to our own; on the other hand, it is a debatable question
whether he may not also have had access to this Gospel in a
Semitic form. It is all but universally agreed, at the present
day, that the old tradition asserting that the First Gospel
was composed in ‘Hebrew’ (presumably meaning Aramaic)
was mistaken. I confess that the evidence seems to me to
support the tradition rather than to disparage it, and I
cannot see the force of the arguments to the contrary which
are commonly advanced. From the first words of the opening
chapter, B{B\os yevésews ‘Ingoi Xpiorod, on to the end of
the book it is all translation-Greek. Plummer’s Com-
mentary on Matthew (1910), p. viii, has the following: *“The
First Gospel is evidently not a translation. ... Who-
ever wrote it took not only the substance of the Second Gos-
pel, but the Greek phraseology of it, showing clearly that he
worked in Greek. It is incredible that he translated the
Greek of Mark into Hebrew, and that then some one trans-
lated Matthew’s Hebrew back into Greek that is almost the
same as Mark’s.” This is further ‘illustrated’ by the case
of certain passages which were rendered from English into
French, and then (by another translator) back into very
different English. But such argument as this hardly needs
answer. The fact that Mark’s phraseology is adopted
means, of course, that the author (whether translator or
not) of the Greek Matthew either knew the Greek Mark
by heart or else had it open before him when he wrote.
The ancient translators always worked in that way, using
older versions whenever they could. We have abundant
illustration, both in the versions of the Old Testament and
elsewhere. In modern times, moreover, the same thing
is likely to be true. In 1894, for example, Mrs. A. S.°
Lewis published A Translation of the Four Gospels from
the Syriac of the Sinaitic Palimpsest. The first glance
sufficed to show to the reader that this translation used
everywhere the words of the English version of 1611, and

15 We have no reason to suppose, however, that these minor sources contributed
anything of importance to his criticism of Mark.
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closer examination showed that the language of this ‘Au-
thorized Version’ was retained even in a multitude of
cases where it did not quite agree with the Syriac which
it professed to render.”®* The translator was attached to
the wording of the standard version, and so also were the
most of those who were likely to use her translation. It is
for a precisely similar reason that the citations from the
Old Testament in our Synoptic Gospels are given quite
frequently in the wording of the Septuagint, a fact which has
been generally regarded as evidence that Greek was the
original language of the Gospels. The translator of the Gospel
wished to confirm its readers in the faith, not to stagger
them. Their Bible was the Greek Old Testament, not the
Hebrew, and for them all and for all purposes the Greek form
of words was the right one. All these passages had been
translated, centuries before, by inspired men, who had faith-
fully followed the original. In Semitic gospels, written for
those who used the Hebrew Old Testament, the words of the
citations ought to correspond to the current Hebrew text;
but not so in gospels intended for the great Hellenistic world.
Schmiedel, in his article ‘“ Gospels” in the Encyclopaedia
Biblica, § 130, argues against a Semitic original for Matthew
on the ground of certain passages ‘which would not have
been available had the Hebrew original been followed.”
Only the mistranslation ‘virgin,” he asserts, made it possible
to adduce Is. vii. 14 in Matt. i. 22f. But this is an amazing
assertion. Taking the passage in Isaiah just as it is rendered
in any modern critical commentary, it would still be pre-
cisely the sort of passage that Matthew desired, much more
striking and more convincing than the most of the other
quotations which he uses for the same purpose. What is
more, the birth of Jesus as narrated in the Gospel of Matthew
in its original form was not a virgin birth at all (on this point
see further below). Schmiedel then argues from the quo-
tation of Is. xl. 3 in Matt. iii. 3, saying that it could have been
made only by one who connected the words ‘in the wilder-
ness’ with the preceding rather than with the following
words, whereas “in Isaiah the crier is of course not in the

18 Ag is well known, Mrs. Lewis’s translation has since then been very carefully
revised by her.
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wilderness.” But this argument shatters on the fact that
Matthew and his contemporaries could not foresee the dis-
coveries of our modern commentators; the Jewish tradition
has always connected 13793 only with the preceding words,
and for all the native interpreters the voice was one crying
in the wilderness.”” The two remaining passages mentioned
by Schmiedel, Matt. xxi. 9 and xxi. 16, make no difficulty
whatever. In Ps. viii. 8, alvos was a very natural Jewish
interpretation of 19; cf. the Targum, Greek, and Syriac ren-
derings of the same word in Ps. Ixviii. 35. On the ‘Hosanna’
passage see Wellhausen’s Marcus, p. 93. Neither the dative
7@ vip Aaveld nor the év Tois inrloross is difficult of explana-
tion. Schmiedel himself remarks (zbid.) that the Gospel of
Matthew is the one in which the citations from the Old
Testament most often follow the Hebrew rather than the
Greek, and that its author “could not have given such
quotations as, for example, ii. 15, 28, viil. 17, xxvii. 9 f.
after the LXX at all.” Highly significant admissions!
More than all this, the framework, connecting fabric, and
merely embellishing matter of the book as we have it (and
not merely the underlying sources) give plain evidence of
translation. A typical case of the sort is found in xxviii. 1,
parallel to Mark xvi. 1 f. and Luke xxiv. 1. Several
scholars have pointed out the fact that the monstrous
‘Greek’ in Matthew, oyré 8¢ caBBdrav, Tg émipmaxoloy els plav
gafBdrwv, is merely one of the painfully close translations
with which we are familiar. The original was RP2® PIERD
N2W3 1 ", that is, ‘after the Sabbath, in the night intro-
ducing the first day of the week.’!®* The evidence of trans-
lation is perfect, for the Aramaic phrases are the ones
regularly used, the Greek rendering fits them exactly, and
no Greek author could ever have devised such a form of
words. Now these phrases in the Aramaic of the First
Gospel are a part of the evangelist’s own expansion of the

Y In my own opinion, this traditional reading is the correct one.

18 The evidence has been set forth most fully and convincingly by Professor
Moore, in the Journal of the American Oriental Society, 26. 328-820 (1905).
Moore also refers to Geiger, and points out the fact that Jerome was the first to
suspect imperfect translation in this passage. See also the reference to Professor
Kennett in Wright’s Synopsis of the Goapels in Greek, 8d ed., p. 171.
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Mark narrative —as he constantly expands it and em-
broiders upon it. This would be by far the most plausible
theory on general grounds; compare also the Aevkdv ds yidv
of xxviii. 3 with Aevka és 70 ¢ds and és 6 fAsos in xvii. 2 (also
embellishments by Matthew). It is very probable that
another mistranslation is to be found in close proximity to
the one just considered. In xxvii. 62 the narrator tells how
on the day — or, perhaps better, on the evening — preceding
the resurrection, the priests and Pharisees came to Pilate
to urge him to secure the tomb and set a watch. The
Greek has: 15 & éwadpiov, s éorlv perd ™y mwapacceviy,
and commentators exclaim over this “singular expression.”
Some have queried whether it may not have been a circum-
locution adopted in order to avoid using the word ‘Sabbath ’;
but as Plummer (Comm., p. 408) observes, 5 8¢ émravpiov,
‘on the morrow,” would be quite sufficient in itself. It may
be conjectured that the original had: =n3 =msT xS
NRN2Y, which should have beenrendered: ‘Now on the
morrow, after sunset, the chief priests and Pharisees gathered
together,’ etc. The narrator represented this as occurring not
on the Sabbath day, but just after its close. The rendering
in our Greek Matthew is the only natural one, however,
for (judging from what little we know of the history of the
word) the use of RN3YMY in its original signification, ‘sunset,’
must have been very nearly obsolete at this time. This
passage, also, belongs to one of Matthew’s own additions,
A very frequently occurring indication of translation, found
in all parts of the Gospel, is the word rdre used to continue
a narrative. It could only be the rendering of the similarly
used Aramaic *IR. Because of the evidence of this nature,
the amount of which could be multiplied, it seems to me that
the old tradition, that the whole Gospel of Matthew was
originally composed in Aramaic, still easily holds the field.
Nevertheless, I do not believe that we need to take into
account the possibility that Luke made use of the Aramaic
Matthew. It seems plain that the Greek Matthew influ-
enced him; but it is hardly less evident that he regarded
that Gospel as of secondary importance, not by any means
to be used as a source in making his own compilation. I
" think we may see plainly some reasons why Luke would
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have felt justified in leaving Matthew at one side — as he
certainly seems to have done.

First of all, he had in his own hands Matthew’s two main
sources, Mark and Q, and could see that his predecessor had
dealt with both of them arbitrarily and not always wisely.
Matthew’s aim had been only that of an evangelist; Luke’s
was also that of a historian, as he says in his prologue.
Mark’s Life of Jesus had provided the chronological order
of all the main events; Matthew had greatly changed this
order, while using Mark’s own material and simply trans-
posing it — an unwarranted proceeding, from Luke’s point
of view. In his use of the Teachings, also, Matthew had
dismembered and redistributed according to his own pref-
erence. In assigning the discourses to certain definite occa-
sions he had not always achieved good results, and his new
combinations of Sayings were sometimes not convincing.
Moreover, in using both Mark and Q, Matthew had ex-
panded and embellished very extensively, not merely chang-
ing the wording of the narrative, but also adding details and
incidents in abundance. On the other hand, many incidents
and details, and even whole scenes, recorded by Mark, were
entirely omitted by Matthew. This embellishment was a
purely literary proceeding, which was not only allowable
according to the ideas of the time, but could have been taken
for granted. Luke himself of course felt free to deal with
his sources in this way;!® but here, obviously, was another
reason why he could give little weight to Matthew’s Gospel
as a source for his own.

19 The fact that Luke conceived his task as that of a ‘historian’ does not at all
imply that his aims and methods were like those of a modern writer of history. For
a brief discussion of this subject with some illustration from Jewish literature I may
refer to my Ezra Studies, pp. 145-150. So far as we are able to judge, the most
serious biographers and chroniclers generally felt free to select what material they
preferred, omitting whatever they did not care to use, and saw no objection to
increasing the interest, or the parenetic value, of the work by adding any amount of
lively or instructive detail. Their aim was like that of the modern painter: to
give a true picture in its impression as a whole, faithfulness in minutie being a
matter of comparatively small importance, All this is true of every one of our four ~
Gospels. Wellhausen, Einleitung, 2d ed., p. 77, writes: ‘“Markus wollte ohne
Zweifel die ganze Tradition aufzeichnen, mit den Erziihlungen tiber Jesus zugleich
auch seine Worte. Dass er was thm davon zugiinglich war nicht vollstéindig auf-
nahm, dass er was schon frither gebucht war ausliess, kann unmighch angenommen
werden.” T confess that I am unable to feel so sure of this.
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Again, the fact is patent that the author of the Third
Gospel, so far as the material — or the fashion of it — is his
own, occupies a theological point of view which is more
advanced than that of the author of the First Gospel.
There had been development in both doctrine and usage of
the church; new conceptions made their way to the front,
and what had been tentative hypothesis now became recog-
nized dogma.” This fact is illustrated in numerous places
where Luke has revised the material already used by Mark
or Matthew, as many commentators have remarked. One
very important illustration, however, has not received the
attention which it deserves; namely, the doctrine of the vir-
gin birth. According to the original text of Matthew, both
in Aramatc and in Greek, the birth of Jesus was not birth
from a virgin. The Lewis (also called the Sinaitic) Syriac
version has preserved the original readings in Matt. i. 16-25,
as any careful study of the evidence shows with certainty.
(“Jacob begat Joseph; Joseph . . . begat Jesus,” vs. 16.
“She shall bear o thee a son, and thou shalt call his name
Jesus,” vs. 21. Joseph, awaking from the vision (on the
night of his marriage), “took his wife, and she bore to him
a son, and ke called his name Jesus,” vs. 24, 25.) The con-
ception of the child is clearly and consistently represented
as supernatural, the Holy Spirit having anticipated Joseph,
yet the latter is quite as truly the father, the two elements
codperating. The child had thus three parents. At the
time when Matthew wrote, the doctrine of the supernatural
birth of Jesus had already taken a firm hold among his fol-
lowers. The theory of the mystery embodied in the First
Gospel (in its original form) is a very natural one, not a
whit more difficult to faith than the later theory of the virgin
birth, and incomparably better suited to the Jewish doctrine
of the Messiah. The genealogical table given in Matt. i. 2-16
really had great significance, before the text of the chapter
had been tampered with. But at the time when the Third

® This does not by any means imply a considerable lapse of time. Develop-
ment of doctrine must have been extremely rapid in just that period. A score of
years would more than suffice for all the difference in this regard between Matthew
and Luke.

# And this version is a faithful translation of a Greek text.
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Gospel was written, the doctrine of the virgin birth was
taking possession of the church, and had already been given
literary embodiment in the magnificent composition which
Luke adopted and translated. It was irreconcilable with
the account given by Matthew, and this fact of itself would
be a sufficient reason why Luke would wish to leave the First
Gospel at one side, not making his own to rest upon it.?
This intention also appears in the remarkable genealogical
table of Joseph which he himself gives (certainly his own
composition) in iii. 28-38. I do not believe that this table
would ever have been made, but for the corresponding one in
Matthew. All those who had used Matthew’s Gospel must
have been impressed with the table, for it was a conspicuous
thing. Luke makes it more complete, carrying it all the
way from Joseph to Adam, and at the same time makes it
completely harmless, removing it to some distance from the
story of the Nativity and introducing it with the significant
s évopllero. We may regard it as quite probable, then,
that Luke did not make use of the Aramaic Matthew.
His use of the Gospel even in its Greek form appears to have
been hardly more than occasional and incidental. He had
Matthew’s sources, which suited his purpose much better.
In a considerable number of passages found in the sec-
tions derived by Luke from Mark or Q, there is evidence of
variant translation from the Aramaic original. This gen-
erally does not mean mestranslation, but it frequently means
a rendering so awkward as to arouse a suspicion which can
be confirmed by comparing the parallel passage or passages
and reconstructing the wording of the original text. It would
be a rare thing for one of these translators to misunderstand
the Aramaic which lay before him; but on the other hand,
his ‘school-boy rendering’ might easily be such as to twist
the Greek tongue out of all shape, or even to obscure the
sense effectually. It might in very rare cases be possible
even to find satisfactory evidence of variation in the Aramaie

2 For a like reason, those who handed down the Greek text of the Gospels found
themselves compelled to make harmonistic changes in Matt. i. 16-25. The his-
tory of these changes can be traced with perfect clearness in the Old Latin version,
certain Greek cursives of the Ferrar group, the Curetonian Syriac, the Peshitto,
and our ‘standard’ Greek text.
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texts which were rendered by successive translators, but the
evidence justifying such a conclusion would have to be very
strong and unequivocal indeed. In the New Testament
as in the Old, the Greek phrase which seems clearly to be
derived from a new Semitic original is in nine cases out of
ten really a rendering of the text already known.

The principal fact which must all the time be kept in sight,
in attempting to go behind the traditional reading to its
Semitic source, is the varied process of change to which these
Greek texts have been subject, ever since they were first
written down. The translator himself generally # stuck
very close to his original. Yet the same man incorporating
a similar translation might feel free to alter it arbitrarily
to some extent. Luke rendered the Hebrew Gospel of the

Nativity with the most minute faithfulness, as a close -

study of it shows,” and he doubtless would always have
translated faithfully; but Luke the compiler, taking over
such a translation from another, would have been quite
likely to give it some editorial revision, especially if there
were other translations or parallel texts which he could
compare. In general, translation-Greek loses some of its
roughness and barbarity in passing through editorial hands,
and some illustration of this fact can be seen in our Gospel
texts. Wellhausen’s Einleitung, 2d ed., p. 49, says in re-
gard to the sections taken over from Mark by Matthew and
Luke: “Namentlich bei Matthius unterscheiden sich diese
durch ihre glattere Sprache einigermassen von den nicht aus
Markus stammenden Lehrstiicken.” That is, the translator
of Matthew’s Gospel not only employed the Greek transla-
tion of Mark, in all the sections derived from that Gospel,
but also slightly improved the diction and style of the Greek.
It was altogether natural that he should do both of these

¥ But not always. You must know your translator before you can draw any
safe conclusion where the variation from the original is not very great. And it
often happens, in the Old Testament versions, that the interpreter who has been
reproducing his original word by word in the most slavish fashion, suddenly, and
for no apparent reason, gives us a paraphrase, or inserts interpretative words, or
condenses slightly.

# Of course the reason for the appearance of an especially close translation in the
first two chapters of Luke, and for the unusually uncouth Greek, is to be found
in the large amount of poetry which the document contains.
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things. In pp. 49-57 Wellhausen describes the material
changes made by Matthew and Luke in the tradition derived
from Mark. His characterization will be recognized as a
true one, although in single instances the observed change
may be due to other editorial hands or to the influence of
other documents, Semitic or Greek, of which we now have
no knowledge. In Luke’s Gospel, it is certainly the case
that at least considerable portions of the new material are
translations from Semitic originals. Through how many
hands they may have passed, we do not know. Where
the form of words is plainly Luke’s own, it may be the case
either that he himself is translating, or that he is revising a
rendering made by some one else. If in any instance it
happens that the marks of his own hand are abundant while
at the same time the rendering is so close as to be noticeably
awkward, the presumption strongly favors the conclusion
that he himself was the translator. Where the material
is not peculiar to Luke among the synoptists, a good many
different possibilities have to be taken into account. Such
a document as Q, containing mainly the Sayings of Jesus,
must have been a great favorite, and we should take for
granted a number of recensions, both in Aramaic and in
Greek. From the popular character of the compilation,
and the freedom with which it would therefore be handled
in transmission, we could be certain that the texts in circu-
lation would differ from one another very considerably.
How would such a writer as Luke proceed, in making his
selection and compilation? Of course judgments as to
authenticity and relative attestation were ordinarily far
beyond his power. He and his contemporaries had no longer
the means of deciding such questions. The Greek Mark,
both separate and as incorporated by the Greek translator
of Matthew, had already the authority of a standard docu-
ment among those for whom Luke wrote, so his extensive
use of it was a matter of course. In the case of the source
Q, on the other hand, it is plain that there was no standard
recension. In editing the greater part of the material for
his Gospel, then, Luke was left to his own criteria, the nature
of which we can imagine in part. Semitic documents would
be valued higher than Greek. In the case of various Greek
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recensions, translation-Greek would be given the preference,
other things being equal. Such forms of the narrative or
discourse as agreed best with the picture of Jesus and his
disciples which the evangelist had formed would of course
be chosen. The story of the nativity and childhood of
Jesus given by Matthew, for example, could not be given
any consideration in the face of the Hebrew narrative of
the virgin birth, which must have seemed to Luke to be
the only true account. We should suppose, also, that the
wish to preserve nofeworthy variations in the tradition
would have had its influence with the evangelist. On such
and such an occasion Jesus had used a certain form of words
which as handed down in the Semitic original might be under-
stood, and in fact had been understood, in more than one
way. Matthew or Mark, or both, had already incorporated
one interpretation; would it not be well to preserve the
other, if only for the sake of caution? It is possible that
this consideration was the source of some readings — or
translations —in the Third Gospel. It seems plain that
Luke took it for granted that Mark and Matthew would
continue in circulation side by side with his own Gospel. If
he had not believed this, he would certainly not have omitted
so much of Mark’s material. He criticised what lay before
him, to the best of his ability, aiming to cancel variant ac-
counts of the same occurrence, to omit disturbing elements,
to improve the arrangement of the matter, and to revise and
expand where such revision seemed to be needed. Then,
with the addition of all the new material which he had col-
lected, he built up a Gospel which must have seemed to him
far superior to the others. But it is beyond all question
that he would have proceeded very differently if he had
wished or expected to supplant Mark and Matthew.®

% Yuke probably had reason to believe, for instance, that the parables in Matt.
xxiv. 43-xxv. 46 were secondary, namely a purely literary expansion, not a genuine
record of Jesus’ own words. He had no need to be anxious about the matter,
however, since the discourses in question had already been given a permanent place
in the Gospel of his predecessor. But we may be pretty sure that if he had found
similar matter of equally doubtful authenticity, clothed in a Semitic dress and other-
wise harmonious with his own idea of the character of the Messiah, which had not
been given a place in one of the standard collections, he would have felt it to be his
duty to incorporate it in his own work.
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308 TRANSLATIONS MADE FROM ARAMAIC GOSPELS

In the sections where Mark is used, or where portions of
Q already adopted by Matthew are incorporated, and it is
therefore possible to mark off clearly the portions of the text
which belong only to the Third Gospel, it is not always easy
to decide what part, if any, of the new matter is the property
of the evangelist himself. The question of translation must
also frequently be taken into account, for not a few of the
passages which have only the significance of introductory
formulee or slight expansions, and might therefore most
naturally be regarded as additions freely made by Luke
himself, are such glaring specimens of translation-Greek as
to give us pause. To take at random the firstinstance
which presents itself: In Luke v. 17 ff. the story of the
paralytic is introduced in these words: ral éyévero év pia
Qv fHuepdv xal atris v Siddaxwy, xal joav xabfuevor Papioraior
xal vopodiddoxalot of joav Egrvldres éx wdons xduys ris Taki-
Aalas xal Tovdalas xal ‘Tepovaariu® xal dvams Kuplov v eis 16
idafas abrdv. xal idod dvdpes pépovres émi KAlvns dvbpormov 8s v
mapalervuédvos, kal éiriTovy alriv eloeveyreiv xal Ocivas aldrov évd-
mov alrod. Kkal uy edpdvres wolas eloevéyxwow alrdy, x.T.A.
Nearly every word of this is peculiar to the Third Gospel;
moreover, there are here a few phrases and constructions
which at once remind us of Luke. The Semitic idioms are
evident enough, still, it is conceivable that idioms of this
nature, such as xal i3o¥ and évdmior alrod, should have been
adopted by a Greek author in his own editorial additions
to narrative already rendered into the translator’s jargon.
But to this must be added at once that the Semitisms are
too numerous, and in many passages too awkward, to make
the explanation a plausible one. They are merely obtru-
sive, not at all necessary. Employed as they are, there is
no point of view fromn which they can be called a credit to
the author of the Third Gospel, if he originated them, and
they might easily arouse® the suspicion that he wished to
make his own additions appear to come from Semitic docu-
ments. It is not simply in the padding and patching of
the Gospel that they appear in Luke’s handwriting, as it
were; they are equally noticeable in the large blocks of
narrative which he has taken over from sources unknown
to us. Thus at the beginning of chapter 19: Kai elserfov
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Sujpyero T Teperyd.  xal iBod &vp dvdpare kaNovpevos Zaxyalos,
xal abrds v apyurerdvys xal adrds whovoros. Kai éjres ideiv Tov
*Inoodv s éoTiv, Kail odk HSvato amwd Tob ExAov 81t T Akl puk-
pos . xal wpodpaudy els 1o Eumpoalev avéBn éml ovkopopéav
lva 18y adrdy, 81 éxelvns juehev diépyxeasfac. Here is the same
writer again; compare, e.g., the éxeivps (6d00) with the
arolas of v. 19. There is also the same heaping of Semitic
idioms, and this time, at least, it ought to be evident that
Luke is not responsible for them. Such gratuitous mon-
strosities as therepetition of xal adrds and the use of awd before
Toi 8yMov, for instance, would be either intolerable mockery
or something worse, coming from a writer of known skill
and taste. Luke is translating; there is no other theory
equally plausible. He has done throughout his whole Gospel
what we found him doing in the first two chapters. It was
his purpose to base all his work on “authentic” original
documents. He searched out the native (z.e. Semitic) ma-
terial,?® and translated the greater part of it himself. In
his renderings of the new material he seems usually to have
followed the original quite closely, though he may have used
to some extent translations made by others who are unknown
to us.

His mode of procedure in dealing with the material al-
ready incorporated by Matthew is well illustrated in the
Lord’s Prayer, xi. 2-4 (Matt. vi. 9-138). Matthew had given
this in what was plainly an expanded form.. Luke’s Aramaic
text had the older form, something like the following :

T wRR K3R
o5 RORD

K7 37 RPN KD
RI21 RO PITA
R P2 RIMK D
D5 oY K’

In rendering this, Luke retained almost everywhere the words
of the Greek Matthew:

8 Especially after the work of Mark and Matthew, only Semitic documents could
claim to embody the old tradition. Of course all the educated knew perfectly
well that the Greek of those two Gospels was translation-Greek.
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Mdrep, dyiacbijre 6 Svoud aov*

é\bdrw 7 Bacthela aov*

Tow dprov judv [Tov émiodaiov] 8Bov fuiv 70 xkal’ fHudpav:
xal ddes Huiv Tas apaprias Hudv,

Kai yap avrol ddlopev mwavrl dpeldovry Huiv:

xal 3 eloevéynys fuas els mwepaocudy.

A part of the wording is Luke’s own, however, and that, too,
in places where alteration was not necessary. (This, of
itself, would be fairly good evidence of translation, for the
evangelist would hardly have substituted his own words for
traditional ones, needlessly, in such an important formula
as this.) Plummer remarks, in his Commentary, that the
xal abrol and the wavr({ are both characteristic of Luke.
‘Apaprias (for dperfuara) may well be his own improve-
ment, though it is possible that his Aramaic text had N)'&on,
or some other synonym. The 70 xa8’ sjuépav also belongs
to Luke; see Plummer. This time, however, the variation
is a much more important one, for the phrase is obviously
a rendering of the same Aramaic word which in Matthew
is translated by 7ov émiodoior. I cannot believe for a
moment that tov émiodoiov originally stood in the Greek
text of Luke; on the contrary, it was inserted there from
Matthew’s Gospel. What Luke had before him, and ren-
dered, was simply : ‘Give us our bread day by day.” Ihave
conjectured the original as R=™N, ‘continual.” This seems
all the more plausible because of the passage 2 Kings xxv.
29 f. as rendered in the Targum: TP KN K> Hovy
®o5 2T 2 D RITAD RN P AT TR e 5
ST e 5 s o 2B, ‘And he (Jehoiachin) ate bread
before him continually all the days of his life. And as for
his allowance, there was a continual allowance given him by
the king, every day a portion, all the days of his life.” *Emr:-
ovoios (as an adjective derived from émiévar) would be a
not unskilful way of rendering this R™™I, the proper
meaning of which is ‘recurring,” ‘returning in constant suc-
cession,” and the like. Such words as évdehexss and Siamwavrds
would not do as well, for the translator did not wish to
make the petition call for ‘perpetual’ bread, but only for
bread given at constant intervals, z.e. day after day. If the

p—
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Aramaic adjective had been RI"2R, as in the Old Syriac, the
translator would have rendered by some other and more
familiar Greek word, for he would bhave been allowed a
rather wide choice; the word N*M kept him within
narrow limits. The meaning is, then, ‘Give us the bread
for our constantly (i.e. daily) recurring need.” The transla-
tion in Matthew, ‘Give us our ever-refurning bread,” is a very
close one; Luke’s ‘Give us our daily bread’ is a little more
free, but a better rendering nevertheless. His text originally
had simply this: Tév dprov fudv 8Bov juiv 16 kal juépav, but
no harmonizer of the Greek Gospels could permit the un-
usual and interesting Tov émiodaiov to be left out in this way !
If the word =™ stood here in the Gospel of the Hebrews,
we then have excellent evidence that that Gospel was trans-
lated from the Greek. =M could not possibly have stood
in the original, but would have been a most natural transla-
tion of émiovaios, making immediate connection with the
phrase 7 émodoa (juépa). As for Matthew’s asjuepov, it was
doubtless present in the Aramaic text of the First Gospel,
but was a part of the expansion which the whole prayer
has received there.

Added to all the uncertainty of translation, redaction,
occasional correction and conflation, and the like, is that
which is due to careless transmission of the text by copyists.
Our tradition has not been infallible, and even readings
which are fully attested may be wrong. I have no more
doubt, for instance, that in Mark xii. 4 écedparfwoav should
be écorapicav ¥ than I have that in 1 Mace. v. 25 émjvryoay
should be jowdoavro (cf. vii. 29, 83; Exod. xviil. 7; Judg.
xviii. 15), or that in 1 Mace. xi. 23 écérevaer should be xaté-
Avoev, or that xafapdv in Judith x. 5 should be xpflvor (cf.
Judg. vii. 18; 2 Kings iv. 42, etc.), though in all of these
cases the manuscript attestation is complete, and we no
longer have the original to compare. In John viii. 25,
instead of the impossible v dpynv 81 kal Aard duiv; the

original reading must have been v oy &ru cal Nard Dui,
“T am still only in the very beginning of what I have to

7 The first step in the corruption was probably the careless writing exopahioar,
whence the rest followed naturally.

Digitized by {00

ile

¢
%



812 TRANSLATIONS MADE FROM ARAMAIC GOSPELS

say to you,” a reading which both suits the sense of the
whole passage and also resembles the language used in
other parts of the Fourth Gospel. In Hebrews xi. 87 we
have a conflate text — though here, again, the manuscript
support is unimpeachable. The word éreipdabnoav, which
is quite out of place here (miserably weak, coming between
“sawn asunder” and “slain with the sword”!), is merely
an old variant reading of émplsfnoav (written empeolyoav),
It is not likely, indeed, that there are many instances of this
sort in our Gospels; still, whoever wishes to argue from
variant Greek readings to diverse translations must-always
bear in mind the possibility of a faulty traditional text.?®
Generally speaking, there is no kind of textual criticism so
precarious as argument from translation, even where the
text cannot be doubted. The varying forms of the same
tradition are usually due to free reproduction in which the
important thing was felt to be the substance of the nar-
rative or discourse, not the form of words. The character
of these variants has been admirably summarized by Well-
hausen in his Einleitung, 2d ed., p. 8.

I give in the following a few more specimens of passages,
taken chiefly from the Third Gospel, in which the hypothesis
of awkward or faulty translation seems to be the best way of
explaining our Greek text.

Luke xi. 8041 (Matt. xxiii. 25 f.). — The passage in which
the Pharisees are said to ‘“‘cleanse the outside of the cup
and platter.” As is well known, Wellhausen has proposed
to explain the difference here between Matthew and Luke
by supposing that the former rendered ‘27, ‘cleanse,’
while the latter rendered '37, ‘give alms’ (Das Evangelium
Lucae, p. 61). Aside from the improbability of such a use
of 2] in the time of the evangelists, it seems to me that there
is an easier way of accounting for the variation. As for the
Aramaic usage supposed by Wellhausen: In Jewish litera-
ture the noun Y2, RMD] means ‘righteousness, purity,’
and the like; no example of its use to mean ‘almsgiving’

% Resch, in his Logia Jesu, 21, 26, made Mark’s éxepalluoar a variant rendering
of W7
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or ‘alms’ has ever been found, so far as I am aware. The
verb *2] means ‘make pure, regard as righteous,” and the
like; never ‘give alms.’ The word for ‘righteousness’
which also means ‘alms’ is XP7%; the only evidence that
9] was ever used in a similar way is the fact that in the
Koran and subsequent Mohammedan literature and usage
the word zakdt (pretty certainly borrowed from the Jews)
is the technical term for the alms prescribed by law, whence
it is reasonable to conclude that there was some such Jewish _
usage in Arabia in the time of Mohammed. As Siegmund
Fraenkel expresses it, in his De Vocabulis in antiquis Arabum
Carminibus et in Corano peregrinis, p. 23: M3} quidem
in scriptis Iudaicis ‘meriti’ tantum sensu invenitur, . . .
sed fortasse Tudeei Arabici M3} sensu eleemosynarum adhi-
buerunt.” A student of Mohammedan literature would at
once think of ‘almsgiving’ when he saw the verb *3j, but
it is unlikely, to say the least, that it could have suggested
such an idea to Luke.

The verbal form of the tradition in the one Gospel differs
so much from its form in the other that it is better not to
try to make them fit each other closely. It is not necessary
to suppose that the verb in the first clause of Luke xi. 41.
meant ‘cleanse.” On the contrary, verse 41 is the counter-
part of verse 39; there, the first clause referred to cleansing
and the second to unrighteousness; here, the two ideas are
repeated in reverse order. There, he had said: “Your
inner part is full of unrighteousness” ; here, “That which is
within make righteous,” %78 Y129 151 %71, Nothing could
be more natural than to render this by 7 évdvra ddre érenpo-
atvy, since RITX 112Y is the reqular idiom for “give alms,”
the very one which is used in Matt. vi. 1-4 (3weawoaivyy
wotetv), for instance, and of which a host of examples could
be given.® :

xi. 47 ff. (Matt. xxiii. 29-33). — The Greek text has:
7 odal Duty, 8 olxoSopeite Ta pvyueia TV mpodnTdY, of 8¢ matépes
Spdv dréctevay abrols. 48 dpa pdpTupés éore kal ovvevdokeiTe Tols
Epyous Tév watépay Sudv §Ti adrol pév dmréetevay adrols, Tuels 8¢

% ] may add, as an example of coincident conjecture, that I came upon this
explanation of the passage quite independently of Wellhausen.
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oixodopcite. 'This last clause contains the proof of the fact
that these Jews were not guiltless of the blood of the proph-
ets: ‘“Because they slew them, and ye build.” But this is no
“proof” at all; so far as it could have any significance in this
connection, it might rather be an indication of a repentant
generation. In Matthew, it is all clear: “Ye say: If we
had been in the days of our fathers, we should not have been
-‘partakers with them in the blood of the prophets. Where-
fore ye witness in regard to yourselves that ye are the sons of
them that slew the prophets; and ye will fill up the measure
of your fathers. Serpents, offspring of serpents,” etc. The
verses immediately following, in Luke as well as in Matthew,
proceed in the same strain, saying that the children had been
like the fathers all the way from Cain down to the present
generation. The, original in Luke at the end of verse 48
was certainly P> IR PO, ‘and ye are children of theirs.’
The translator (Luke himself?) of course thought of 3%
the participle, since he had just had the very same form
in the preceding verse, and 48b seemed to be repeating
the ;wo clauses of 47 in reverse order. The ]‘I.'!'D, which
thus became the direct object, was of course omitted in
translating, as it was not needed and could not have been
rendered without awkwardness.

xii. 46 (Matt. xxiv. 51). — “But if that servant shall say
in his heart, My lord delayeth his coming; and shall begin
to beat the menservants and the maidservants, and to eat
and drink, and to be drunken; the lord of that servant will
come in a day when he expecteth not, and in an hour when
he knoweth not, and will cut kim in two, and appoint his por-
tion with the unfaithful (xal Suyoromijcer adrov xal 70 wépos
avrod perd 1OV dmriorov fice).” Two things strike the reader
at once: First, this is a singularly disproportionate punish-
ment for a kind of mismanagement to which servants left
to themselves have always and everywhere been especially
prone, and for which dismissal in disgrace is generally re-
garded as an adequate penalty; second, after the man had
been “split in two” it could make no difference to him
with whom his portion was appointed. I believe that we
may see here a very ancient error in the underlying Ara-
maic text, which is rendered in the same way by both Luke
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and Matthew. Auyoromjoer of course translates the verb
3b5. The original text was: R™pPY BY 7MY M5EM, ‘and
will divide him his portion with the unfaithful.”® By a
very natural bit of carelessness (supposing the first suffix
to be direct object rather than indirect) the conjunction 3
was put before MM, This once done could never be un-
done, and the addition of the verb &2 at the end of the
clause was immediately necessary : * X™pw ¥ s mabem
o, ‘and will divide him, and his portion with the unfaith-
ful (will appoint).

xii, 49 f. — TI0p AAGov Baleiv els ™y yiw, kal 1{ Oérw € 78y
amidpln; Bdrriopa 8¢ Eyw Bammicbijvar, kal wds cvvéyopar Ews
&rov Tédecby. ‘I came to cast fire upon the earth, and what
will I if i is already kindled? 1 have a baptism to be bap-
tised with, and how am I straitened till it be accomplished !’
I bave given the second clause of verse 49 in the words of
the English Revised Version. The rendering is nonsense,
to be sure, but it at least has the merit of following the
text. - Many interpreters, including some of the foremost of
the Germans, have rendered according to the sense: ‘How
I wish that it were already kindled !’ but this, as Plummer
fairly objects, “does rather serious violence to the Greek.”
Turning the Greek back, word by word, into Aramaic, we
have: M%7 "5 & 7% KX X2X M. But whoever has
before him this Aramaic, not feeling obliged to render
word for word, but rather to give the sense, can only trans-
late it: ‘And how I wish that it were already kindled !’
The idiom is the regular one in Aramaic. We are given
in Luke a too literal rendering — though any ancient trans-
lator would have been likely to render in just this way.

xxiil. 54. — Kal fuépa v mapaoxevis, xal adBBatov érépwarer,
‘Now it was the Day of Preparation, and the next day was
the Sabbath.” The same idiom which has already been
mentioned, above, in interpreting Matt. xxviii. 1. Moore, in
the Journal of the American Oriental Society, 26. 328 {.,

® The idiom is perfectly regular; cf., for example, the Syr. renderings in Is. Lii.
12; Jer. xxxvii, 12, ete.

% This word is regularly used to mean both ‘faithless’ (Luke, dwicrwy) and
‘hypocrite’ (Matt,, dxoxpirdv).
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showed that the original of Luke’s phrase was something
like: RASW Y13 RN2MYT RS MM, I have noticed the very
same phrase in the Syriac Chronicle of Joshua the Stylite,
p. 22, line 9: RN3W YL RASMYT RN YN, where Wright
translates: ‘Tt was the night between Friday and Saturday.’
In the evangelist’s narrative, the hour is not stated; we only
know that it was the time when the sixth day was passing
over inio the Sabbath. Any Aramaic text would have used
here the word M, “dawn,” but no Greek writer would ever
in this place have written émépworer unless he were trans-
lating the Semitic word which actually lay before him in a
document. Luke is using either the Aramaic Mark or a nar-
rative based upon it; the & éorw mpoodBBarov of Mark xv.
42 is another very natural, but less accurate, rendering of
RN2Y .

xxiv. 32. — Odyl # xapdla Hudv xawoudm Hv; “Did not
our heart burn?”  The hypothesis of an original Aramaic
=p", instead of ", has long seemed to me the most satis-
factory interpretation: ‘“Was not our mind [25 is the under-
standing] slow to comprehend?” Wellhausen’s W™ 1M2D3,
Das Evangelium Lucae, 139, seems to me much too remote
to be compared here. Neither the Hebrew verb nor any
likely Aramaic equivalent of it could possibly have been
rendered by xalopa:, and I (the same word in Aramaic
as in Hebrew) would probably have been translated by
om\dyyva, certainly not by xapdlfa. I do not think, how-
ever, that we have a particle of exfernal evidence of the
original Aramaic reading “". - Every one of the readings
of our versions is probably derived, directly or indirectly,
from xatopévy, the variations being due partly to corruption
of the Greek and partly to guessing what ought to have been
the reading. The corruption and the guesswork are impor-
tant, as showing that the idiom was as unsatisfactory in
Greek as it was in Semitic (witness the Syriac, where not
only the Lewis text, but also the Curetonian and Peshitto,
both of which have been extensively conformed to the stand-
ard Greek, have the reading ‘heavy’). It is obvious
enough, in any case, that this whole chapter is translated.

Numerous other indications of translation in the Third
Gospel which I had noted in my own reading, and which
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were included in this essay as originally presented,®? have
now been pointed out by Wellhausen in his Introduction and
Commentaries, so that I need not include them. One of
these to which attention may especially be called is the
amd més, ‘at once,” of xiv. 18, It is a too literal rendering
of XM 1%, and occurs in a section of the parable (verses 18-
24) which is found only in Luke, and can hardly have been
known to Matthew. In general, the evidence is striking that
where Luke goes his own way he is usually closely follow-
ing written documents, mostly Aramaic.

In Mark xiv, 3, Matt. xxvi. 6, may it not be that ‘Simon
the leper’ (R3)) ¥ was originally intended to be ‘Simon
the jar-maker’ (R37) P I do not know that the latter
word has been found anywhere; still, no object was more
familiar in Palestine than the water jar, or wine jar, 37,
and the term used to designate the man who made or sold
such jars can only have been 373,

% Jt was read before the Semitic Club of Yale University, January 18, 1904 ;
and before the Society of Biblical Literature, in New York City, in December, 1906.
As originally written and presented, it contained all the essential features of its

present form, including all of the suggested emendations excepting the one con-

cerning ‘Simon the leper.’
8 The word used, for example, in the Palestinian Syriac version in these passages.
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