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THE ORIGINAL LANGUAGE OF THE GOSPEL
ACCORDING TO ST. MARK.

I. Kat is almost uniformly used as a connecting link.
This is natural in the case of a translator who had before
him the Aramaic ). The ed8Js which is so commonly
connected with it is perhaps more easily explained as a
translation of an Aramaic particle than as original in a
Greek writer. This particle may have been 1 (Dalm.,
Worte Jesu, p. 23).

evfvs oceurs about 42 times (xai evfvs c. 25, ¢ d¢ evfus
vi. 50, &N edfis vii. 25).

mra\iv, which occurs about 25 times, may also be due to
an Aramaic original, perhaps 3/,

8¢ occurs about 140 times, frequently to point a contrast
or to introduce a new subject.

yap occurs about 67 times.

a\\d occurs about 43 times.

Other particles are rare.

wate 18, Téte 6, eira iv. 17, viii. 25, pév—ral iv. 4,
pev—atid ix. 12, 13, pév—=8¢ xii. 5, xiv. 21, 38, odv x. 9,
xi. 81, xiii. 35, xv. 12.

The frequent use of ér¢ recitativum (about 37 times) is
perhaps more easily explained as a translation of -7 than
as original.

II. TrE VERB.

(a) In Syriac the use of the present participle as an
historic present is practically limited to the verb “to say”
(Nold., Syr. Gram., 8. 190). The frequent use of this con-
struction in the case of other verbs in the Harclean Syriac
is probably due to the scrupulous accuracy of the translator.

But there is reason to think that in the Aramaic dialects
this usage was not limited to verbs of saying. In Daniel
the construction is common with other verbs (cf. Strack,
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Abriss. des Bibl. Aram., S. 21; Kautzsch, Gram. des Bibl.
Aram., S. 139).

e.g. iil. 3 WM and PONPY, il 7 PORN-TYLY, il 26
PPDY, iil. 27 ™M, dv. 4 YOOV, v. 5 120, v. 6 WP, v. 9
roanYD.

Cf. also Tobit, ed. Neubauer, p. 4, 1. 7, 191,

If the translator of the Aramaic Mark had this construc-
tion often before him—and it must be remembered that in
an Aramaic MS. of that date the perfect and the participle
would frequently be undistinguishable—the many historic
presents in the Greek Mark find a natural explanation.
Aéyer or Méyovawr occur about 72 times. Other verbs about
77 times. The irregular occurrence of the construction
should be noticed. It occurs sometimes at the beginning
of a sentence, especially in the case of the frequently used
épxerar (ovral), kal Epyerar (ovrai), about 23 times. Other
cases are xal dvafBalver iii. 13, xal vylverar ii. 15, xai
cuvépyeras iii. 20, kal ovvdyovrar vi. 30, vil. 1, xai mpoco-
petovtar X. 35, kal dmoatéAhovow xil. 13, But often in the
middle of a narrative with past tenses before and after it.

kai ovvdyerar iv. 1, xal éyelpovaw iv. 88, xal &pyovrai—
kai Bewpobaw v. 15, épyovrar v. 35, &pyerar vi. 48, «ai
dépovar—rai raparkarobow vil. 32, kai mapayyéiher, Viii. 6,
kal Adovay xi, 4.

This interchange of present and past tenses seems to
find its most natural explanation as being due to trans-
lation from an Aramaic original in which the participle,
without the verb * to be,”” would frequently, as in the Ara-
maic of Daniel, be found amidst past tenses.

The use of the Greek participle loosely appended to a
preceding clause may be due to the same cause: cf. i. 6,
kai écfwy, and i, 18 D kai wepalipevos.

Perhaps also due to the same cause are the cases in
which we find two or more participles, connected by «al,
or, without conjunction, before a finite verb.
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i. 26. xal owapdfav—rai Ppovijogav—EEfNdev.

i. 41. kai omhayyviolels éxtelvas—ipprato.
iii. 5. kai mepiBNeYrdueros—aupumrovpmevos—Aéved,
v. 30. kal eDdVs—emuyvods—émiocTpadels—ENeyev,

v. 25-27. kal yvvy oboa—ral moAAd mwaboboa—rxal Sama-
vicaca—ral undéy wpeanlbeica dAha uaAlov els
76 xetpor éMolica, drovocaca—iNboiaa—ippato,

v. 33. PoBnbeioa kal Tpépovoa, eidvia—iAfev.
vi. 41. kal MaBwv—avaBNéyras—edNdynoey,
vii. 25, axovocaca—eENGodoa mpogémeoev.

viil. 6. xai MaBwv—edyapioTicas ékhadev.
viii. 13. xal apeis—éuBas ami\lev.
viii, 23. xal wTicas—eémibels—émnpaTa.

ix. 26. kal kpdfas kai moAAa omwapafas éEGALey,

x. 50. 6 8¢ amoBariy-—avarmndijcas j\bev,

x. 17. kal—mpoadpauwy els kal yovvreTicas—érnpora.
xii. 28. xal mpooeNfov—adrovoas—eldws—EmnpodTnTey.
xiii, 34. dpels—ral Sovs—rai—EeveTeiraTo,

xiv. 3. éxovoa—ovvtpiYraca—ratéyeev.

(b) Another common construction in Aramaic is the use
of a participle with the verb ¢ to be’’ to describe events in
the past. This has influenced the Greek translator in two
ways. (i.) Sometimes he imitates the Aramaic construc-
tion.

i. 6 Av—évdeduuérvos, 22 Hy—oibdorwy, 83 Hv—émour-

nypéyy, ii. 6 joav—rabiuevor, 18 foav—ynoTevovTes,
v. 5 7y kpdfwy, Vi. 52 jyv—memrwpopéry, ix. 4 fHoav
cuvralodvTes, X. 22 fy—Eywy, 32 v wpodywy, Xiil. 25
¢oovrai—mimrovres, Xiv. 4 sjoav—ayavaxTodvres, 54
W ovvkabiuevos, 40 foav—rataBapuvopevor, xv. T
Hv—3edeuévos, 26 Fv—eémiyeypaupévn, 48 fv wpoodeys-
wevos, 46 Gy Nehatoumuévov, i, 39 D v xknpioowy, ii.
4 D 7jv rataxeipevos ; cf. also i. 4 D éyévero—Bamrilwy,

ix. 7 éyévero—émomidovoa, ix. 3 éyévero arirfBovra,



GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. MARK. 439

(ii.) But more often he renders by an imperfect, about

180 times as compared with about 56 occurrences in
Matthew.

(iii.) Prepositions.
The following are Semitic usages:—
i. 11, év ool €08béknoa=2 VIR, Heb. 3 Y5,
i. 15. 7ioTevere dv =2 1T, Heb. 2 NI,
ii, 16. éofiee perd=0Y 92R, Aram. or Heb.
1. 30. Xé&ovo’tv adTe mepl avTHS = 59 ann.
v. 29. lata: amé=13D ONRNN, Heb. 10 RDM,
i. 7. épyxerar—émico =N2 '?TR, Heb. "N '}'?T'T.
v. 34. OUmaye eis eipﬁw;v:D'?w'? 5%, Dalm., Gram. des
Jud. Pal. Aram., S. 194.
v. 34, Oy dmo.
vi. 50.  énd\yoev perd =0y 5.
vil. 28. éoBiovaw dmé =12 YN, Aram. or Heb.
xii. AdBy dmé =1 203, Heb. 1 Np>
vi. 8ut 1év xeipdy adrod =71 or M . But the
plural is unaramaic.
Here also should be reckoned the frequent repetition of a
preposition, both in a compound verb and independently.
i. 25, é&Eenbe éE; of. 1. 26, v. 2,8, vi. 54, vii. 29, 31, ix. 25.
i. 42. dmf{rBer amd; cf. v. 17.
i. 45, eloerfeiv els; cf. il 1, v. 18, vii. 17, ix. 25-28, 45,
47, x. 15, etc.
vii. 26, éxBdhy ék.

to 1o

(iv.) Some miscellaneous Aramaic idioms: —

kai apévres Tov Syhov maparduBavovaw iv. 36; cf. also
viii. 18, xii. 12, xiv. 50, and Dalm., W. J., S. 17.

dvagras éEfnbev 1. 35 ; cf. also ii. 14, vii. 24, x. 1, xiv.
60, and Dalm., W. J., S. 17.

éNbodoa mpocémeaev vii. 25; cf. also v. 23, xii. 42, xvi. 1,
and Dalm., W. J., S. 16.
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kabBiocas épwvnoe ix. 835; cf. Dalm., W. J., S. 17.

fip€ato xnpiocew i, 45, and about twenty-five times; cf.
Dalm., W. J., S. 21.

elmey Sobivas v. 43 =5 MR ; cf. Dan. iii. 19.

elma—iva ix. 18; cf. iii. 9.

moujow Vuds yevéalau 1. 17.

€ls used indefinitely =, Dalm., Gram., S. 89, ix. 17, x.
17, xii. 28, xiii. 1, xiv. 18, G6.

els=mpdTos: 80 Xvi. 2 7§ mid T@v gaBBdtwv; cf. Dalm.,
Gram., S. 196,

ets kata eis xiv, 19 ; cf. Wellh., Skizzen, vi. 190.

Svo 8o vi. 7; cf. vi. 59 and 40; cf. Wellh., Skizzen, vi.
190.

els Tpuakovta rxai év éffxovra xai év ératov iv. 8; cf. iv.
20. The eis and ev seem to be due to translation of
T ; ef. Dan. iii. 19 mMyaw I, or 2 M, or T OY;
Dalm., Gram., S. 103; Wellh., Skizzen, vi. S. 198.

kahov €oTiv—el ix. 42, .

s Buyatpos adrod (var. adris) ‘Hpediddos vi. 22. The
usual Aramaic rendering of ‘the daughter of” is
77071, The Greek translator, by rendering the
suffix, has put before his readers an expression which
could only mean ‘ his daughter’ or ‘ her daughter,”
either of which is incorrect in point of fact.

Tois viols 7oV avbpurwy iii. 28=RW) 1)1,

ob—avTod i. 7 ; ef. vil, 25, =11,

There are in the Gospel a number of renderings of idioms
which are Semitic, but of which the original might be
either Aramaic or Hebrew.

e.g., Ta mweTewd TovU olUpavos=birds, iv. 32; of vioi Toi
vupdpdvos 1i. 19; ““to reason in the heart,” ii. 6;
“in that day,” of the indefinite future, ii. 20. So
“in those days,” xiii. 17, 24; ““in that day,” iv. 85;
or ““in those days,” of an indefinite time within the
period contemplated.
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Pwvy) éyéveto = a voice was heard, i. 11; ‘to
taste of death,” ix, 1; ‘‘the Jordan river,” i. 5.

Further, there are several passages which suggest mis-
translation of an Aramaic original, although it is not easy
to reconstruct the Aramaic phrase. Thus épyeras in iv.
21 can hardly be original. D has dwrerar, which may
preserve the true meaning. '

Again, émBatdy in xiv. 72 is.difficult. D has #pEaTo=
"W. This may be right. ém¢Baler may be an attempt to
render "W misread as YT, év dvépate d1v XpioTod éoTé,
ix. 41, can hardly be original, and seems to be due to a
translator who has rendered too literally an Aramaic idiom.

Liastly, fragments of the original Aramaic have been
preserved in—
Boavnpyés iii. 17, BeeleBovn iii. 22, Kavavaios iii. 18,
Torapiwd iii. 19, ‘PaBBovvel x. 51, Takebd xovp. V.
41, édgpaldd vii. 34, 'Erwi Exwi Napa caBaybfavel xv.
34, Noavvd xi. 10, I'oAyold xv. 22, 48B4 xiv. 36.
The translator adds o marip. In x. 46 he is uncertain
whether Baptinaios is a proper name, or whether the blind
beggar is spoken of as a son of Timai. daipavovfd in
viii. 10 has been explained as a corruption of an Aramaic
original ; cf Rendel Harris, Study of Codex Bezae, p. 178;
Schultze, Gram., S. 48; cf. also Nestle, Phil. Sac., S. 17;
Dalm., Gram., 8. 133. But I do not feel satisfied with any
explanation which has yet been given.

In spite of the tradition as to a Semitic original of St.
Matthew, modern scholars seem to be generally agreed
that our Gospels were written in Greek, and based upon
Greek sources; cf. Dalm., W. J., S. 56. Wernle, Syn.
Frage, 8S. 117-121. Dr. Zahn is, of course, a dis-
tinguished exception ; but his defence of an Aramaic St.
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Matthew has, so far as I know, found. no supporters.
That St. Matthew and St. Luke were written in Greek
seems to me to be beyond question, But there is much
in St. Mark to suggest an Aramaic original, and I have
attempted in the preceding pages to bring together some
of the evidence. I do not venture to say that it is suffi-
cient to prove my thesis that our present Gospel is a
translation; but I think that there is enough to justify a
reconsideration of the question, and that it is worth while
making the attempt to induce linguists, such as Professors
Wellbausen, Nestle, and Dalman, to pronounce a final
judgment upon it.

The Aramaic colouring of St. Mark has, of course, often
been commented on, and there are two possible ways of
explaining it. The popular explanation is that the author
was bilingual, that he wrote his Gospel probably at Rome,
and therefore in Greek, but that his material, oral or
written, has come to him in an Aramaiec form, and thus
naturally retains an Aramaic ring (cf. Swete, St. Mark,
p. xxxvi.). Those who hold this view do not seem to have
sufficiently apprehended how much of Aramaic idiom and
phraseology there is in the Gospel. It is to be found not
only in our Lord’s sayings, where it. would be natural
enough in a Greek writer, but in the framework of the
Grospel, which must be due not to the sources of the work,
but to the writer himself. It seems to me difficult to
suppose that a Greek-speaking Jew would have written
Greek of this sort, and this difficulty is increased if one
supposes that he was writing it for the Roman Church.
St. Paul, St. James, St. Peter if he wrote the first Epistle,
all wrote a less Aramaic Greek than this. The question is,
of course, one of probability. Is it more probable that the
Greek of this Gospel can be explained as the work of a
bilingual Jew, or as a translation of an Aramaic original ?

I write, of course, on the assumption that the language
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of St. Matthew and St. Luke has been largely determined
by St. Mark, and that they cannot therefore be adduced as
independent examples of Greek writings with a consider-
able Aramaic colouring.

I do not propose to discuss at any length the importance
of the question here raised. It may be sufficient to indicate
some of its bearings. If the Gospel were written in
Aramaic, it will probably have to be assigned to an earlier
date than the period 60-70 A.p., to which modern writers
seem disposed to attribute it. Further, it will be im-
probable that it should have been written at Rome.
Again, some difficulties which at present confront students
of the Synoptic problem will be removed. Divergencies
between St. Mark and the two later Gospels might easily
be accounted for by supposing that the Greek copies of
St. Mark which lay before the later writers differed
slightly from the Gospel in its present form. And agree-
ments between St. Matthew and St. Luke as against St.
Mark might be similarly accounted for.

In conclusion, reference should be made to Prof. Blass’
Philology of the Gospels. The greater part of this paper
- was already in MS. when that work appeared. And it
seems to the present writer that the argument for an
Aramaic Mark, there put forward, from the phenomena
presented by the textual variations, is more precarious than
the argament from the linguistic features of the Gospel.
But of course the two lines of proof would support one
another,

W. C. ALLEN.



