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JEREMIAH’S PLAINT AND ITS ANSWER

In the third verse of the thirty^first chapter of Jeremiah we

have a prophet’s report of divine speech heard in a revelation-

sleep. The content of what was related after the awakening

holds a peculiar place among the prophecies of Jeremiah

:

“Jehovah appeared of old unto me, saying, Yea, I have loved

thee with an everlasting love, therefore have I drawn out long

lovingkindness unto thee.” Whilst a large part of the dis-

courses of this prophet is given to rebuke of sin and predic-

tion of judgment, the message here is one of promise. It

transports us into the final world-order, when the chaos and

ruin, the sin and the sorrow shall have been overpast, nay

changed into their opposites. No wonder that one, who had

had to deliver so many prophecies of woe and destruction,

should have delighted in seeing and reproducing this vision

of restoration and blessedness, that after having been so long

employed in rooting up and plucking out, he should have re-

joiced more than ordinarily in this planting of new hopes, a

pause of rest and healing also for his own weary and dis-

tracted soul.

In taking the comfort of the prophetic promises to our

hearts we do not, perhaps, always realize what after the

tempest and tumults, in the brief seasons of clear shining

which God interposed, such relief must have meant to the

prophets themselves. For they had not merely to pass through

the distress of the present; besides this they were not allowed

to avert their eyes from the terrifying vision of the latter

days. In anticipation they drank from the cup “with wine of

reeling” filled by Jehovah’s hand. Nor did the prophets see

only the turbulent surface, the foaming upper waves of the



THE ALLEGED ARAMAIC ORIGIN OF THE
FOURTH GOSPEL

In his article on “The Approach to the New Testament”

which appeared in the New Standard Bible Dictionary,^

Dr. James Moffatt mentions as the two outstanding ques-

tions of today: “(o) the original language of the Gospels,

including the Fourth Gospel, and (&) the relation of Paul’s

theology to contemporary cults in the sphere of pagan reli-

gion”
;
and he adds, “The former is important, as it suggests

the possibility that here and there the passage of the tradi-

tion from Aramaic or Hebrew into Greek may have altered

the sense of a saying.” The significance of this statement is

obvious. It means that if this theory is adopted, our authority

can no longer be the Gospels in Greek, but the hypothetical

Aramaic (or Hebrew) original supposed to lie back of the

Greek text which has come down to us. In other words the

New Testament scholar would have to ask himself not merely

whether he had the correct Greek text of a given passage

and was interpreting it correctly, but the further question

whether this Greek text correctly represented a non-exist-

ent, non-Greek original. The one question is mainly objec-

tive; the other is decidedly speculative. The one deals with

documentary, the other with conjectural evidence. And what

is most important of all the alleged Aramaic original is of

little more than academic interest unless it can be used to

improve or correct the Greek text, which is equivalent to

asserting that this text which Christians have for centuries

believed to be the divinely inspired original, is to be regarded

not merely as a translation but in some respects a poor and

even incorrect translation from an original for the existence

of which there is no manuscript evidence whatsoever.

In view of the important bearing of this theory upon the

trustworthiness of the Greek text of the Gospel we are en-

titled to ask for convincing proof of its correctness. In the

Introduction to his The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gos-

1 P. 12.
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pel^ Dr. Burney tells us that in a sermon preached in June

1920 before the University of Oxford he “put forward

the possibility that in the future a Semitic scholar might arise

who, examining the language of the Fourth Gospel in detail,

would prove beyond the range of reasonable doubt that it was

based upon an Aramaic original.” He then goes on to say

that in making this “somewhat bold prophecy” he had at the

time no thought of undertaking the task himself. But the

short interval which elapsed between the delivery of the

sermon and the appearance of the volume would seem to in-

dicate that the decision to do this was reached comparatively

soon after the prophecy was made.

The aim of Dr. Burney’s book is clearly set forth in the

words which we have quoted. It is to prove beyond “reason-

able doubt” that the Fourth Gospel is based upon an Aramaic

original, and this is to be accomplished by “examining the

language of the Fourth Gospel in detail.” It is to be particu-

larly noted that Dr. Burney himself declares that to estab-

lish his contention he must prove beyond reasonable doubt

the existence of this Aramaic original. This means that the

burden of proof rests with those who accept the theory of an

Aramaic original of the Fourth Gospel. It is for them to

prove this thesis. It is not the duty of the objector to disprove

it. This should be clearly understood. And since this question

is one which is attracting consideraMe attention in the theo-

logical world we shall now devote ourselves to a somewhat

belated examination of Dr. Burney’s thesis and the argu-

ments with which he supports it. It is not our purpose to

examine all the evidence advanced by Dr. Burney. This

would require the writing of a book as long if not longer

than his own. Our purpose is the more restricted one of

examining the strongest proofs which he cites and consid-

ering the bearing of his theory as a whole.

® The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, by Rev. C. F. Burney,

M.A., D.Litt., Oriel Professor of the Interpretation of Holy Scripture at

Oxford, Fellow of Oriel and St. John’s College, Oxford, Canon of

Rochester. Oxford : The Clarendon Press, 1922. 8vo. Pp. 176.
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The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel consists of nine

chapters, which are preceded by an Introduction and fol-

lowed by an Appendix. In the first chapter Dr. Burney pre-

sents a “Preliminary Testing of the Theory by Examination

of the Prologue.” The five chapters which follow deal in a

systematic way with certain grammatical phenomena which

Dr. Burney regards as typically Aramaic. They are entitled

:

The Sentence, Conjunctions, Pronouns, The Verb, Nega-

tives. Chapter vii gathers together a number of what Dr.

Burney claims to be “Mistranslations of the Original Ara-

maic of the Gospel,” many of which have already been

discussed in the preceding chapters. Chapter viii deals

with “Old Testament Quotations in the Fourth Gospel.”

Chapter ix, styled “Epilogue,” deals with the authorship and

date of the Gospel.® In the following discussion attention

will be directed almost entirely to the chapters which deal

with the grammatical problems (Chapters ii-vi) and with

the question of mistranslations (Chapter vii). One example

or more will be taken from each of the former. But the

question of mistranslations will be dealt with in more de-

tail since it constitutes as Dr. Burney truly says the strongest

evidence which can be produced in support of the theory

that the Fourth Gospel is a translation from an Aramaic

original.

Asyndeton

The discussion of “Asyndeton”^ illustrates quite clearly

the precariousness of some of the arguments advanced by

Dr. Burney in support of his thesis. In the opening para-

graph he points out that it is “highly characteristic of Ara-

maic to open its sentences abruptly without the use of a con-

nective particle” and that this is in marked contrast with the

Hebrew where the use of “and” is very frequent. This dif-

3 In this Chapter Dr. Burney argues that the Fourth Gospel was written

probably about a.d. 75-80 and at Antioch, that its author was a young
priestly disciple of the Lord but not an Apostle, and that he was also the

author of the Apocalypse and the Epistles.

^ Pp. 49ff.
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ference is illustrated by comparing passages from the Book

of Daniel, the Aramaic passages illustrating the asyndetic

or periodic style, the Hebrew passages illustrating the con-

nective. Then Dr. Burney proceeds to argue that the fact of

a much more frequent use of asyndeton in John than in the

Synoptists supports the thesis which he is endeavoring to

establish. It should be noted, therefore, that Dr. Burney is

looking at the question too exclusively from the Semitic

angle. The Greek side of the question should also be pre-

sented. Thus in Blass-Debrunner® it is pointed out that these

two types of sentences, the connective and the disjunctive or

I>eriodic, were clearly distinguished by Aristotle. The follow-

ing statement is important for its bearing upon Dr. Burney’s

argument: “The periodic style is that of the developed,

artistic prose, the connective style is that of the simple,

popular speech of all periods and so also of the earliest

Greek prose and in general also of the narrative of the New
Testament, which in this respect agrees with the Semitic

languages; with the first topic, which is complete in itself,

there connects itself a second similar one, usually joined by

means of >ca( (Heb. 1
) then a third and so on in an endless

series, a sameness of usage (Einformigkeit) which has im-

pressed itself especially upon the narrative of Mark, but also

appears frequently in Matthew, Luke and John.”® Elsewhere

the frequent use of the “and” is described as “unattractive

and vulgar.’”^ Consequently it would seem that the greater

frequency of asyndeton in John may find a natural explana-

tion in the better quality of its Greek without having re-

course to the Aramaic theory. It would be different if Dr.

Burney could point to something more distinctively Aramaic,

like the waw of the apodosis in Hebrew (cf. Lk. ii. 21).

How precarious is the argument from asyndeton is illus-

trated for example by so familiar a passage as i Cor. xiii.

There in the first three verses “and” or “and if” occurs six

® Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, 4te Auflage, 1913.

® Blass-Debrunner, § 458.

^ Ihid., § 443.
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times. But in the remaining ten verses “and” is used only

twice in all, and only once to connect clauses. Especially

noteworthy is vs. 4, where the AV inserts “and” once and

if it were strictly consistent, would do so twice. Yet surely

no one will argue that Paul is influenced here by the Ara-

maic, or claim an Aramaic original of this passage.

The weakness of this argument from asyndeton is further

illustrated by Dr. Burney’s discussion of oui/. This particle

occurs he tells us “some two hundred times” in John® or

more than twice as frequently as in the three Synoptics taken

together. And he assures us that in “literally scores of

verses” in John ovv with the Greek aorist is equivalent to

Hebrew waw consecutive with the imperfect.® This need not

mean, he tells us, that John or Mark (whose use of Dr.

Burney like Dr. Burkitt regards as the equivalent of waw
consecutive) is “a translation from the Hebrew,” but may be

due simply to the fact that “if the authors of these Gospels

were familiar with the Old Testament otherwise than

through the awkward medium of the LXX they might well

have felt themselves in need of something to correspond to

the Hebrew idiom.” What is this if not an admission that

“scores of times” John far from fallowing the periodic style

of the Aramaic uses a construction which corresponds to

and is in a sense the equivalent of the connective style so

characteristic of Hebrew, and of the Greek of the Synoptists ?

Casus Pendens

In his Introduction Dr. Burney criticises quite severely

the failure of some scholars to make a clear distinction

between Aramaisms and Hebraisms.^® Yet Dr. Burney does

not always make the distinction himself, or rather he claims

as an argument for his thesis of the Aramaic original what

is at most an illustration of Semitic, i.e., Hebrew or Ara-

maic influence. Thus, in discussing the emphatic use of the

sp. 66.

8 P. 68, n.

10 P. 7.
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personal pronoun as subject or object (the “casus pendens”

as he calls it)d^ he begins by citing examples to prove that

this is found in both the Hebrew and Aramaic of the Old
Testament. Furthermore in the last paragraph of this sec-

tion he admits that this construction is not even “specifically

a Semitism,” but may be found in English or Greek. Yet he

concludes the discussion by remarking: “An adequate

answer is forthcoming in the assumption that a common
Aramaic construction has been exactly reproduced in trans-

lation.” While cautiously stated, this is, to say the least, a

case of basing a rather narrow inference on a very general

premise.

ipa as a “mistranslation” of d® relative, “who,” “which”

The frequency of '(va in John is, according to Dr. Burney,

“one of the most remarkable phenomena in this Gospel. The

approximate numiber of occurrences is 127; whereas in Mt.

we find 33, in Mk. 60, in Lk. 40.”^^ As far as the telic use of

the conjunction is concerned he is impressed only by “the

use of iva ix-q to the exclusion of M'rroTe”'^^ He admits that

“the use of 'iva = conjunctive that, followed by a finite verb

where in classical Greek we should expect an Infinitive, is

a well-ascertained characteristic of Kotz/4 Greek. . .
.” He

is impressed only by the “extreme frequency” of this idiom

which he feels may be due to the fact that the writers of Mk.

and still more of John “were accustomed to think in Ara-

maic.” And he points out that in the Pal. Syr., Pesh.,^* etc.,

we find tf® or di used in these senses. There is as far as we can

see no objection to such a view, since no one denies that

Aramaic was certainly familiar to the Apostles and was used

by the Lord Himself. But Dr. Burney goes further than

11 P. 63 f.

12 P. 69.

Vide infra., pp. 560 ff.

The following abbreviations of frequently occurring words are used

in the course of this article: Palestinian Syriac (Pal. Syr.), Curetonian

(Cur.), Sinaitic (Sin.), Peshitto (Pesh.), Septuagint (LXX), Westcott

and Hort (WH).
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this. He holds that there are passages in John where

represents the Aramaic d® or di used in the sense of “who,”

“which,” a meaning which is distinctly foreign to '^va. This

he believes “can hardly be explained except by the hypothesis

of actual mistranslation of an original Aramaic document.”^®

Since this can only mean that the alleged translator of the

Fourth Gospel into Greek was such a bungler that he ren-

dered the Aramaic d® by even where could not pos-

sibly have the meaning of d^, these instances of alleged mis-

translation must be very carefully tested. If true they will

not merely constitute a serious reflection upon the Greek

text of the Fourth Gospel, but will also go a long way

toward proving the correctness of Dr. Burney’s thesis. For,

as he well says, “The most weighty form of evidence in

proof that a document is a translation from another lan-

guage is the existence of difficulties or peculiarities of lan-

guage which can be shown to find their solution [we should

prefer to say “their only solution”] in the theory of mis-

translation from the assumed original language.”^®

The passages to be considered are these

:

i. 8, “He was not the light but ( was sent) to bear witness

(aXV iva fiapTvprja-r)') of the light.” It is generally supposed

that we have here a simple ellipsis, “was sent” being supplied

from the “sent from God” of the preceding verse. Such

ellipses are not rare in New Testament Greek (e.g. Gal. ii. 9,

where “should go” is clearly required by the context). But

to confine ourselves strictly to the case in point, we observe

that after aWa such an ellipsis would not be at all un-

P. 75. For the benefit of those who are not familiar with the Aramaic
it may be well to point out that the charge of mistranslation discussed in

the following paragraphs rests upon the fact that the of the Aramaic
is used much more broadly than the Greek iva. The particle d® is pri-

marily a relative (originally demonstrative) pronoun which corresponds

closely to the Hebrew relative ntSfR. But just as in Hebrew the has

acquired most of the uses of ’3 (that, because, etc.) so in Aramaic the

d« has become a relative conjunction which may have causal or even telic

force.

P. lOI.
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natural/^ and that it occurs repeatedly in John. Thus in i. 31

we read “and I knew him not: but (I knew) that he should

be made manifest to Israd”; iii. 17 “For God sent not his

son unto the world to condemn the world; but (he sent his

son) that the world through him might be saved” (cf. ix. 3,

xi. 52, xii. 9, 47, xiii. 18, xiv. 31, xv. 25 and xvii. 15).

These passages show clearly that an ellipsis between the

aWd and the iva resulting in the justaposition of the two

words is quite natural/® although a phrase often separates

them.^®

Now it is Dr. Burney’s contention that '^va should be taken

as a mistranslation of the relative and that the passage

should be rendered “but one who was to bear witness of

the light.” It may be admitted that the writer or translator

of the Fourth Gospel might have said this. But Dr. Burney

has furnished us no proof that he actually did say it. It is not

sufficient to remark that if his view is accepted “no such

ellipse is required.” Dr. Burney must first show that there

is the slightest reason for objecting to the ellipsis.

V. 7, “I have no man iva . . . ^d\rj me into the pool.”

Here Dr. Burney would render “I have not a man who

. . . shall put me into the pool.” The Pal. Syr. has “quite

literally” rf® with imperfect for the of the Greek. “The

obvious meaning of this in Aramaic is,” he tells us, “I have

no man who . . . shall put me into the pool.” But unless

Dr. Burney is prepared to deny that in New Testament

Greek the '^va clause may be used to express the infinitive,^®

he must admit that “I have no man to put me into the pool”

is a perfectly natural and proper rendering of the Greek.

And we have seen above that he describes it as a “well-

ascertained characteristic of KoiVT; Greek.”

vi. 30, “What sign doest thou then, that (IW) we may

Cf. Blass-Debrunner, §480. 5; Winer (Eng. ed. 1897), p. 587.

For and cf. iii. 28, vi. 26, xii. 6, xix. 21.

Cf. V. 34, xi. 4, II, 42, xii. 42, XV. 16, xvi. 2, 4, 7, xvii. 20,
xix. 24. For

in cf. V. 42, xi. 51, XV. 21, also x. 26, 33, xi. 22( ?).

Blass-Debrunner, § 369.
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see and believe thee?” Here the telic force of the tva is per-

fectly proper to the context. There is no necessity for cor-

recting this to read “What sign then doest thou which we

may see?”^^ This change is certainly not an improvement

either in clearness or in force, upon the Greek. That Jesus

had a purpose in performing His signs is plainly taught in

the Scriptures. All that Dr. Burney succeeds in doing is to

weaken the force of this declaration. In fact he tells us that

“since the final force of d® would here be appropriate in

Aramaic as in the Greek iW the evidence of this passage

is not pressed. We note that Burkitt renders the d® of

Cur., Sin. by “that.”"*

vi. 50, “This is the bread which cometh down from heaven,

that (IW) a man may eat thereof and not die.” Here also

the telic force of iva is quite suitable. There is no necessity

for substituting "which, if.” Dr. Burney assures us that the

Pal. Syr. is “naturally” to be rendered in this way. This we
deny. HJO can equally well be rendered “that”

as Dr. Burney would readily admit were it not that he has

a thesis to maintain. Burkitt renders it “that” in the case

of Cur., Sin."*

ix. 36, “And who is he, Lord, that {"va
) I may believe on

him ?” Dr. Burney describes the Pal. Syr. as “quite literal”

;

and holds that H3 ''no in |01 “means without a doubt,

‘and who is he. Lord, on whom I should believe ?’ ” In view

of this confident statement as to the meaning of this phrase

21 Dr. Burney says “Pal. Syr. quite literally, Runn DK n’N RD.”

(Aramaic when cited will be given, as here, in unpointed Hebrew char-

acters, except the particle T which is transliterated “d®.”) It is to be noted

that the text of the Pal. Syr. is uncertain, the three MiSS. all differing.

Dr. Burney apparently takes ri'R as the word for “sign.” It seems more
proper to regard it as the substantive verb, and to render “what art thou

doing?”

If Dr. Burney finds any support for his rendering in the fact that d®

is followed by (them), which might be regarded as completing the

relative it is to be noted that this is the reading of Cod. B only. The
pronoun jijK is not found in A or C.

Cf. Evangelion da-Mepharreshe (Cambridge, 1904), Vol. I in loco.

Cf. op. ext. in loco.
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in Pal. Syr. it will be well to note that Burkitt renders these

identical words “Who is he, my Lord, that I should believe

in him ?” without even commenting on the ambiguity of the

phrase in Syriac.^® This is sufficient proof we think that when

Dr. Burney uses the words “without a doubt” they are to be

taken as an expression of Dr. Burney’s conviction and not

as a statement of fact. As far as the Syriac is concerned

either rendering is perfectly possible. Furthermore the inter-

pretive value which Dr Burney assigns to this rendering

is, we think, singularly weak : “This meaning is surely much

more natural and appropriate than is the final sense given

to Lva by A.V., R.V., ‘that I may believe on him,’ which can

hardly fail to make us discount the quality of the man’s

faith, suggesting, as it does, that his gratitude to our Lord

made him willing to believe on any one whom He named.”

We are frank to confess that the distinction which Dr.

Burney draws so confidently is not clear to us. The “that”

seems clearly to imply that the healed man recognized that

the Son of man must be one whom he ought to worship

but about whom he wished to know more. The “on whom”
seems to indicate that he was not clear in his own mind what

Jesus meant when he spoke of the “Son of man.” The one

indicates both knowledge and intention on the part of the

healed man. The other indicates uncertainty and perhaps

indecision. For ourselves we prefer the former
;
and we fail

to see why Dr. Burney should regard the other as “surely”

preferable to it. Certainly it cannot be said to be raised

above “reasonable doubt.”

xiv. i6, “He will give you another Comforter, that (
'iva)

he may abide with you forever.” Here also Dr. Burney finds

the Pal. Syr. “lOJ? S!T’‘T) “quite literal” and he assures

us that “the natural meaning” is : “He shall give you another

Comforter, who shall abide with you forever.” It is to be

noted that Pesh. has d® (SirUh) which Burkitt renders by

“that,” which shows that in both Pal. Syr. and Pesh. this cf®

2® Op. cit. in loco.
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may properly be regarded as representing iva. Furthermore,

the telic force of seems very appropriate here. Our Lord

is preparing the disciples for His own departure. With a

view to doing this He promises to send them the Comforter

that He may abide with them always. The purpose is clearly

that they may never be left alone. Or, if this explanation

seems forced, the can be regarded as standing for the

infinitive ; “to abide with you.”

After citing these six passages, one of which (the third)

he himself regards as inconclusive. Dr. Burney remarks

:

“If the fact that "va in these passages is a mistranslation of

d® relative be thought to need further evidence to clinch it,

this may be found in the variation between Mk. iv. 22 and

the parallel passages Mt. x. 26, Lk. viii. 17 already noted.”

The passages read as follows : Mt. x. 26, “for there is noth-

ing covered that shall not be revealed” ( 0 ovk aTroKaXvc^Orjcre-

Tat)
;
Mk. iv. 22, “for nothing is secret if not that it may be

manifested” (iav /j.?} "va cpavepcod^)
;
Lk. viii. 17, “for nothing

is secret that shall not be made manifest” (0 ov cfiavepbv

yev-^a-eTat ). Only the third is given in Pal. Syr., where we

read relative. Mk. iv. 22 is wanting in Sin., Cur. The

Pesh. has in all three passages. But this does not prove

that they are identical. It is to be noted that in Mk. the idea

of purpose is strongly emphasized. Vs. 21 reads: “And he

said unto them, Is a candle brought that (iW
) it may be put

under a bushel, or under a bed? and not that (IW) it may

be set on a candlestick?” On this follows naturally vs. 22

“For there is nothing hid, but that (iav fir] iva) it may be

manifested,” etc. In Mt. x. 26 there is nothing to suggest the

idea of purpose. In Lk. viii. 17 the idea of purpose is present

in the preceding context “that (iva) they which enter in

may see the light,” so that the use of “that” would be justi-

fiable; but the relative is used instead. We cannot see that

Dr. Burney can find any cogent evidence of mistranslation in

this difference between these three passages. Were the three

in all other respects strictly identical, there would be more
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warrant for his use of them. But such is not the case as a

careful comparison will convince the reader.

oTi as a “mistranslation” of relative

Dr. Burney now goes on to examine several passages in

which he regards otl as a mistranslation of relative.

ix. 17, “What sayest thou of him, that (
oVi) he opened

thine eyes?” The AV apparently regards the clause “that

he opened thine eyes” as standing in apposition to the “what”

(ti). This would imply that the Pharisees after the man
had twice told them how he was healed and having failed

to shake his testimony as to this, now raise the question as

to whether Jesus was actually the author of the cure. What
sayest thou of him?—that he opened thine eyes? Gram-

matically this rendering is quite suitable. Cf. “What think

ye?—that he will not come to the feast?” (xi. 56) ;
“What

say I then ? that the idol is anything ?” ( i Cor. x. 19) ;
“What

shall we say then? that the Gentiles . . . have attained to

righteousness?” (Rom. ix. 30). It will be objected perhaps

that the answer given by the beggar, “He is a prophet,”

does not suit this interpretation, that we would then expect

him to affirm his belief that Jesus was directly responsible

for the cure. But when we remember that the healed man
has, already, twice expressly and explicitly ascribed his heal-

ing to Jesus, it is not too much to suppose that he regarded

the question of the Pharisees as superfluous and a reflection

on his previous testimony and therefore answered it by

making a statement regarding Jesus which would account

for the cure wrought upon him by Jesus
—“He is a prophet.”

Dr. Burney would render the verse ; “What sayest thou of

him who opened thine eyes?” He cites in its favor the

fact that it is supported by the Arabic version of the Diates-

saron. But this proves only that the translator of the Dia-

tessaron into Arabic was led astray by the ambiguity of the

Syriac cf®, which would be a natural rendering of the ort of

the Greek text. He also points out that the Old Latin reads

“qui aperuit.” On the other hand it is to be noted that unless
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Dr. Burney’s rendering “What sayest thou of him who

Opened thine eyes?” is to be regarded as ironical, or as a

leading question designed to entrap the witness, this ap-

parent acceptance of the view that Jesus opened the eyes

of the beggar stands in direct conflict with the statement

which immediately follows: “But the Jews did not believe

concerning him, that he had been blind and received his

sight until they called the parents of him that had received

his sight.” It is further to be noted that the Tt may also be

rendered “why” (“Why sayest thou of him that he opened

thine eyes?”). This would make as good if not better sense

than Dr. Burney’s proposed rendering; and certainly no

objection could be made to “that” (ort) in such a connection.

The other examples cited by Dr. Burney are no more con-

vincing. In viii. 45 ,
on rrjv aX't^deiavXeyco^ the on seems

to be clearly intentional : “but I because the truth I speak.”

It is just because the Lord speaks the truth that the children

of lies do not believe him. To say that “I who speak the

truth” which we are told is the natural meaning of the Pal.

Syr. “offers a superior antithesis to ‘he is a liar’ of the pre-

ceding verse” is clearly incorrect. It is decidedly weaker. The

ambiguity of the Syriac is no proof that the Greek should

have a weaker sense than it has. In i. i6 “for of his fulness,”

etc.. Dr. Burney wishes to read “full of grace and truth was

He of whose fulness we have all received.” But it is to be noted

that this rendering involves the transfer of vs. 15 to follow

vs. 19, a change for which Dr. Burney cites no textual evi-

dence
;
and that while Pal. Syr. has the which Dr. Burney

renders by “he who,” both Cur. and Pesh. have “and” which

may be regarded as a weakening of on, but does not favor

the view that the original text had the d^. In Mk. iv. 41

“What manner of man is this for (
on) even the wind and

the sea obey him,” Dr. Burney would read “whom even the

wind and the sea obey.” The passage is not found in Pal. Syr.

nor in Sin. or Cur. That the Aramaic would naturally use

rf® is proved by Pesh. But the fact remains that the reading

with oTt makes good sense, since it clearly aims to give the
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reason for the question. The rendering “whom” does not

improve the sense and if anything weakens the force of the

question. Similarly in Mk. viii. 24 “I behold men, for (
on )

I see them as trees walking,” the “for” seems to explain how
the partly healed man knew these tree-like beings were men

;

he saw them walking about. Why Dr. Burney should regard

the on as “difficult” is not clear. To read “whom I see,” etc.,

does not improve the sense materially if at all. Dr. Burney is

evidently himself rather doubtful of this passage. He tells us

that an example of relative “may very possibly be seen

here.” In the case of Mt. xiii. 16, “blessed are your eyes for

( on
) they see,” etc., Dr. Burney points out that the d® of

Sin., Cur., Pesh. “may mean ‘because they see, &c’ or

‘which see, &c.’ ” This is perfectly true, but it is singular

that Dr. Burney should be at pains to state this here when

the same or a similar ambiguity is present in all the passages

which he cites.

As regards the passages, John i. 4, 13, where Dr. Burney

thinks that the relative (
o, 01 ) of the Greek is a misrender-

ing of the d® which he would take as causal (
on

) ,
it should

be noted that the Syriac versions clearly support the reading

of the Greek, except that the uncertainty as to the point of

division between vss. 3 and 4 makes the Peshitto ambigu-

ous. Dr. Burney claims finally that this ambiguity of d®

is responsible for the reading “for {on
) he died” (viii. 53)

in Cod. D instead of the “who {oan<;) died” of the

Westcott-Hort text. But the “who” may be simply a copy-

ist’s error, due to the similarity of the words.

ipa as a “mistranslation” of d® = “when”

Dr. Burney cites four passages (xii. 23, xiii. i, xvi. 2, 32)

in which he thinks that the 'iva of the Greek is a mistransla-

tion of d® in the sense of “when.” They are all passages in

which the 'iva follows the words, “the hour cometh (came,

has come),” and in which consequently the sense of temporal

sequence is strongly emphasized. Dr. Burney finds support

for this in the fact that in iv. 21, 23; v. 25; xvi. 25, ore
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is used in place of iW, while in v. 28 we read eV y (cf. iv. 52,

53). But the fact that in this Gospel iva and ore occur in

this construction with equal frequency and apparently with-

out appreciable difference in meaning favors the view that

the clause is used here as the equivalent of an infinitive

clause,^ and that consequently if the ore clauses are to be

regarded as showing Aramaic influence, the clauses,

instead of being taken as instances of mistranslation of an

Aramaic original, should be explained as Hebraisms.

oTt as a “mistranslation” of d® = “when”

In ix. 8, Dr, Burney finds, as he thinks, ort in the sense

of “when.” He jumps to the conclusion that this is a mis-

translation of d®. But in “they which before had seen him

that he was a beggar,” the on is simply the equivalent of an

accusative with the infinitive, “who had formerly seen him

to be a beggar.”^^ Dr. Burney calls xii. 41 “another clear in-

stance of the same mistranslation,” because he thinks the

sense “demanded” is “when {ore) he saw His glory.” Dr.

Burney fails to tell us what his objection is to the perfectly

natural “because” of the RV. Clearly the only reason “when”

is demanded is that it furnishes Dr. Burney another in-

stance of mistranslation.

An Inconsistency in Dr. Burney s Argument

The reader will have noticed that in the instances of

alleged mistranslation which we have just been considering

the testimony of the Palestinian Syriac^^ is frequently cited

by Dr. Burney in support of the reading which he favors.

Thus in five or six instances he claims that the d® of the

Aramaic which represents the 'iva of the Greek is to be re-

garded as the relative “who, which.” Yet while assuring

us that the Aramaic d® is “naturally,” “without doubt” to be

rendered as a relative, he also describes the rendering as

2® Blass-Oebrunner, §§ 369, 382.

27 Ibid., § 408.

^ The Palestinian Syriac Lectionary of the Gospels, by Agnes Smith

Lewis, M.R.A.S., and Margaret Dunlop Gibson, M.R.A.S., London, 1899.
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literal. This is significant in view of what Dr. Burney else-

where tells us about this Lectionary. We quote in full : “The

Palestinian Syriac Lectionary, of unknown date, exhibits

an Aramaic dialect akin to that of the Palestinian Talmud

and Midrashim. As offering us the text of a great part of the

Gospels translated into Palestinian Aramaic this Lectionary

is of considerable interest. Like the Targums, however, in

relation to the Hebrew text, it shows a certain tendency to

adapt its language to its Greek original.”^®

There are two points to be noted in the statement just

quoted. The first is that Dr. Burney clearly regards this Lec-

tionary as a version and a version from the Greek. It is not

the Aramaic original of which he is in quest. The second

point is that it “shows a certain tendency to adapt its lan-

guage to its Greek original.” In other words the Aramaic

of this Lectionary has a Greek flavor. Let us apply this, for

example, to the passages we have been considering, which

have iVa in the Greek. The Lectionary renders this 'iva by d®.

If the rendering is literal, as Dr. Burney is at pains to assure

us, this should mean that the is to be regarded as the equiva-

lent of tWand so rendered. Yet while insisting on the literal-

ness of the rendering Dr. Burney insists also on rendering

the d® as a relative, a meaning which the cannot possibly

have, and he refuses to render the cf® as a final particle, al-

though he would never dream of denying that the Aramaic

rf® may be and often is so used. We have here a rather glar-

ing inconsistency. Dr. Burney assures us that the Aramaic

is a literal rendering of the Greek and yet insists on attach-

ing to it a meaning which is impossible to the Greek which

it renders. It would be different if he were to say that the

Aramaic is ambiguous, that the J® could be rendered both by

the relative and by “in order that,” “that,” and that in the

Aramaic the former rendering would be more natural. But

Dr. Burney is so concerned to prove his theory of mistrans-

lations, that he does not do this,®® and consequently confuses

29 P. 25.

99 For an exception cf. p. 544 supra.
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the reader and involves himself, as we have said, in a glaring

inconsistency.

It will be objected, perhaps, that we have overstated the

case, that Dr. Burney is correct in speaking of the Aramaic

rendering as literal and of the d® as nahtrally to be taken as

the relative, and that he has simply failed to stress the fact

which lies at the basis of this whole discussion, that d® is

ambiguous. There is we admit an element of truth in this.

But we insist all the same that it is not correct to say that

d® in the sense of “who” is a literal rendering of 'Iva . Fur-

thermore, if cf® is a correct rendering of tva, then iva can be

a correct rendering of cf®—the reader will please observe that

we do not say must be, since the scope of the two particles

is not the same—and Dr. Burney would not be entitled to

use the word “mistranslation” with regard to the 'Iva unless

he could prove that the d®, not of the Pal. Syr. Lectionary,

but of his alleged Aramaic original, could not properly be

rendered by "va. We do not think he has proved or can prove

this. But if he could, he would first of all convict himself of

serious misrepresentation in speaking of the d® (relative)

as the literal rendering of "va (final). The same applies to

most if not all of the other instances of alleged mistransla-

tion cited above where the testimony of Pal. Syr., and not

only of Pal. Syr. but of any other Aramaic versions, is used

to prove the charge of mistranslation. In so far as they are

admitted to give literal renderings of the Greek they cannot

be said to prove mistranslation by the Greek.

The Frequency of the Pronouns

Dr. Burney finds further confirmation of his thesis in the

“great frequency” of the pronouns of the first and second

persons in John. While recognizing that in some cases the

use of the pronoun as subject of the finite verb is for the

purpose of emphasis, he believes that in a large number of

instances there is no special emphasis apparent. This he

regards as a Semitism. He remarks : “In Hebrew and still

more in Aramaic, the Participle is used with great freedom
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to describe an event as in process of continuance, whether

in the past or present, or as in process of coming into being

(Futuriim instans). In such cases, the subject being unex-

pressed in the verbal form, it is of course necessary to mark

it, when it is pronominal, by the Pronoun.”®^ The first ex-

ample given of such a usage is Gen. vii, 4 where TtDCO •'DJK

is rendered in LXX hyiy^vTrdyaverov. Particular attention

is directed to the cases where the pronoun follows the verb,

which as Dr. Burney points out may occur in either Hebrew

or Aramaic. Yet he concludes that John’s use of both orders

“looks much like a close reproduction of an Aramaic orig-

inal.”®^ Here again Dr. Burney is seeking to draw a specific

inference from a general premise. This phenomenon may be

regarded as a Hebraism,®* or simply as a Semitism. It is not,

as he himself admits, distinctive of Aramaic.

Pronominal Construction peculiar to Aramaic

Under this head Dr. Burney cites : “the tendency to antici-

pate a genitive by use of a possessive pronominal suffix at-

tached to the antecedent.” After giving several examples of

this construction from the Aramaic of Daniel and from the

Pal. Syr. of John i. (e.g. “His name of God” literally, “the

name of Him who is God,” Dan. ii. 20), he goes on to say:

There appears to be but one instance of this in the Greek of Jn., but this

is so striking that it should surely count for much in estimating the

theory of translation from Aramaic. In ix. 18 we read tous yovets avrov

ToC ava^Xfil/avTos, ‘his parents of him that had received sight.’ This ap-

pears naturally in Pal. Syr. as Rom pm nniK^JN. Cf. Mk. vi. 22 eio-cA-

dov(Tr)<i Trj<; dvyarpoi avrov (v.l. avrrj^) rrjs ‘HpeoSidSo;, which is

clearly an attempt to reproduce the Aramaic construction O'nrirn nJVO
‘her daughter of Herodias,’ i.e. ‘the daughter of H.’ (noted by Allen,

St. Mark, ad loc.).^*

Since Dr. Burney believes that in John ix. 18 we have an

example of the Aramaic circumlocution for the genitive

SI P. 80.

8» P. 82.

ss Cf. Blass-Debrunner, § 277, where copyist’s gloss is given as a pos-

sible alternative,

s* P. 8sf.
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which is SO “striking” that it should “count for much” in

estimating the correctness of his theory, we shall examine

this question in some detail, and begin with a brief survey

of the genitive in Semitics.

In the Semitic as in the Indo-European languages the

genitive was early and apparently originally distinguished

by means of a case ending, the vowels u, i, and a being used

to denote the nominative, genitive and accusative respec-

tively. Along with this differentiation by means of the vowel

ending, there was also a tendency to shorten the word which

precedes and is modified by the genitive, and which is said to

be in the construct state. This was done either by shortening

the ending or dropping it entirely, or else by a modification

of the vowels in the body of the word. An example of the

former is the dropping of the mimmation in the construct

state in the Assyrian : e.g. hitum is “house” or “the house,” but

“the house of the king” is bitu (or hit) sarrim. An example

of the latter would be the “construct state” in Hebrew : e.g.

davar (word), but d^vdr hammelekh (the word of the king).

When, as in the Hebrew, the case endings almost entirely

disappear, the modification of the changeable vowels in the

preceding word may become the only outward indication

of the presence of the genitive. Consequently the student who
is beginning the study of Hebrew is struck by what seems

to him a decided anomaly due to the fact that it is not the

genitive noun but the noun which precedes the genitive that

is modified.

But while the use of the “construct” is characteristic of

the Semitic languages as a group, this construction has cer-

tain very marked limitations;®® and there are other ways of

expressing the genitive. One of these is by means of the

preposition b (to), “a house to the king” being equivalent to

Most important is the rule that the construct, although it cannot be

itself definite, is regarded as having the same definiteness or indefinite-

ness as the following genitive. Thus, we may say: “the house of the

king’’ or “a house of a king,” but not “the house of a king” or “a house

of the king.”
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“a house of the king.” The other is the use of a demonstra-

tive or relative pronoun, such as the or dl in Aramaic and

the sha in Babylonian. Thus in Aramaic we find such expres-

sions as mawhabto da’loho, “the gift of God” (literally,

“the gift, that of God”). And when both words are definite

a pronoun is frequently added to the first: e.g. mawJmbteh

da’loho which is literally “his gift (the gift of him) who
is God.” This construction with the original demonstrative

is widely used in the Aramaic dialects as a periphrasis for

the genitive; and the use of the pronominal suffix which

then really becomes the antecedent of the of® (used as a rela-

tive) is also quite common. In fact this latter form of ex-

pression “his gift who is God” {mawhabteh da’loho) may
be regarded as a characteristic of Aramaic and Assyrian^® as

distinguished from Hebrew and Arabic.

Now it is this latter construction which Dr. Burney be-

lieves he has discovered in John ix. i8 and to which he

appeals as a striking support of the theory of an Aramaic

original. He would in short treat the avrov of tov<; <yovel<i avrov

as the demonstrative pronoun used as the possessive, “his

parents” (literally the parents of him), which is inserted

just as in mawhabteh da’loho between the noun and its

genitive, while the roD avalSX.i'y^avio'i would represent the

demonstrative or relative clause which we would have in

the Aramaic: “the parents of him the one who saw” being

equivalent to “the gift of him who is God.” Is this interpre-

tation correct? We believe that this is not, and for the

following reasons

:

I . It should hardly be necessary to remind the reader that

we are dealing here with one of the commonest syntactical

forms of the Fourth Gospel, indeed of the New Testament

as a whole, the genitive relation. The genitive case occurs a

very large number of times in John. Thus, there are nearly

3® Such expressions as apil-sii sa sarri, “the son of the king” (lit. “the

son of him who is king”) are strictly parallel to the Aramaic construc-

tion, which is consequently “peculiarly idiomatic” of the Aramaic only

as compared with the other PVest Semitic languages.



ALLEGED ARAMAIC ORIGIN OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL 55

1

forty cases where the word “God” appears as a genitive.

That in the Aramaic these genitives would frequently be

represented by the periphrastic expression described above

would seem to be probable, in view of the frequency of this

idiom in the Aramaic dialects; and when we turn to the

Syriac versions, we find that this is actually the case. E.g., this

construction occurs 14 times in the Pesh. of John i, and 16

times in the Pal. Syr. of the same same chapter.

Since, then, in Aramaic documents the periphrasis for the

genitive occurs so frequently we would expect that if the

Greek text of the Fourth Gospel were a translation from the

Aramaic prepared by a man who was not sufficiently master

of Greek to render this construction idiomatically, instances

of this pleonastic use of the avro'?, as we may call it, would

be quite numerous, or at least sufficiently numerous to be

a characteristic of the literary form of this Gospel. But such

is not the case. This is the only instance which Dr. Burney

is able to find in the Fourth Gospel.®^ This means that despite

its frequency in Aramaic we have according to Dr., Burney

only a single example of this alleged Aramaism in the

Fourth Gospel. We are consequently able to draw one infer-

ence at the outset : viz. that the alleged translator was per-

fectly able to render this alleged Aramaic construction into

correct Greek and that he did this according to Dr. Burney

in every case but one. We must conclude then either that

he blundered in this one instance, which hardly seems prob-

able, or else that in this particular instance he had a special

reason for using a phrase which seems to Dr. Burney to

follow the Aramaic style.

That the supposed translator was competent to render this

idiom into correct Greek, appears not merely from the fact

that as has been said Dr. Burney finds no other example

of this construction in the Gospel, but still more clearly from

the fact that in a number of passages which are closely

parallel to this one in form the offensive avjov does not

His only other example is Mk. vi. 22 (see below).
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appear. Thus we read in iv. 34 “my meat and my drink is to

do the will of Him that sent me” (to BeXrjfia toO 7refj,-\{ravT6<; /j.e,

cf. V. 30, vi. 38, 39, vii. 18, ix. 4). This expression is strictly

parallel to the one we are examining, since in each the geni-

tive is represented by the aorist participle. If the alleged

translator left out the avrov in the one case, why did he insert

it in the other? Are we justified in regarding it as a blunder

or should we not rather seek for some adequate explanation

of the different usage?

2. It is to be noted that while aoro? is frequently used in

the New Testament to express the personal pronoun of the

third person, so thatai’ToO very often means “his,” it is also

used as a demonstrative, in which case it may have inten-

sive force. The nominative, auro? o, occurs twice in John®*

and about fifteen times elsewhere in the New Testament usu-

ally in Paul.®® The dative does not occur in John, but we
meet it a dozen times in Luke, twice in Acts and once in

I Cor.^® The accusative is found once in John and three

times in Hebrews.*^ In most of these instances it is quite

evident that the demonstrative cannot be regarded as the

personal pronoun, and thus represent the Aramaic pronoun

but is to be regarded as intensive or emphatic : avTo?dTr;o-oi/9

(Math. iii. 4) “Jesus HimseU”
;
avry S>pa (Lk. ii. 38) “in

that very hour”; ovk avrriv ttjv eUova (Heb. x. i) “not the

very image (of the things).” Furthermore the use of such

expressions in the writings of Paul militates against the

view that it is an Aramaic form of expression.

Turning noAv to the genitive avrov toO we have the follow-

ing examples to compare
: 3 John 12, “(Demetrius hath good

report of all men) and of the truth itself” (ical vtto Trj<:

V. 36, xvi. 27 ; cf. ii. 24, iv. 44 where the article is omitted.

3 ® Mt. iii. 4, Mk. vi. 17, Lk. xxiv. is-Rom. viii. 16, 21, 26, i Cor. xi.

I4(?), XV. 28, 2 Cor. xi. 14, i Thess. iii. ii, iv. 16, v. 23, 2 Thess. ii. 16,

iii. 16, Rev. xxi. 3.

40 [Mk. xvi. 14], Lk. i. 36, ii. 38, iii. 23(?), vii. 21, x. 7, 21, xii. 12,

xiii. I, xiii. 31, xx. 19, xxiii. 12, xxiv. 13, 33, Acts xvi. 18, xxi. 13, i Cor.

i. 24.

41 John xxi. 25, Heb. ix. 19, 23, 24.
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a\r]de{a<;) . Here the cannot be the possessive pronoun,

but is clearly the demonstrative used for emphasis. In 2 Cor.

viii. 19 the reading is unfortunately open to question. If we

read with Tischendorf Trpo? rrjv avTov toO Kvpiov Bo^av (“to

the glory of the Lord Himself”) we have another goodexam-

ple of the emphatic use of the demonstrative. But the avrov

is omitted by WH. If in Mk. vi. 22 to which Dr. Burney re-

fers as “clearly an attempt to reproduce the Aramaic con-

struction” we read avTrj<; the natural rendering of 6vya-

T/309 avTrj? ’HpcoBcdBo^ would be “the daughter of Herodias

herself.” There is no need to assume that we have here a

clumsy attempt to render the Aramaic phrase D'lDm nri“i3
,

which Dr. Burney renders by “her daughter of Herodias.”*^

While these examples are not numerous they are sufficient

to prove that avroV 0 is used in the New Testament in the

genitive as well as in the nominative, dative and accusative.

There is no reason why this should not be the case. It is inter-

esting to observe that the genitive of exelva'i 6 while less

frequent than the other cases is also found in the New Testa-

ment (Matt. xxii. 46, Jn. xi. 53, xix. 27, 31). Consequently

the expression may be appropriately rendered: “the parents

of that (very) one who saw.”

3. It is to be noted further that it would be quite possible

to explain the tqv ava^\ey^avTo<; as simply an explanatory or

emphatic apposition or parenthesis, epexegetical of the

awToO which would then stand for the personal pronoun : “the

parents of him (the man who saw).” Such parentheses

are by no means rare in the New Testament. Thus we may
find it following a nominative, as, “but when that one

(iKelvo<: )—the Spirit of truth—shall come” (John xvi. 13) ;

a genitive, as “the greeting with the hand of me, Paul”

Dr. Burney apparently feels that his theory would account for the

various reading avTov which is the better attested of the two, since the

unpointed Aramaic could be read either as masculine or feminine. But

this does not help us very much. For certainly a translator who was
acquainted with Aramaic would have read the alleged Aramaic as femi-

nine. It is better to regard the readingavrov as a transcriptional error,

due to the fact that avrov occurs twice in the preceding verse.
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(literally, “with my hand, Paul,” [o aaTrao-^tto?

IlavXou] which stands for T^%ei/cil eytioi) IlauXou i Cor. xvi. 2l,

Col. iv'. i8, 2 Thess. Hi. 17) ;
or an accusative “unto us, the

believing (ones)” (et? tqv<; maTevovTa';, Eph. i. 19).

4. It is to be noted further that in estimating Dr. Burney’s

interpretation of this passage we are concerned not merely

with the pronoun “his” (avrov), but also with the words

which follow; and the question arises whether the simple

Tov dva^XeyfravTo<; is really equivalent to the Pal. Syr.^® which

Dr. Burney quotes, and which is literally “the parents of

him who is this one that saw.” It is of course true that in

Greek the participle with article is often used as the equiva-

lent of a relative clause. But it is certainly questionable

whether a translator who ex hypothesi failed to render so

common an Aramaic expression as this into correct Greek

would have contented himself with the simple tov dva^Xe-ypav-

To? as a rendering of the more complicated Aramaic idiom.

We submit that there is in this passage nothing to prove

beyond reasonable daubt that we have here an Aramaic

phrase embedded in the Greek. We see no reason to deny

that the expression itself is good Greek and we have offered

several explanations of it, either one of which seems to be

reasonable. But even if we were to admit that the phrase is

Aramaic, this would not prove that we are dealing with a

translation from the Aramaic. It would merely prove at

most that the author knew Aramaic well, perhaps better than

he knew Greek and in a single instance had allowed this to

color his use of the Greek language.

The Historic Present

According to Dr. Burney the historic present is “ex-

tremely frequent in John.” He lists 164 occurrences of

which 120, or nearly three-fourths, are cases of the verb

“say” (Xeyec, Xeyovaiv). This feature, he points out,

“strongly resembles a common Aramaic idiom in which in

a description of past events the participle is employed to

Pesh. has practically same construction.
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represent the action described as in process of taking place/*

In the Aramaic of Daniel he finds “no less than 99 in-

stances” of this usage of which “23 are found with the verb

‘answer’ and no less than 36 with the verb ‘say.’ ” He con-

siders it obvious to the Aramaic scholar that this usage

“naturally lends itself to representation in Greek by the His-

toric Present or Imperfect.” And his conclusion is that the

theory of Aramaic influence offers an adequate explanation

of this phenomenon of the Fourth Gospel.*®

Pausing only to note that Aramaic influence need not

mean or imply an Aramaic original for the Fourth Gospel,

attention may be called to the following considerations.

It is to be noted at the outset that the historic present is

not uncommon in Classical and New Testament Greek.*® It

may be regarded as a colloquialism; but it is admittedly so

natural an idiom that strong reason must be adduced in

support of the theory that its occurrence in John is indicative

of foreign, i.e. Aramaic, influence. Two things impress Dr.

Burney particularly: the fact that in Daniel the participle,

in John the present indicative, is frequently used in the

“historic” sense; and that in both documents the majority

of the occurrences are of the verb “say” or “answer.”

Looking first at the Aramaic side of the argument, we

observe first of all that it may be questioned whether the

occurrences of the participle in the Aramaic of Daniel, are

either so remarkable or so numerous as Dr. Burney’s figures

would seem to indicate. The statement that “in the I99j4

Aramaic verses of Daniel we find no less than 99 instances

of this participial usage” loses something of its impressive-

ness, when we take it in connection with the fact, not men-

tioned by Dr. Burney, that in these same verses the perfect

Pp. 87fF.

He points out that this explanation has already been given by Allen

and by Wellhausen to account for the similar phenomena in Mark.

Ktihner, Amfiihrliche Grammatik der Griechischcn Sprache,

Aufl. (1898), II. I. 132; Robertson, A Gratmnar of the Greek New
Testament, pp. 866ff.

; Blass-Debrunner, Gram. d. N.T. Griechischen,

§ 321.
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occurs about three hundred times, i.e., about three times as

often as the participle.

Again, it is to be noted that in most of the 99 or more

instances cited by Dr. Burney, the warrant for treating the

verb as participle rather than as perfect is simply the vowel

pointings. Thus “
3J? can be pronounced ‘dne w^’dmar

“(is) answering and saying” (ptcs.) or '“nd wa’“mar “he

answered and said” (pfs.) or ‘“nd -uf’druar “he answered

and says” (pf. + ptc.). In favor of the first we have the

Massoretic pointing which Dr. Burney apparently accepts

without question in making up his total, although he later

points out that there is an element of uncertainty as to its

correctness. An argument for the second (both perfects)

lies in the fact that this construction is actually found in

Daniel. Thus, in iii. 24, we read, “Then Nebuchadnezzar,

the king, was astonished (pf.) and rose up (pf.) in haste,

(and) answers (ptc.) and says (ptc.),” etc. It is hard to

see why the last two verbs must both be pointed as participle,

if the first two are pointed as perfect. For in v. 10, “the

queen answered (pf.) and said (pf.)” the very phrase is

used which is so often found on the lips of the king, but

here the fact that the speaker is a woman makes the words

(mssi rjj? ) unambiguous. In favor of the third (per-

fect + participle) it is to be noted that the plural of the

phrase “IDXI ri3J? is usually not “(they) are answering and

saying” but “they answered ( pf.
; not ptc.)^^ and

are saying (]''“1DX, ptc.),” a fact which has led Dr. Burney

himself to raise the question whether when the verb “answer”

is used in the singular it should likewise be pointed as per-

fect."®

But even if the correctness of the pointing be admitted, it

does not follow that the use of the participle as historic

present is as characteristically Aramaic as Dr. Burney ap-

The perfect occurs five times (ii. 7, 10, iii. 9, 16, vi. 14), the participle

only once (iii. 24).

Cf. Dan. vi. 13, 16 where “saying” follows the perfect of a verb other

than “answer.”
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parently believes. He tells us himself that “In Syriac the

use of the participle under discussion is practically confined

to the verb “IDS ‘say.’”^® And in speaking of Daniel he

points out, as we have seen, that of the 99 examples “no less

than 36” are of the verb “say,” while “23” represent its

cognate “answer,” which means that about 60 per cent of

all occurrences are “answer” or “say.” This suggests that

in Biblical Aramaic as in Syriac this use of the participle is

especially marked in verbs of speaking. Yet it is a fact which

should not be overlooked that there are 20 occurrences of the

perfect of “say” in these same chapters of Daniel.

Having considered the frequency of the participle in the

Aramaic of Daniel, we now turn to the question whether

this participle, assuming the pointing as participle to be

correct, would be rendered into Greek by the historic pres-

ent. We are fortunately in a position to test this by the

Greek versions of the Aramaic of Daniel. If it were a fact,

as Dr Burney claims, that the historic present in John ren-

ders the participle of an alleged Aramaic original, we should

expect to find this to hold true of such known versions of

the Aramaic of Daniel into Greek as those of Theodotion

and the LXX. But that such is not the case the phrase

“answer and say” seems clearly to indicate. This phrase

is the outstanding example of the participle in Daniel, and

occurs 30 times.®® How is it rendered by Theodotion? The

singular is rendered 5 times by k. aireKpidr) k. el-Trev (ii. 8,

iii. 14, 28, iv. 16, 27), 10 times by (/cal) einev (ii. 20,

iii. 19, 24, 26, V. 7,
10,®^ 13, 17, vi. 13, 17), once by

cnreKpldr] (ii. 5), twice by airoKpideh ehrev (ii. 26, 47),

Cf. Noldeke, Syriac Grammar, § 274: “Narration scarcely ever em-
ploys the Active Participle (as historical present) except in the case of

IDK; but this ... is very common.”

These words are found in masc. sing, and pointed as participles 23

times (ii. 5, 8, 15, 20, 26, 27, 47, iii. 14, 19, 24, 25, 26, 28, iv. 16 his, 27, v. 7,

13, 17, vi. 13, 17, 21, vii. 2) ; they are masc. plur. 6 times, in only one of

which both verbs are participles (iii. 24) while in 5 (ii. 7, 10, iii. 9, 16,

vi. 14) we find the perfect followed by the participle; in the one case

where the verbs are in the fern. sing. (v. 10) both are in the perfect tense.

Here as we have seen both verbs are perfects in the Aramaic.
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5 times it is omitted (ii. 15, iii. 25, iv. 16, vi. 21, vii. 2).

Only once (ii. 27) is the present tense used in the Greek

and even there it follows an aorist {k. aTrexpidr] k. \ejei).

In the 6 cases where the plural is used, it is rendered as

follows: aTreKpi'djjaav k. ehrav (ii. 7), aTreKpidrjaav k.

\eyovaiv (ii. lO, vi. 14), cnreKpi9r)(rav \eyovre<; (iii. 16) ;

in iii. 9 the phrase is wanting in the Greek
;
in iii. 24 where

both verbs are participles in Aramaic, the Greek simply has

el-irav. Of these thirty occurrences of the phrase “answer

and say” in Aramaic, Dr. Burney cites only 4 instances

(ii. 10, 27, vi. 13, 14) of the rendering of the participle by

the historic present and he fails to take account of the fact

that in all of them the present is preceded in the Greek by

an aorist.®^ The case is even stronger where other verbs

than “say” are rendered into Greek by Theodotion. For

Dr. Burney apparently can cite only one case (iii. 27) where

the Aramaic participle is rendered by the present indicative.

Dr. Burney has made no express allusion to the LXX ; but

as far as the expression “answer and say” is concerned, the

use of the aorist indicative is fully as frequent as in Theo-

dotion. This testimony of the Greek versions would seem

to mean either that the translators did not point the Ara-

maic forms as participle as often as is done by the Mas-

soretes, which would be an argument against the frequent

use of the participle as historic present in Daniel, or else

that, while recognizing the forms as participles, they never-

theless preferred as a rule to render them into Greek by the

aorist indicative and not by the historic present.

We turn now to the testimony of the Fourth Gospel itself.

We have seen that Dr. Burney stresses two points : the fre-

quency of the historic present (164 times) and the fact

that so many of these instances are of the verb “say” (120

times). This he considers especially significant because in

the Aramaic of Daniel the participle occurs frequently, and

especially often in the case of the words “answer” and “say.”

Dr. Burney cites one other example of the present (vi. 16). There

the Greek omits a perfect (“assembled” or “rushed”) which precedes.
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It is to be regretted that Dr. Burney does not tell us how the

164 instances of the historic present compare in general

with the use of the aorist indicative nor even what the pro-

portion is in the case of “answer” and “say.” It is note-

worthy that there are at least as many examples of “said”

(aor. ind.) as of “say” (hist, pres.).®® In the case of the

expressions “answer” and “answer and say” the figures are

very striking. In his list of the historic presents, Dr. Burney

gives but three occurrences of “answer” (
airo Kpiverai

xii. 23, xiii. 26, 38). Yet everyone knows that this verb

occurs frequently in John. What are the facts? They are

these: “answered” (aor. ind.) occurs 36 times;®* “answered

and said” (both aor. ind.) occurs 32 times; “answered say-

ing” (aor. ind. -j-pres. ptc.) occurs 2 times; “answered and

says” (aor. ind. + pres, ind.) occurs once; “answered and

was saying” (aor. ind.®® + imperf.) occurs once; “answers”

(pres, ind.) occurs only three times.®® In other words out

of 75 occurrences of “answer,” in 36 of which it is followed

by “say,” the former is in the present tense only three times

out of 75, the latter is present (or imperfect) only four

times out of 36. It would be difficult, we think, to find more

conclusive proof that the historic present in the Fourth

Gospel has little or no connection with the participle of

Daniel
;
for in the very phrase which is common to both and

which might be expected to exhibit the correspondence with

the greatest clearness, if such correspondence really exists,

the diflference is very marked.

The facts which have just been cited are especially note-

worthy because they illustrate so clearly the dangerous one-

sidedness of the method which Dr. Burney not seldom em-

We have counted about 130 instances of the aorist indicative where

we believe the historic present would be equally suitable.

The aorist passive {aircKplOri regularly used; but in v. 17

the WH text has aorist middle (^aireKpLyaTo) which is also given by some
MSS. in xviii. 34.

V. 19; here the aorist middle (airiKpivaTo) is used.

In two of them (xii. 23 and xiii. 38) some MSS. give the aorist

(mid. or pass.).
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ploys in his quest for confirmation of his theory : he cites only

the data which support, but makes no mention of the evi-

dence which refutes, the theory he is trying to establish.

It is often said that statistics are very misleading, that you

can prove or disprove anything by the skilful use of statis-

tics. This is, unfortunately, all too true. But it is true only

when the statistics are incomplete or are selected and ar-

ranged with a view to proving the opinions held by the

statistician. Three instances of “answer” (hist, pres.) con-

stitute an argument in favor of Dr. Burney’s theory; but

the force of this argument is more than offset by the seventy-

two instances of “answered” (aor. ind.) which he does not

even mention. Dr. Burney is entitled to call attention to the

three instances; he is not justified in ignoring the seventy-

two. We do not profess to have made anything approaching

an exhaustive investigation of either the Aramaic participle

or the Greek historic present. But we believe that enough

has been said to prove that the theory of Aramaic influence

(we have already noted that Dr. Burney does not say Ara-

maic original) rests here on very shaky foundations.®’^

Negatives

In this chapter Dr. Burney begins by pointing out that

“The Semitic languages do not for the most part possess

A further indication that the Aramaic participle and the Greek

historic present cannot be regarded as so closely related that one can be

justly treated as derived from the other is furnished by the Aramaic

versions of the Greek New Testament. It is a significant fact that of the

120 instances cited by Dr. Burney of A^«, Acyovo-iv in the Greek of John

almost 40 per cent are rendered in the Peshitto (accepting the pointings

as correct) by the perfect. Dr. Robertson (^Grammar, p. 868) cites John

XX. 1-18 as a typical instance of the occurrence of the historic present. It

is interesting to note that of the 23 occurrences of this idiom in these

verses, 10 appear in the Peshitto as perfects. Besides this the participles

7rapaKvt//as (vs. 4) ciTrovcra (vs. i4),SoKo0cra(vs. 15), dyyAAov(Ta(vs. 18),

are rendered by the perfect ;
and in vs. 16 where we read aTpa^ticra . .

.

X^€i(ptc. -f- pres.) the Peshitto has a perfect followed by a participle.

In the case of the Palestinian Syriac the absence of vowel points makes

it at times uncertain whether the Greek present is there rendered by

participle or by perfect. It is safe to say that in this passage this version

has nearly if not quite as many perfects as does the Peshitto.
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negative expressions such as none, never, but expressed

them by using the corresponding positives coupled with the

simple negative not”^^ After citing a number of instances of

this usage in the Hebrew and Aramaic of the Old Testa-

ment, he proceeds to call attention to two passages in John

(vi. 39, xii. 46)®® where a similar construction occurs, the

first of which reads thus: “That (of) all which He has

given me I should not lose (anything)” (iva irav o 8eBcoKev

ld,oL /XT) airoXea-Q) avTov). To these Dr. Burney adds a number

of examples from other New Testament books, several of

which are from Paul. This presentation of the case is mis-

leading because Dr. Burney presents only one side of the

case. For if this idiom is Semitic, as Dr. Burney claims, it

is to be noted that in John and elsewhere in the New Testa-

ment another idiom occurs that is even more distinctively

Greek. We refer to the “double negative.” Not merely does

ouSet? occur almost as frequently in John as n-as; but in six-

teen of its sixty-four occurrences it is accompanied by a

negative particle. Whereas of the sixty-six occurrences of

TTas there are as we have seen only four (Dr. Burney has

cited but two) which clearly illustrate the usage which Dr.

Burney regards as Semitic.®® The evidence clearly shows a

preference for the Greek mode of expression.

IxrjTTOTe.

Dr. Burney makes much of John’s failure to

in the sense of “lest”; and he is particularly impressed by

the fact that in citing from Isa. vi. lo “lest (]S) he see with

his eyes,” John does not use the LXX iBcoa-iv rot?

as does Mt., but “departs from the Hebrew and

LXX phrases in order to use an Aramaic phrase which is

actually employed in the rendering of Pesh.”®^ And he con-

cludes, “What evidence could prove more cogently that his

«8 p. 98.

He seems to have overlooked two other passages (iii. 16, xi. 26)

where this construction also occurs.

Such passages as iii. 20, xiii. 10, ii, 18 and xv. 2 are hardly in point.
81 P. 100.
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Greek translates an Aramaic original ?” But on what ground

does Dr. Burney accuse John of “departing” from the He-

brew? His rendering iva fj,r) iBcoaiv rot? 6^6aXixol<i differs

from the LXX, it is true; but unless Dr. Burney is prepared

to maintain that |S cannot be correctly rendered by '^va ixrj,

where is the departure from the Hebrew? Elsewhere he tells

us that the author of the Fourth Gospel knows his Old

Testament, not through the medium of the LXX, but in the

original language.®^ Grant that iva is the exact equivalent

of the of the Peshitto. Grant that Mironre is not used

by John, while tW m occurs eighteen times. If this proves

an Aramaic original for the Fourth Gospel, how shall we

account for the fact that is likewise absent from the

Pauline Epistles while tva tirj is found twice as often in them

as in John? Were the Pauline Epistles originally written in

Aramaic also? How hard pressed Dr. Burney is for proof

of his theory is shown by his statement that while Mt. quotes

the LXX verbatim “Mk. iv. 12 quoting more freely yet has

the /irj7TOT€ of LXX.” It is true that Mk. iv. 12 and the LXX
both have iirjTroTe as the rendering of the “lest” ( ]S ) of Isa.

vi. 10, while John has 'iva ixrj. But on the other hand there

are indications that in both Mk. and John the citation is

based on the Hebrew. Does this word /ti7
?
7roTe prove that Mk.

follows the LXX and that John has an Aramaic original?

It is to be noted that while M’jrore is used in the LXX at

Isa. vi. 10, this cannot be said to be a characteristic of

that version as such. In the Pentateuch, for example, “lest”

(]S ) is rendered by 'iva jj.rj eleven times or about half as

often as by mitotc. If 'iva (my) is “an Aramaic phrase” in

John which proves it to be a translation from the Aramaic,

how are we to explain the occurrence of this phrase eleven

times in the LXX in the Pentateuch ? Obviously Dr. Burney

proves too much and so proves nothing. The simple fact is

that both Mirore and 'iva are good Greek and correct

renderings of the Hebrew “lest.” Why the writer of the

Fourth Gospel preferred the phrase 'iva fit] we do not pro-

p. 127.
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fess to know. But it is at least clear that its use lends no

support to Dr. Burney’s theory.

Mistranslations

The five chapters from which we have cited examples all

deal with Grammar—the Sentence, Conjunctions, Pronouns,

the Verb, Negatives. In them Dr. Burney cites as we have

seen examples of various constructions which he thinks prove

the Greek text of the Fourth Gospel to be a translation of

an Aramaic original. These examples fall into two classes

:

those in which the Greek may be regarded as a correct

though unidiomatic rendering of the Aramaic, and those in

which it is held to be incorrect, a “mistranslation” of the

alleged original. These latter are found chiefly in the chap-

ter on “Conjunctions” and constitute those cases where

Dr. Burney thinks the of the original Aramaic has been

incorrectly rendered by 'iva, oti, ore. These examples we
have already examined. The seventh chapter is entitled “Mis-

translations of the Original Aramaic of the Gospel.” It is

an important chapter. For as Dr. Burney correctly tells us:

“The most weighty form of evidence in proof that a docu-

ment is a translation from another language is the existence

of difficulties or peculiarities of language which can be

shown to find their solution in the theory of mistranslation

from the assumed original language.”®®

After reminding his readers of the “mistranslations of

J®,” which we have examined. Dr. Burney goes on to cite

other examples which he believes he has discovered.

i. 5, xii. 35, “KaTaXa/x^dveiv = ‘take, receive,’ a mis-

understanding of ^''2pN ‘darken.’ ” It is to be noted that here

we are dealing not with grammatical form but with the

subject matter of the narrative, i. 5, “and the light shineth

in the darkness; and the darkness did not receive (ov

KareXa^ev) it” makes perfectly good sense. It stresses the

hostility between darkness and light as symbols of ethical

values. The darkness did not welcome the light, as it might

P. lOI.
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have been expected to do; it resisted it. In John iii. 19-21

we have a very clear interpretation of the meaning of this

passage, if such is really needed. It would also be true to

fact to say: “and the darkness did not obscure it,” if the

statement is taken in a relative sense and with express refer-

ence to the final outcome of this irrepressible conflict. But

there are a great many correct statements which might ap-

pear in the Fourth Gospel that do not appear there. We are

not concerned with what the writer might have said but

with what he did say. The same is true of xii. 35. “That

the darkness shroud you not” would make good sense. But

what proof is there that it is better than “that darkness over-

take (seize) you not”? Dr. Burney has assured us that he

recognizes that the advocate of translation from the Aramaic

must prove beyond “reasonable doubt” the correctness of

this theory. Here he furnishes the reader with no proof

that any Aramaic version or any other version for that

matter, or any MS of the Greek supports the reading “ob-

scure.” It is pure conjecture. Yet Dr. Burney does not

hesitate to bring it forward as a possible “mistranslation”

of the Greek. Either Dr. Burney does not realize how serious

a charge is involved in the word “mistranslation” or else

he has scant respect for the Fourth Gospel, and has for-

gotten the test, beyond “reasonable doubt,” which he has

himself proposed.®*

i. 9, “He was {^v) in the world” also arouses Dr. Burney’s

suspicion; and since the substantive verb “he was” {h^wa’)

and the pronoun “he” {hu) would both be written in

Aramaic, he proposes that the former be regarded as a

“misreading” of the latter which he thinks should have been

rendered by e«etpo?. Now the question is not as to whether

ixelvo^ rjv kt\, would have made good sense (we have o5to?

Dr. Burney does not even tell us what Greek word he would use

for “obscure.” ,
for example, does not resemble KaraXafi^dvo)

Dr. Burney is not primarily interested in objective textual criticism.

His theoretical Aramaic original makes such questions of secondary

interest.
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in VS. 2, cf. ix. 33; and iic€lvo<; rjv in v. 35, cf. i. 8), but

whether to is incorrect. If it is, then “he was naked”

(rjv <yvfj.vo<;^ xxi. 7) and “and it was written” (/cal 767/
30/^-

fievov

,

xix. 20) must also be incorrect (cf. Acts vii. 22, xi.

24). We have seen that elsewhere Dr. Burney insists that the

“excessive” use of the independent pronoun as subject is

Aramaic. Here conversely he argues that its absence is sus-

picious. Dr. Burney is clearly a somewhat captious critic of

the Greek text which he is investigating.

Dr. Burney believes that instances of incongruence in the

use of the relative pronoun in the Fourth Gospel are a proof

that it is a translation from the Aramaic. Thus in the diffi-

cult passage O iraTgp fiov 6 SeScoKev fioi TrdvTcov iiel^ov iariv

(x. 29) he would explain the o as standing incorrectly for o?.

He would account for the incongruous use of the relative here

and in several other passages as due to “the ambiguity of

the particle d®,” which he thinks “caused difficulty to the

translator.” We shall not attempt to discuss the intricate

problem of the use of the relative in New Testament Greek,

but merely call attention to an obvious fact. It is true that

the Aramaic d* is indeclinable and therefore often ambig-

uous. But Dr. Burney fails to mention that this ambiguity

of the relative is not peculiar to Aramaic but is characteristic

of the Semitic languages in general, of Hebrew, Arabic and

Babylonian as well as of Aramaic. Consequently the most

that Dr. Burney would be entitled to argue would be for

Semitic influence, not an Aramaic original. Once again he

draws a very specific conclusion from a very general premise.

The extent to which the charge of “mistranslation” from a

hypothetical non-Greek original can be carried is well illus-

trated by the treatment of i. 29, “Behold the lamb (
dfiv6<;

)

of God that taketh away the sin of the world.” Dr. Burney

feels that the Baptist’s words show familiarity with Isaiah

liii. and that therefore the genuineness of the words, “that

taketh away the sin of the world,” cannot justly be ques-

tioned. But he is impressed with the fact that in Isa. liii. 7

the Servant is not called the lamb of God, but it is simply
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stated that he was “like a lamb that is led to the slaughter.”

He feels that the designation can be accounted for with the

help of Gen. xxii. 8, Isa. liii. 7, 10, ii. But he prefers another

explanation. Since in Aramaic the word talya may be

used in the sense of “young man,” “servant” (cf. talitha,

cumi, “maid, arise”) as well as “lamb,” he would have us

substitute “behold the Servant of God” for the familiar “be-

hold the Lamb of God.” Such a use of the word “lamb”

would not be impossible (cf. Ps. Ixxiv. i, Jer. xxiii. i, 1. 6,

etc.). But if “lamb” only means “servant” it is hard to see

why the usual word for servant (“T^y) should not be used

(Isa. liii. is one of the Servant Passages) or, since this ser-

vant is clearly a preeminent one, the word “shepherd” which

is applied to kings and prophets (Isa. xliv. 28, Ivi. ii, Ixiii.

II, Jer. xlix. 19, Ezek. xxxiv. 2). “Lamb” certainly accords

best with the words “that taketh away the sin of the world”

which follow, and seem to explain it. And unless Dr. Burney

is prepared, which he is not, to reject these words as spurious

and stigmatize the sacrificial explanation as inherently false,

we do not see how he can defend his charge of mistranslation.

Even if it were proved that the a/ii'o? of the Greek repre-

sented talya in Aramaic we would still be entitled to call it a

“correct” translation and interpret it in sacrificial terms. But

it should be noted that neither in the Aramaic versions of

Isaiah (cf. Targ. of Jonathan, and Pesh.) nor in those of

John (cf. Sin., Pal. Syr., Pesh.) does the word talya occur.

Dr. Burney’s “mistranslation” seems therefore to be purely

conjectural and to rest on nothing more substantial than the

well-known ambiguity of the word talya.

ii. 22 “When therefore he was risen from the dead, his

disciples remembered that he was saying (
eXejev

) this unto

them.” Dr. Burney thinks that the pluperfect would be more

natural (“he had said”). He intimates that the translator

mistook the Aramaic perfect (followed by the substantive

verb) for the participle, which would simply involve a dif-

ference in the pointing. But it is to be remembered that the

Greek imperfect may be used in past time both as frequenta-
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tive and conative. That Jesus tried and tried more than once

to prepare His disciples for His death is a fact clearly taught

in Scripture. This may account for the use of the imperfect.

If, as Dr. Burney suggests, the pluperfect would be so much

more natural, is it not strange that his alleged translator made

such an obvious blunder ?

vi. 22 “The words {p'q^ara) which I have spoken unto

you.” For “words,” Dr. Burney prefers to render “things.”

Since
“13*7 in Hebrew and in Aramaic both have this

double meaning, he includes this passage among his “mis-

translations.” Yet, surely to use “words” in the sense of “the

content of the words” is a very natural metonomy which

does not warrant so serious a charge. Dr. Burney seems to

forget that the usage which he regards as Aramaic is found

in the LXX, and can therefore properly be regarded as a

Hebraism. Thus, in Genesis, alone, there are 23 instances

where is rendered in the AV by “things.” In all but three

of these the LXX has pripa. Is Dr. Burney prepared to assert

that an Aramaic original must be posited for the LXX ver-

sion of Genesis ?

One of the most interesting passages adduced by Dr. Bur-

ney in proof of his theory is vii. 3yf. : “In the last day, that

great day of the feast, Jesus stood and cried, saying. If any

man thirst, let him come unto me and drink. He that believeth

on me, as the Scripture hath said, out of his belly shall flow

rivers of living water.” He connects the words, “he that

believeth on me,” with what precedes and not with what fol-

lows, and renders this part of the passage thus

:

“He that thirsteth, let him come unto Me

;

And let him drink that believeth on Me.”

This is, of course, possible, but it is well to remember that so

distinguished a commentator as Godet has spoken of it as a

“desperate expedient.” Then, since the words “belly” (Heb.

D'yD) and “fountain” (Heb. would both be written

in Aramaic he would change what follows to read,
“
‘As the

Scripture hath said, Rivers shall flow forth from the foun-
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tain of living waters’ ” p!T' p
But it is to be rioted that this conjectural reading does not

succeed in what should be its primary purpose: it does not

make it possible to discover an Old Testament passage with

which these words can be directly connected. All that Dr.

Burney can say for his reading “fountain” is this : “The

reference to Scripture which follows the parallel couplet

summarizes the main conceptions of Ezekiel, Joel, and Zecha-

riah.” Furthermore it is not at all clear that Dr. Burney’s

conjectural reading is any real improvement. Godet’s view

that the reference is to the incident of the smiting of the rock

at Horeb is certainly worthy of consideration. Godet con-

nects the words “out of his belly” with the “from within it

(mimmenou)” of Exod. xvii. 6; and the phrase “rivers of

living water” with the “and abundant waters came forth” of

Num. XX. II. The rock consequently typifies Christ directly

(cf. I Cor. X. 4) and indirectly the Christian who becomes

like his Master a source of blessing to humanity. Much can

be said in favor of this interpretation. Or it may be that we
should see in this passage a reference to the Blessing of

Abraham (Gen. xii. 2, 3). According to Gen. xv. 4, this

blessing was to come out of the “bowels” of Abraham.

Abraham was the great “believer” and the blessing which

came from his “loins” in the person of the promised Seed,

might, under a change of figure, be referred to as “living

water,” adopting the figure of Ezekiel, Joel and Zechariah.

Certainly Dr. Burney cannot be said to have established the

correctness of his hypothetical original beyond “reasonable

doubt.”

viii. 56 “Your father Abraham rejoiced to see my day; and

he saw it and was glad.” According to Dr. Burney, “No ex-

tension of the use of seems adequate to explain '^yaX-

Xidcraro 'Iva and moreover, if we grant that ‘rejoiced

to see’ is the sense intended, the following clause nal eiBev xal

cxdpr), instead of forming a climax, makes mere tautology.”

Dr. Burney thinks that the sense requires “longed,” and

since in Syriac the verb mo has both of these meanings, he
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believes that the original Aramaic was given “a wrong mean-

ing” by the translator, who should have rendered it “longed”

instead of “rejoiced.” Several points may be noted: (i) Dr.

Burney admits that the Aramaic verb which has the double

meaning he needs “is not known to occur in Western Ara-

maic.” It would be simpler to turn to the Hebrew where the

well-known root I'Sn has this double meaning. (2) In Hebrew

the verb nsty may be construed with the infinitive (cf. i Sam.

vi. 13). This construction as we have seen is frequently ren-

dered in Greek by the '^va clause. ( 3 ) Dr. Burney thinks the

second part of the verse becomes tautological if the meaning

“rejoiced” is retained. He seems to overlook the fact that

repetition frequently serves both in the Old Testament and the

New Testament to produce emphasis. A good illustration of

such repetition—in this instance identical repetition—is John

iii. 15, 16, where the second part of vs. 16 is an exact repeti-

tion of vs. 15.

As another example of “mistranslation” Dr. Burney ad-

duces ix. 25 ep olha “one thing I know,” alleging that the

translator may have confused Nin (this) with Sin (one),

which he describes as “merely the difference between n and H

which are very easily confused.” Yet he tells us: “It cannot

be urged, however, that cp olha yields an unsuitable sense.”

This is a very grudging admission. “One thing I know”

makes a very suitable sense. It is much stronger than Dr.

Burney’s “this I know”
;
and no valid objection can be raised

against it. The healed man knew one thing beyond all per-

adventure: “whereas I was blind, now I see.” If Dr. Burney

must prove beyond “reasonable doubt,” his theory of an

Aramaic original, this alleged mistranslation shows quite

clearly how meagre is the evidence which he can adduce in its

support.

In XX. 2 Dr. Burney refers to “the strange use of ovk

oiBafiev
” He thinks Mary Magdalene should have said, “and

not do I know where they have laid him.” The “we” he would

explain as a “misreading,” SJyT’ having been read by the

translator as perfect, instead of as fern. sing. ptc. combined
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with the pron. of the first pers. sing. But Dr. Burney’s cor-

rection of the Greek text is quite superfluous. The parallel

passages (Mt. xxviii. i, Mk. xvi. i; cf. Lk. xxiv. i) state

clearly that Mary did not go alone to the sepulchre. The use

of the “we” in John confirms this. In making her startling

report Mary includes her companions, partly as a simple

statement of fact, more likely, perhaps, to give added weight

to her words. The Apostles doubtless knew that several of

the women intended to go to the tomb with spices. Further-

more, the reading which Dr. Burney proposes is open to

question. In Pal. Syr. which Dr. Burney often cites : “I

(fern.) know” is correctly written as (John xi. 22,

24). Dr. Burney seems to overlook the fact that the participle

should be feminine while as he has written it, there would be

no difference between the feminine and masculine. That he

has thus confused the forms is indicated by his reference to

the Targ. of Onk. on Num. xxii. 6 where the subject (Balak)

of course requires the masculine of the participle. He tells us

further that the oiBufiev of iii. 2 is possibly to be explained

in similar fashion. As to this we observe simply that Pal. Syr.,

Sin. and Pesh. are all opposed to this conjecture.

In XX. 18 Dr. Burney is troubled by the words “I have

found the Lord.” He thinks “the change from direct to

oblique oration is strange and awkward.” Since in Aramaic

“I saw” and “she saw” are exactly alike in the unpointed

text, he sees here another example of “mistranslation.” It

should be noted on the contrary that “much the most usual

complement of Verbs of saying is direct discourse intro-

duced by oTt recitativum,”®* and that direct discourse readily

passes over into indirect and vice versa.®® Furthermore if the

reading in Greek is as awkward as Dr. Burney would have

us believe, it is surprising that an at all competent translator

should make such a simple and obvious blunder. This would

seem to be a case where the more difficult reading is inherently

more probable.

Cf. Blass-Debrunner § 397, 5.

Ibid., § 470.
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1

Would time and space permit we might examine more of

the data cited by Dr. Burney in support of the theory that

the Fourth Gospel is a version of a lost Aramaic original.

However, two conclusions seem to be clearly warranted by

the investigation which we have conducted, incomplete though

it is. The first of these conclusions is that Dr. Burney has

not kept in mind the standard which he himself proposed. He
tells his readers in the preface that the task is to prove “be-

yond the range of reasonable doubt” that the Fourth Gos-

pel is based on an Aramaic original. It is clear, we think, that

again and again Dr. Burney renders the verdict in favor of

his theory where there is very reasonable doubt of its correct-

ness, where the most that can be said is that the phenomena

he cites might be explained in this way. We have paid special

attention to the data given in the chapter on “Mistransla-

tions” since there we should find the strongest evidence in

favor of this theory. We have found no case where the

“might” has to be exchanged for “must.” We have found

instances where the conclusion drawn is improbable and some

cases where it is clearly wrong. The second conclusion we are

justified in reaching is that Dr. Burney’s presentation of the

case is dangerously one-sided. He states the evidence in favor

of his theory. He does not state the evidence against it. His

role is that of advocate and special pleader. He is concerned

to discover and state the “pros”
; he leaves it to the reader to

discover the “cons.” The consequence is that the reader who
has neither the time nor the specialized training to investigate

the question for himself is almost certain to form as mistaken

an impression of the real merits of the question, as a man
who leaves the hall of debate when only one side has been

presented.

A significant feature in Dr. Burney’s presentation of his

argument is the frequency and apparent readiness with which

he uses the word “mistranslation” and its equivalent. Dr.

Burney is “Oriel Professor of the Interpretation of Holy

Scripture” at Oxford University. Yet he is so eager to prove

this theory of an Aramaic original for the Fourth Gospel that



572 THE PRINCETON THEOLOGICAL REVIEW

he seems to care little for the effect which it will have upon

the reliability and authority of the only text of the Gospel

which we know historically, the Greek text. He does not

hesitate to charge the Greek text with being a mistranslation

even where he is forced to admit that it is at least as good

as the reading he favors. If he could prove his thesis, the only

Fourth Gospel which we really know would lose greatly in

prestige and authority. The Greek original would be reduced

to the level of a bungling translation. It is this as was pointed

out at the outset which constitutes the real seriousness of the

issue raised by the theory of Aramaic originals. And the fact

that Dr. Burney’s argument is so unconvincing is calculated

to vindicate the historic faith of the Christian Church in the

trustworthiness of the Fourth Gospel in Greek.

Princeton. Oswald T. Allis.




