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“THE ARAMAIC GOSPEL.”

Marfalos uév odv "EBpatd Sialékry & Aéyia cvverdtare
‘Hpuhrevoe 8 abrd ws fv Suvards €xagros.
Pir1as apup Eusesivm, H.E., iii. 39.

[AT the request of the Editor of Tag ExPoSITOR, I prefix
a few lines for the purpose of commending the following
pages to students interested in the subject with which they,
deal. Mr. Allen writes so clearly and cogently that the
philological defects of Professor Marshall's results will be
evident, I am sure, even to those readers who have no
special knowledge of Aramaic to guide them. I wish indeed
that a different verdict upon, Prof. Marshall’s protracted
and self-denying labours had been possible. In principle,
the hypothesis that the differences frequently observable
between parallel passages in the Synoptic Gospels may have
arisen from one of the variants being the translation of a
corrupt Hebrew or Aramaic text, is a thoroughly legitimate
one; it is only because, when brought to a practical test,
it is found to fail, that it has of necessity to be rejected.
A theory which, as Mr. Allen shows, postulates the re-
peated use of Aramaic words in forced or unidiomatic
applications, and with hypothetical meanings entirely un-
known to Aramaic literature, cannot be a sound one. It
may suffice to explain the phenomena presented by the
Gospels in a few isolated and comparatively simple cases:
more than this cannot be conceded. There is only one
point in Mr. Allen’s argument at which, perhaps, exception
may be taken. It might be urged, namely, that whereas
one of the divergent renderings is based (ez hyp.) upon a
corruption of the original Aramaic text, the inaccurate
Aramaic usage which it implies cannot be pleaded against
the soundness of the hypothesis, the inaccuracy lying not
in the original text, but in the corruption. This is true;
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but it may be noticed that not unfrequently both the
assumed original reading and the corruption are equally
questionable as Aramaic: it is, moreover, a serious defect
in Prof. Marshall’s method, that often, not to say usually,
he leaves this point in ambiguity, and does not, on each
occasion, tell his reader distinctly which of the alternatives
proposed he conceives to be the genuine original reading, and
which the corruption. Without the smallest prepossession
against Prof. Marshall’s hypothesis, and with every desire
to judge it favourably, it is impossible, upon grounds of
pure philology, to admit that it possesses plausibility in
more than a very small proportion of the instances to
which its author has applied it.—S. R. DRIVER.]

Among the unsolved problems which still exercise the in-
genuity of New Testament critics, some of the most difficult
and baffling are those connected with the so-called Logia
of 8t. Matthew. In what language were they written?
‘What did they contain? Did our three synoptists use
them in compiling their Gospels? If so, can we recon-
struct them ? "'With regard to the second and third of these
questions, critical inquiry has not, we are told, been alto-
gether barren. ‘It used,” writes Dr. Sanday,! ‘“to be
keenly debated, whether the Liogia admitted any element
of narrative; now this is practically not denied.” And the
same authority assures us® that there is a very large con-
sensus of scholars in favour of what is called the Two-
Document Hypothesis; ‘ namely, that at the root of our
three Synoptics there lie two main documents—a narrative
by St. Mark,” and the Logia of St. Matthew. With regard,
however, to the fourth point, controversy still rages. It is
hotly debated, we are told, where we are to begin in our
search. Shall we find the missing fragments of the Logia in

1 ExposiTor, April, 1891, p. 305.
2 ExposiToR, April, 1891, p. 302; Feb., 1891, p. 91.
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greater proportion in St. Matthew or in St. Luke? And no
two critics are agreed upon the method of rediscovery to be
pursued. Under such circumstances every fresh suggestion
that seems to point to final success, comes as a ray of light
to men groping in darkness. And quite recently a new
attempt has been made, an attempt so striking in concep-
tion, and so elaborately developed in detail, that it seems
to demand a close and minute examination. '

In a series of articles which appeared in the ExrosiTor
at various times between January, 1891, and August, 1892,
Prof. Marshall attempts to prove the possibility, not only
of detecting the Liogia fragments that lie embedded in our
Gospels, but also of retranslating them into the original
Aramaic. Antecedently such a theory is an attractive one,
and we may say once for all that we do not approach it
with any prepossessions against it. As readers of the
Expositor will be aware, it is sometimes possible from the
divergent readings of the Syriac and Greek translations of
Ecclesiasticus, to restore with absolute certainty the original
text. A case in point may be found in EKcclus. iv. 15.!
Here the Greek translator renders ‘‘ he who will give ear
to her [wisdom] shall judge nations (J¥3N),” whilst the
Syriac, no doubt rightly, gives ‘* shall judge; truth (NON).”

A wrong punctuation on the part of the Greek translator
gave rise to a complete misunderstanding of the text.
Theoretically, then, Prof. Marshall’s method would seem
plausible, but as it is elaborated by him, it distinctly and
emphaitically fails to account for the phenomena to be ex-
plained. In order to embrace the variations in the Greek
text of the Gospels within the limits. of a single Aramaic
word or phrase, he is obliged to coin for words meanings
which they never possessed, and to create new construc-
tions which defy grammatical analysis. He has no feeling

¥ Speaker’s Comm., Introd. to Ecclus., p. 27.
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for Aramaic usage or Aramaic idiom. In almost every case
where his retranslations have a seeming plausibility, it
will be found upon examination that they are linguistically
impossible. In the following pages we propose to justify
what has just been said, by the few illustrations which our
space permits us, and then to offer some further considera-
tions of the theory from a more general point of view.

In the March number of the ExposiTor! Prof. Mar-
shall proceeds to give instances of ‘‘ portions of the Synop-
tic Gospels which present indications of having been
translated from an Aramaic original.”” The second of these
deals with a verse in the Parable of the Sower (St. Maitt.
xiii. 4, St. Luke viii. 5, S8t. Mark iv. 4). 8St. Matthew and
St. Mark tell us that, in the case of the seed which fell by
the wayside, the birds “came’ (j\f¢) and devoured it. St.
Luke, on the other hand, says that it was ‘‘ trodden down ”’
(kateratiifn).  Prof. Marshall supposes this latter verb
to be a translation of the Aramaic root 777. To account
for the variant 7Afe in the other two evangelists, he
assumes that 737 also possessed the meaning of ¢ coming
in, entering,” an assumption which he supports by the fact
that Buxtorf gives as secondary meanings of the root
““ingredi, incedere,” and by the citation of two passages
from the Targums (Daut. xi. 24, Prov. vi. 11)." The impo-
sition of this meaning upon 777 is the rock upon which the
whole suggestion is shipwrecked. The root-idea of the
verb is “to tread,” as in the passage in Deuteronomy :
““ Bvery place upon which the sole of your foot shall tread.”
If Buxtorf adds as secondary meanings ‘ingredi,” ‘ in-
cedere,” we must not assaume that the word can be used to
denote ‘‘ walking > absolutely, much less mere ‘ coming.”
Prov. vi. 11 is rightly translated by Levy, * und iber dich

? The following criticisms, in go far as they concern the March number, are
in part based upon some notes written in April, 1891, with the help of Mr.
C. F. Burney, B.A., St. John's College, Oxford.
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hereinbrechen.”” In any case the usage here is meta-
phorical and poetical. 'We may with confidence affirm that
I3 never denotes the abstract idea of motion implied in
our English “ coming,” and every student of Aramaic must
feel that the genius of the language would prohibit the
application of the word to the movements of birds. Lastly,
is it likely that the unusual word 777 would have been
rendered by the common-place j\fe ?

Prof. Marshall proceeds to account for the difference
between ixudda (St. Liuke viii. 6) and pifav (St. Matt. xiii.
6, St. Mark iv. 6) by supposing a confusion between W
and W, to which he assigns the meaning * moisture.”
The facts about the word are these. The only instances of
its occurrence in the Targums given in the lexicons are
Genesis xxxvii. 25, xliii. 10, J.I.,! where the Hebrew equiva-
lent is *3¥, “balsam.” Thus we have no known occurrence
of the word in the sense ‘ moisture” in Biblical Aramaic.
Buxtorf and Levy cite instances from the Talmud, where
the word means ‘‘succus, lachryma, humor herbarum.”
Even these however afford no support to Prof. Marshall.
The context in St. Liuke (éwi 19 mérpar) implies that the
lack of moisture was a defect in the soil, upon which the
seed had fallen (cf. ixuas in Hdt. IV. 185). We want some
word implying moisture in general, and suggesting that the
plants failed to find a damp soil, from which they could
draw sufficient moisture for more than a premature and
short growth. Now this is just what H7 does not express.
It always (so far as appears) denotes the juices of the plant
itself. To say that a tree withers because it has no sap
is mere tautology. How, without the * succus herbarum
implied in %7, could the plants have attained even
sufficient growth to permit of its being said that they
withered ?

1 J.I. stands for the Targum of pseudo-Jonathan on the Pentateuch: J.IL. for
the Jerusalem Targum Fragments.
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The third example is concerned with two phrases, which,
rent from their context to give support to Prof. Marshall’s
theory, illustrate forcibly the defects of his method. The
parallels in question are :—

St. Mark iv. 19: ai mwepi Ta Aovra émfupiac.
St. Liuke viii. 14: %8ovai ot Biov.

After postulating for Bios the unnecessary and doubtful
meaning “ fast life,”” Prof. Marshall gives us the following
reconstruction of what he conceives to have been the
original Aramaic of these phrases :—

The pleasures of luxury =327 RO,
The desires for other things="17137 8220,

It may be affirmed with confidence that neither phrase
can have the meaning assigned to it. Prof. Marshall asserts
that ‘¢ if 9D occurred in an Aramaic text, there would be
a reasonable doubt whether it should be rendered ‘other
things,” or *luxury.””” The truth rather is that there would

_be no reasonable doubt that neither rendering would fairly
represent the original. The word denotes strictly ¢ that
which remains over,” in which sense it is used in Exod.
xvi. 23 (Ong.) WISR N 53 M. Here the addition of
53, and the surrounding context, seem to suggest that 7o
owrrov’’ would be a fair rendering. But it must be observed
that the Hebrew original is not J’INY, but the unusual
word ®'7Y. The more usual Aramaic word for “ the rest ™’
is 7Ny} as in Hebrew. DBut granting the possibility of the
first rendering, surely it is impossible to see in D any
such connotation as ‘‘luxury.” The instances quoted by
Buxtorf lend no support to any meaning except ‘‘abun-
dance,” or “ advantage.”” Thus in Isaiah 1. 9, T2 D
"™ means ‘“‘the abundance of Jehovah’s goodness,” in
Eecles. vi. 8, XY 1M 8D suggests the rendering
* what advantage has the wise man over the fool? "’ and in
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Eccles. ii. 13 the meaning is the same. But to identify
these ideas with *“ Juxury ” or * Bios ’ is most arbitrary.

The fourth illustration presents us with the following
phrases :—

8t. Luke ix. 89: kal pbéyes amoywpel an’ adrod, cvrrpiBov
adTov.
St. Mark ix. 18 : xal Tpiler Tods 68ovras, ral Enpaiverar.

Prof. Marshall’s renderings are :—

St. Luke : 7™ P73 12N
St. Mark : 798 pOrT 2w,

Of these six words, three are used in a forced or doubtful
meaning. Can 132 have the sense implied in wéyis? Does
T8 ever mean ““ to wither ?”° And lastly, can P} express
the simple idea of departure implied in dmoywpel ?

P} in Rabbinic Hebrew denotes, amongst other mean-
ings, a man’s business, his daily occupation. In the Tar-
gums, where however it is very rare, it signifies the
material or substance of anything, or more generally
“matter, affair, concern.”” Three instances of its use are :—

Ps. xli. 2: 83301 2305 Soown ivnb nam,
“ Happy is he who attends to the-concerns of the poor.”

Ps. xix. 5: P rod (=Heb. D).
‘“ The spreading out of their substance.”

It is altogether illegitimate to argue that, because 13V
occurs in Rabbinic literature in the sense ‘ molestia, occu-
patio, negotium,” P33 would be used in ordinary Aramaic
with the adverbial and secondary meaning expressed by
poryss.

But we pass on to consider the meaning of the verb
J8. Does it signify *to wither” ? In assigning to it
this sense Prof. Marshall apparently follows Levy, who
renders it by (1) etwas dirren, risten (Gr. ¢piyw, Lat.
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Jrigo), (2) zerbrickeln. Had Prof. Marshall consuléed
Fleischer's Appendix at the end of the volume, he would
have seen that the first of these two renderings can no
longer be maintained. Prof. Fleischer there states that 779
is equivalent not to ¢piyew but to fpvmrewv, and that the
idea of ““being brokenm ” is the proper signification of the
word. This sense is supported by the renderings given in
Buxtorf, and suits all the passages where the word occurs.
Instances of its use are :—

Ps. Ixxx. 17 : RINDM XM NP0,
“ It is burned in the fire and broken down.”’
Eceles. iii. 3: 8333 83799 = Heb. y1785. -
“To break down a building.” '
Isa. xxiv. 7: NJD) 1DMDNON, ]
“ Fracte, excis®e sunt vites.”—Buxt,

The translation *to wither” is based on an wunsound
etymology and must be abandoned.

But lastly, we have to consider whether P expresses
the meaning of amoywpel. It is generally used as the equi-
valent of the Hebrew MM or DV in the sense of flight,
impelled by fear or terror. In the Peshitto wix is used to
translate such words as ¢uyelv, éxpuyeiv, dmodidpdorerw. In
St. Matthew ii. 13, 14 it represents avaywpeiv, to which the
context gives the idea of flight. There is absolutely no
authority for the use of the word in the simple sense of
departure, and so far from any notion of “ flight” being
involved in amoywpel, such a nuance is distinctly excluded
by the context.

The next illustration is coneerned with the words in St.
Matthew v. 48, ¢ Be ye perfect” (7é\esor), for which St. Liuke
(vi. 36) has *‘ Be ye compassionate” (oixTipuoves). To ac-
count for these variants it is suggested ** that the one word
used by our Lord was some form of 90m;...5'0n, perfected,
completed, is the equivalent of 7éheros, and '7’1:?1:7 may well
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be rendered by oixtippwr.” With regard to these very
extraordinary suggestions, we can only say that both the
meanings thus imposed upon 50n are purely hypothetical,
and unwarranted. 9D, it is true, starts from the meaning
‘““to be complete,” but it never passes into the moral sphere.
It denotes (1.) “ to come to an end’’ (of money), “ to cease”
(from doing something); (ii.) “‘to complete’ (2 Chr. vii. 11),
“ to consume " * (of locusts). With the idea of bringing to
perfection it is used only of a tree ripening its frait (Num.
xvii. 23, J.IL.), or in the technical sense of a nurse weaning
a child (1 Sam. i. 24), an application entirely unconnected
with the moral sense of Téretos. The usage of the language
is a fatal objection to the proposal to impose upon 5D the.
meaning of “perfect,” ““upright.” The connection between
oixTipuwy and '7’1?[1 is, if possible, still less obvious. The
latter word can only mean either * ceasing’ or *‘ weaning.”
It is quite incredible that it should have suggested to a
Greek translator the idea involved in oixTippwy.
The seventh example presents us with the parallels :—

St. Mark. v. 16. St. LUkE viii. 36.
Y 4 k] ~ 3 14 \ E ~
kai Sugyrioavre alrois dmrjyyehav 8¢ atrots
t 3 I A e 3 Ié
oi {0dvTes oi i8dvres
~ k) 7 ~ ya ~ 2 s i3 .
s éyévero 1@ Sawpwonlopéve wGs doablny & daponiobels
kal wepl TGV Yolpwy Kal TO TS TePLYUpPOV
~v g o T ap T
kal fpéavro dmwov wAfjfos
wapaxolely atTov HpoTRoay abTov
dmeNfeiv dmo Tov dplov atrov dmwelfety dm alrdv

The obvious Aramaic equivalent for yoipwyv is NI
This, if the ‘matres lectionis’ were omitted, might be
mistaken for XM, and we are told that the latter word
means ‘ neighbourhood,” thus accounting for wepuywpov.
But as a matter of fact NI never has this meaning.

1 Very rare, and perhaps only a Hebraism. Levy only quotes Deut. xxviil.
88 (where it corresponds to the Heb. ‘;Dn) ; Nah. iii. 16 (in some texts).
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There is an adverb MM which is nearly always doubled,
like the Hebrew 212D 1'2D, and which is used only in the
Jerusalem Targums, the Babylonian dialect preferring 9D
D, There is also a noun RN or NAIMIN (also be-
longing to the Palestinian dialect) which has the meaning
“ neighbourhood,” but if we adopt this the superficial re-
semblance to N7 in great part vanishes.

Another divergence to be accounted for is afforded by the
couplet mAfbos, fpEavro. The latter would be represented
in Aramaic by 3. The former, we are informed, would
be XYW, a caravan; “ which meaning would suit well the
compaﬁy of swineherds referred to.” ,

These words give a wrong impression. The word mAffos
may include, but certainly has not a primary reference to,
the swineherds. It is defined as dwav 7o mAnfos Tis
meptywpov T@v Iepacnviv (v. 87), and includes, we presume,
those people whom the swineherds had fetched from the

_city and from the fields (v. 34). And secondly RV is a
rare word, and is used only of Bedouin wanderers, as in
Genesis xxxvii. 25 (Onq.) ‘N2 N, or in Isaiah xxi. 13,
177 22 2. Even in Isaiah 1x. 6, where it represents
nyaw, it has the same meaning; for the Targum para-
phrases ‘“ company of camels” by N1y MY “ caravan
of Arabians.”

In his eighth example Prof. Marshall almost outdoes
himself in laxity of statement. He is comparing the sen-
tences—

St. Matthew ix. 2: émi xrivys BeBAguévov,

St. Mark ii. 3: alpopevov Umo Tegodpwy,
and in order that we may have a word closely resembling
YA, four, he gravely informs us that “one of the syno-
nyfné for ‘bed’ is TYAON, strictly, that on which one
stretches oneself.” After such an assurance it is difficult to
hold to our belief that YN implies not * that upon which
one stretches oneself,” but ‘ the act of lying down,” in
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which sense it is used only of cattle! And yet the latter
is the true meaning of the word, which apparently occurs
only twice in the Targums, Isaiah vii. 25, and lxv. 10,
PNAT P33 AN N1, ““a place of lying down of herds of
oxen.”

Having thus disposed of émi xM\ivns and tecodpwy, there
remain atpouevor, and BeBAnuévoy, to be reconciled. How
can we account for these? Prof. Marshall informs us
that both might be represented by ‘ the passive participle
'7:_5'?@{3,” which ‘‘might mean either ‘being thrown
doévn,’ or ‘being carried to and fro.”” This statement is
not true to fact. WOWD does not mean ‘“ being thrown
down,” nor must the Rabbinic use of the Hophal (which
is not intensive), be brought forward to support such a
rendering. The reduplicated form would seem to exclude
the idea of lifelessness involved in BeBinuévor. Prof.
Marshall acknowledges that the Targums prefer the passive
of N7, but adds *“ which is the equivalent of 5W.”  This
latter assertion is not justified. The two words express
radically different shades of meaning, as a glance at Levy’s
or Buxtorf’s examples will prove.

Once again, S091M is not the equivalent of aipouévor.
The word (in the active voice) is used of trees rustling their
leaves (Deut. xxviii. 15, J.L.), of men shaking their heads (Job
xvi. 4). It occurs frequently in the sense of ‘“‘expelling,” and
the passive participle is used of a ‘ wanderer,” or ‘ home-
less vagrant.” Even granting for the moment that Prof.
Marshall is right when he asserts, without further proof,
that “ the Ithpalpel would mean ‘to be carried to and fro,
up and down,’” surely the context demands a word in
which the idea of *to and fro, up and down "’ falls into the
background, and that of ‘“carrying” is predominant. The
true meaning of the Ithpalpel may be seen in such a pas-
sage as Psalm lxviii. 13, D1*I059 YOO, “ They were
driven away from their palaces.” Since there are several
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common words in Aramaic which express the simple notion
of “carrying,” e.g. L)JD, o, L)J’, L)ZQJ, there can be no good
reason for forcing this meaning upon the derivative Subn.
Lastly, there remains the equation éwi=79md. ‘It is prob-
able,” we are informed, ‘‘that they represent 13, which
means (1) upon, (2) with, near, beside.” This is untrue.
3) means not ‘‘upon,” but ‘towards,’” after a verb of
motion. In this sense it is rare. Levy cites only Numbers
xxi. 9 (J.I1.),

NMWIT MR 22 9% BN 5N
‘“He lifted up his face in prayer towards his Father in

heaven.” Here the idea of ““up’ lies in *‘)n, not in 2).
More generally the word means ‘ beside ’ =the Hebrew
DY, or NN. It does not correspond to dwd, and therefore
¢ carried by four men” could not be represented by Il plinta)
AN ). We doubt whether these three words have any
intelligible meaning at all.

The next illustration is taken from the same narrative.
The parallels are—

ST. MaRK ii. 4. S1. LUxe v. 19.
> / \ ’ 3 7 3 N N ~
amerTéyacay Ty oTéyny dvafBdvres éri 10 Sdpa

o * : \

omrov v ; deax

. 3L | ~

xai éopvéavTes 1 TGV Kepdpwy

~ TN T oo { -~ YRS ~ s

XaAaor Tov kpdBBarov kabikav adTov oW TG KAwvibiy

It is suggested that the variation between dwesréyacar and
avafdvres may be accounted for by a confusion between
P’.'?l? and P'9D. But it is doubtful whether P*?D could have
the required sense. It means strictly ““to cause to ascend,”
and seems never to degenerate into the general idea of
“lifting up.” Moreover it is not generally used of con-
crete, physical objects, like a roof. A few examples will
illustrate this.
Job. xii. 20: P*>D* 82D DYV
Heb. : mp o oyw)
Ps. 1. 11: 237 1 7VBR PYOD
Heb. : "R 725 2007
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The word is used several times of the removal from Israel
of the Shekinah, e.g. in

Deut. xxxi. 18 (Ong.) : V1M MW PODN NpOD NN,
Surely this is hardly the word that would have been used
to express the removal of a roof.

‘We have next to account for the variants oréynpy and
ddua. It is suggested that oréynv represents n‘;‘am whilst
ddua presupposes N'?'?ZDD But we are not satisfied thas
NY51D could have been applled to a house in Capernaum ;
and, even if so used, it would hardly have suggested to a
Greek translator the word dmua as an equivalent. It is
used in the Targums of the booth which Jonah erected out-
side Nineveh, of the sheds made by Jacob for his cattle
(Gen. xxxiii. 17), of the lair of wild beasts (Ps. x. 9), and of
the booths set up during the feast of Tabernacles (Lev.
xxiii. 42). Lastly, in Isaiah i. 8, it represents the Hebrew
0793 NM3D3.  Prof. Marshall renders this ““as a cot-
tage The usage of the word elsewhere would suggest
rather the meaning ‘“as a booth” (so Canon Cheyne).
That oréynr could correspond to NY5Y is hardly more prob-
able. The point here is that whilst the context demands
for oréynv the concrete meaning *‘roof,” 7.e. the covering
of a house, the word N?90, in so far as it admits of this
translation at all, rather corresponds to the secondary sense
which “roof” may have in English, ¢.e. ‘“a covering,
shelter, abode.”” The primary idea of the word is ‘ shade,
shadow,” as in Ecclesiastes vi. 12, viil. 18. But since
shade connotes ‘“ protection,” we find the word employed
in such instances as

Gen. xix. 8 (Onq.): h™w 5513, “under the shadow

of my dwelling ”’

Isa. xxx. 2: DM3D 5511, “in the protection of Egypt,”
in both of which passages the Heb. is 7% ““shadow.” It
will be seen from these examples that the ideas denoted
by R551 and St. Mark’s aréynp are radically different.
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Lastly, there remain the variants éfopifavres, xepduwy.
The former suggests 19, If we transpose two letters,
we get YWD. This, Prof. Marshall tells us, would mean
“tiles.” But we can find no example of its use in such a
sense. There is an Aramaic word, RO, which means a
¢ potsherd, sherd, clay vessel.” It represents the Hebrew
w7 in Isaish xxx. 14, xIv. 9; Job ii. 8, and 'Y in Psalm
xxxi. 13. But further proof is desiderated before it can
be assumed that it would be applied to the tiles of a roof.
The 8ia before xepduwy is equated with Swov 7y by Prof.
Marshall, who suggests that the Aramaic 23 may be the
common original, since W21 ‘“‘means ‘in the mfdst,’ and thus
may very well have stood as the original of dmov fv.”” But
121, “in the midst,” could not have the meaning of 3.d.
‘“ Through,” in such a context, would rather be represented
by 12, as in Genesis xxvi. 8 (Ong.) RIIT 12...75mI8 DNDN
for the Hebrew 115?'1?! AU, And so the Peshitto in
St. Luke gives ﬁ.héz T;; And that 11 standing by itself
would suggest §mrov v is equally unlikely.

In a future number of THE ExPOSITOR we have to con-
sider the following passages :—

St. MarTrT. x. 28, Sr. Luke xii. 5.
poBeiohe d¢ pardrov dofnbire
Tov Suvdpevov TOV perd TO drTokTeival
\ \ A ~ » k3 Id
Kal Yuxmy kel copa éxovta éovaiav
dmoréoar éuBakety
&v yeévyy els Ty yéevvay

It is suggested that the variants dwonéoar and éuBaleiv
may be accounted for by a common original, "2¢. The in-
stances of this word adduced by Prof. Marshall seem
sufficient to prove that it could well represent éuBa\eiv, but
we find it hard to believe that 92w, “ to set on fire,” would
have been used in such a context. Prof. Marshall ac-
knowledges that it seems to occur only once in the Tar-
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gums, in Ezekiel xxxix. 9, where it is used of the destruc-
tion by fire of weapons of war, and adds that in Rabbinic
writers it is regularly used of heating a furnace. This being
so, we should have thought that the right conclusion to
draw would be that the word was unworthy of & place in
the Aramaic Gospel. The argument against it is threefold :
(1) It is a rare word in Aramaic. (2) It could hardly have
been applied to Yvyj. (3) It would not have been repre-
sented by so general a word as amorésar. We may remark
in passing that we could have wished that Prof. Marshall
had given us some solution of the variants—

kal vy xal coua, and

JLETA TO GmoxTelvat,
Surely these call for explanation more urgently than the
not very dissimilar dwoléoar év and éuBaleiv els.

A further illustration in this article is taken from the

Sermon on the Mount.

St. MaTT. v. 42, St. Luke vi. 20.
~ 3 ~ Id \ k] ~ ’
T({J aiLTovvTL O€ TAVTL ALTOVVTL O€
Sidov oidov

kat Tov Oélovra Kal
YR -~ ’ 3 N~ ¥ \ \
amTo ogov SaVELO'ao'eal, amTo TOov aLPOVTOg TQ oa

M) GrooTpagys ) amwaiTe

Tov @élovta in the first passage is dismissed by Prof.
Marshall as being an “insignificant detail.” These are
bold words to apply to a phrase contained in a canonical
writing. And moreover a very serious difficulty is thereby
concealed. It is just such additions to the supposed original
document which, as we hope to show, afford a cumulative
argument of great force against the entire theory.
' WrinoveEBY C. ALLEN.

(To be concluded.)



