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Translators and commentaries have split over how to read Matthew 28:1
OV d¢ capPdrwy 11 EmipokooT €ig wiav cappatwv.

(a) One approach would read this as a reference to Sunday morning “after Shabbat at dawn on the
first day of the week™, a kind of paraphrase of Mark 16:2 kai Alav TIOWIL T HLX TWV
oapPAT@V . . . avatelAavTog Tov NAiov. “and very early on the first of the week . . . after
the sun had risen.”

(b) A second approach sees this as a reference to Saturday evening “after the Shabbat (late on
Shabbat), at the beginning of the first day of the week™. This reference to the coming evening
after the Shabbat is based on a clear usage of this rare Greek verb at Luke 23:54 as well as an

old suggestion that this is based on a Hebrew and Aramaic idiom. » f;n&ﬂ\muya ak “C‘lmv\g"‘

George Foote Moore, though not the first, provided a lengthy discussion on this second
possibility. He argues that Matthew 28:1 refers to Saturday evening and Moore provided both
Hebrew and Aramaic options for the wording behind Matthew. Hebrew would be Naw 'RXIN
Nawa TNRY 7R [on the goings out of Shabbat light to the first in the week—RB] The Syriac
gospels unambiguously begin with RWNT1 “in the evening™.

Old Syriac Sinaiticus: RaW32 TN MIT RN2AYa T RwNI2
Peshitto: R2WY3a TN NIIT RNaya 7 RWNIA
Palestinian Lectionary: RV TNY 7T RN2IW1A OT RYMIN

"(and) in the evening of Shabbat when the first of the week was dawning"

Some doubt has been raised about this Saturday evening interpretation because the Greek verb
is associated with the dawn, the morning, not with the evening. There are no clear references to

érudwaiey referring to the evening in pre-Christian Greek literature. In fact, the exact word may
be unattested in pre-Christian Greek, though we may at least assume that it was a normal Greek
word at the time. Structurally, the Greek verb émudaoicety does not match the Hebrew and
Aramaic nouns VIR and M3, but conceptually the connection of 'light' referring to 'evening'’ seems
special enough to consider émtipworery 'shining forth' a reasonable translation in Greek at Luke
23:54. In Luke it is unabiguously referring to the evening, “the dawning of the Shabbat™. The rarity
of émipworkeLy provides an explanation for its choice for a counterintuitive, foreign idiom.

We agree with Matthew Black’s judgment, “A Jewish reader of Mt. xxviii. 1 would
certainly understand 1) éipwaokovor) of the “drawing on’ of the first day of the week on the late
evening of the Sabbath: the same applies to Lk. xxiii.54.""

Our earliest example of the “light” idiom in Hebrew for the beginning of evening comes
from Mishnah Pesahim 1:1.

30 TIRY PRAND NR DPTIA DY NYIING 1R

s S DY NYIIN IR PTARY ...
Jelorewd VY NYAINI P
A{.S\L‘k“—‘ EUQNY‘S Ji?? n?:}-‘B: |7"_|';N17
WOdon't Faow 1olsre W Come fow TYinn 7ina P

' Black. Aramaic Approach. 137.
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At light [=beginning] to the 14" [of Nisan]

one searches for leaven by the light of a lamp.

If one did not search at the beginning of the 14th,
let him search on the 14th itself,

if one did not search on the 14th,

let him search on the festival.

Luke 23:54-56 describes the late Friday afternoon just before the beginning of Shabbat.
Kl HEQA TV TTXQOOKEVTS Kk TAPPATOV EMEPWOIKEV. KataxoAovOnoaoat d¢ ai
YUVAIKES -..

Kal TO PEV 0ABRATOV NOUXACAV KATA TV EVTOATV.?

An additional problem arises if we assume that both Matthew and Luke are transmitting a
source as they received it. The actual shared source would be in Greek in order to account for the
word émq)(()mcew.“ In Luke the idiom is used for Friday night after the crucifixion while in
Matthew it is used for Saturday night after the Shabbat. If both Matthew and Luke are reflecting a
Greek version of a Semitic source, that source either has the idiom twice or else Matthew and Luke
are usina&wéoﬁsepara_itej&uﬁ% i it

1. The Mishnaic account uses the idiom twice when describing passover week.

2. The Gospel of Peter uses émtipciokery three times and they are connected to the passion-
resurrection. One of them certainly refers to Friday evening. While the Gospel of Peter may
only reflect a conflation of our canonical gospel texts, it does testify to the ability of this
idiom to fix itself in the tradition in multiple attestations.

3. The third thread of evidence relies on the possibility that Luke had access to a Greek source
that goes back to either a Hebrew document or ag least a Hebraizing document.

Luke 24:1-4 has an idiom kai éyéveto that requires an extensive discussion. If it can be shown to
reflect a pre-Lucan source, then this third thread of evidence supporting a pre-synoptic source is
strengthened.

Gustaf Dalman: “Wer Beweise fiir ein hebriisches Urevangelium sammeln wollte, hitte zuerst dies
Kal £YEVETO nennen miissen.”™ I agree, £Y£€VEeTo is a natural place to start.
Dalman thought that he had blocked a Hebrew path: “Selbst der ‘Wir-Bericht’ is nicht davon frei, s.
Apg. 21,1.5; 27,44; 28,8.17. . . . Solche Beobachtungen verbieten die Annahme eines hebriishen
Originals.™® Most investigators of Luke-Acts treat Dalman’s statement as a first proof and assume
that Hebraisms must reflect a Lucan Septuagintalizing style.
BUT:
Plummer structure type A: Hebraic éyéveTo + time/setting phrase + sentence with finite verb
(without “and™ beginning the sentence) 4
Eyéveto d¢ £V 1@ AéyEly avTov TanTA
lmeV QUTE (Lk 11:27) 8 and it happened in his saying these things. having-lifted up his voice, HE SAID
suchne A Zvs Hadores Tighdt'y, like & Qlove .

2“And it was the Preparation day and Shabbat *was dawning’. And the women followed behind ... and they rested on
the Shabbat according to the commandment.”

* One is reminded of a comparable situation in the Lord’s prayer with £émovatog ‘daily, coming-ly".

¥ We see the Gospel of Peter as secondary to our canonical gospels. See Alan Kirk, “Examining Priorities: Another
Look at the Gospel of Peter’s Relationship 1o the New Testament Gospels.” NTS 40 (1994) 572-595.

5 “Whoever would collect proofs for a Hebrew source gospel should first start with kadi éyévero.”

& wthe We-section is nol free from icai ey£veTo, see Acts 21 etc. ... Such observations forbid any assumption of a
Hebrew source.”

" The structure A occurs twice in Mark (1.9, 4.4); five times in Matthew (7.28, 11.1, 13.53, 19.1, 26.1): twenty-two
times in Luke (1.8, 1.23, 1.41. 1.59, 2.1, 2.6, 2.15, 2.46, 7.11, 9.18, 9.28 9.33, 9.37, 11.1, 11.14, 1 1.27, 17.14, 19.29,
20.1, 24.30, 24.51): and never in Acts. [Codex Bezae has an example at Acts 4.5]
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Plummer structure type B: Hebraic éyéveto + time/setting phrase + wai + sentence with finite
verb’
Eyéveto d¢ £V 1@ ovunAnoovgfal Tag NuéQac g
avaAuEWS aUTOL
KL AUTOS TO TQOUWTROY E0THQITEY TOD TOQEVE
TepovoaAnu. (Lk 9:51) and it happened in the ulfilling of the days of his reception, AND HE TURNED

to go to Jerusalem

Against these structures, there is a third structure in Lucan writings that is never found in the LXX.
This third structure uses an infinitive for the following narrative clause.

Plummer structure type C: Non-Semitic éyéveto + time/setting phrase + infinitive for main
10
event.

Eyéveto D€ HOL TIOREVOUEVQ
kali éyyiCovTt ) Aauaok@ meot peanBoiay

out of heaven all around me
—ﬁ-'ll‘:\ chw_does not At Helborews .
The main event is an infinitive eguaotoapat ‘to shine around’. This structure never occurs in the

LXX. It should not be equated with the Hebraic structures A and B. Structure C fits Greek style and
mimics the classic construction ouvéPT + infinitive. Luke also has cuvépn + infinitive once at
Acts 21.35: ouvépn BaotaleoBal adTOV UTIO TWV OTQATIWTWV O TV Biay TOv dxAov."
The structure C "¢yéveto + infinitive main verb" may be considered a “non-Semitic™ structure.

These structures A, B, C, are remarkable. The “Semitic™ structures A and B strongly pattern
as non-Lucan. Note well: the Semitic structures A and B never occur in first Acts outside of Codex
Bezae and never occur in second Acts in any text. Luke does not appear to choose to use these
structures A and B on his own. We need to explicitly point out this basic observation because the
opposite is so often assumed. Finally, structure C, the non-Semitic structure, patterns as Lucan and
occurs many times in Acts, especially 2 Acts."?

The consistent distinction between structures A and B versus C, undermines the frequently
heard thesis that Luke was systematically trying to imitate the style of the LXX with this device.
On the one hand, Luke was not so systematic. He allowed C several times in his gospel. We must
ask a question, if a Semitist and grammarian of Dalman's stature did not bother with distinguishing

ABAC M Ha Gospadls, A+B ruverm Lok, C Ve gn?(m&\} o Loler

¥ Incidentally, note the non-Hebraic word order with £taaad tic vy yuvi). One of the recurring phenomena in
Luke is that alleged Sepluagintal insertions do not fully mimic a Septuagintal style. [ have referred o this as a
schizophrenic style. A more natural explanation is that a Hebraism in a Greek source is being reordered according to
Greek sensitivities. See Buth and Kvasnica, inJesus Last Week, ed. Notley et al.. Brill, 2006.

? Mark never has structure B; Matthew has one example (9.10); Luke has eleven examples (5.1, 5.12, 5.17, 8.1, 8.22,
9.51.14.1, 17.11. 19.15, 24.4, 24.15.); Acts 1:1-15:35 has zero (Howard correctly listed Acts 5.7 with a question mark
since there is an explicit subject. Codex Bezae may be added at 2.1.) More importantly, Acts 15.36-28.31 does not have
one example.

" Mark has structure C twice (2.15, 2.23); Matthew never has structure C: Luke has structure C six limes (3.21, 6.1,
6.6. 6.12. 16.22); Acts has 16 examples, seven in first Acts (4.5, 9.3, 9.32, 9.37, 9.43, 11.26, 14.1), and nine in second
Acts (16.6, 21.1, 21.5, 22.6. 22.17, 27.44, 28.8, 28.17).

"' “And it happened that he was being carried by the soldiers on account of the force of the crowd”

12 N. Turner, Grammar of New Testament Greek, IV: Style (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1976:47), “The construction
with the infinitive occurs, very rarely in non-Biblical authors, but the preponderance of the strictly Hebraic construction
in Luke-Acts [sic—RB| indicates that even when Luke sometimes uses the infinitive construction he is still writing
Biblical Greek influenced by the LXX (11 Acts 19:1; We 16:6, 21:1,5; 27:44; 28: 8.” Turner missed the point. If Luke
was writing with a biblical Greek influence, he only used the third structure, never the first two. Notice how Turner’s
wording “the preponderance of the strictly Hebraic construction in Luke-Acts™ neatly slides over the facts that the
structure only occurs in the gospel of Luke, but not in Acts.
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A and B from C, then who would expect Luke or his audience to be so perceptive? In addition, if
Luke were the one producing all of the structures A, B, and C in his Gospel, then he was probably
unconscious of material distinction between them. However, this flexibility of A or Bor C is
stopped abruptly and absolutely when Luke crosses into Acts. Structure C continues, seemingly
taking over A and B, so that structures A and B disappear. There is even an excellent place to
observe this incongruity. At Acts 22.2 Luke makes a point of stating that the Hebrew language had
an effect on the crowd. “Paul was speaking to them in Hebrew.”'* However, in the two places in the
speech where Luke uses an £Y£VETO structure (at 22:6 and 22:17), we find the non-Semitic
structure C “¢yéveTo + infinitive main verb™ This restriction in Acts to only structure C should
have been highlighted in NT studies.
These three structures, taken together, lead to the following conclusions as necessary
working hypotheses for any philologically sound criticism of Luke-Acts.
1. Luke's own preferred style is éy€veTo +an infinitive main verb, structure C."

2. Luke was willing to accept ¢yéveto with a finite verb. structures A and B.

“¢yévero with a finite verb” is an excellent indicator of sources in the gospel of

Luke. It is “Hebraic™". This is useful in 33 places in Luke's gospel.

13 BDAG suggests that this is Jewish Aramaic. However, the Greek word for Aramaic was cuQIOTL and CUQLAKT).
Yupwotiand epoaioti are correctly used by other first century Jewish wrilers like Josephus. They are also correctly
used in the New Testament. Words like pappouvvet (John 20:16) are correctly called Hebrew (See Codex Kauiman,
Mishnah Ta'anit 3:8) because they are Hebrew. The “eyidence” for confusion with éBoaioti is based on a simplistic
morphology of words like maoya and owepe, where Greek (even in the LXX!) may standardize a Hebrew
transliteration with a form that is closer to Aramaic. Names are also used in the discussion on eBoaioTi but without
noting that names are notorious for ambiguity and crossing language boundaries. For example, the name “lan” may be
called English, Scottish, Hebrew and Greek depending on who is talking to whom. There is nothing preventing
F'oAyoABa from being used within Hebrew specch and being correctly called Hebrew by its users (John 19:17). A
different phenomenon oceurs with AkeA dapay. It is presented as a contemporaneous act of naming (Acts 1:19) and
is clearly Aramaic, though note should be taken that there is no language confusion and it is not called Hebrew. The
only ambiguity here would be whether to read 'their language' as if exclusive and monolingual or simply as being a
non-Greek language. Except for names. all of our relevant texts correctly apply ououxkog and £BoAic to Aramaic and
Hebrew., respectively. Incidentally, Aramaic and Hebrew names are intermixed in original Aramaic and Hebrew
documents. Cf. Ken Penner, “Ancient Names for Hebrew and Aramaic: A Case for Lexical Revision,” a paper
presented at SBL., San Antonio, 2004 He rightly argues that BDAG needs lo reverse its definitions, giving Hebrew as
the primary meaning and relegating Jewish Aramaic to a proposal.

Perhaps helpful for those coming from a two-language paradigm is the [ollowing anecdote [rom Josephus.
Josephus, War 5:272, records that the defenders on the wall of Jerusalem during the great revolt referred to in-coming
stone missles as ‘the son is coming’ 0 VIOg EQXETAL. Josephus says that this was spoken in the “patriarchal language”.
This wordplay is uniquely Hebrew. In Hebrew, if one pronounces ‘the stone is coming’ fast as would happen under
fire, it can sound exactly like *the son is coming’. N3 1287 will sound like R 120, especially when the bet is
pronounced like Spanish bilabial b/v or the initial vowel is elided: ["ben baa]. Neither 193 nor 12X sounds like
Aramaic M3, and the feminine ending on the verb NI MNR cannot be swallowed up like in Hebrew ba/ba-a.
Josephus only mentions this wordplay for background color, not to discuss the language situation in Jerusalem. He
himself. of course, knew Hebrew and claimed (o be an expert in the Torah (Josephus, BIOZ 7). It means that common
people on the wall in Jerusalem, and down below in the missle's path, are recorded as using Hebrew. Greek and
Aramaic can be assumed for some other occasions. The city was tri-lingual, as Acts 22:2 implies.

1 This Greek structure C may be echoing the LXX from a distance, for example in Acts 22.6 and 22.17, but it is
distinctly Greek and not a Hebraism. Structure C is an excellent indicator of Luke's own editorial work and is useful in
analyzing six places in Luke's gospel.

1" Maloney. p. 84-85, in a bizarre turn, argucs that the structure is not Hebraic but Aramaic for the first century. This is
done by citing one Aramaic example from the 5™ century BC. (Only one example, 500 years out of date and
geographically distant!) He ignores all Late Biblical Hebrew texts (Second Temple period). He also rejects two Qumran
Hebrew examples of the parallel future construction “and it will be . . . that™ (ignoring at least eight others 1Q22f1.10,
40162¢2.2. 40163(4-6¢2.8. 40169(3-4¢3.2, 11QT56.20, 58.11, 61.14, 62.6; plus ignoring " in 4Q252¢1.12
[rewriting the biblical flood account], 11QT 62.14 [in future context]). Does Maloney think that the Hebrew of Danicl
or Esther is irrelevant? Maloney would have been better served Lo have followed the common sense of Dalman
(1930:25) who cited books like 1 Maccabees and Judith as evidence that the structure was still alive in literary Hebrew.
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3. Luke did not like ¢ yéveTo with a finite verb well enough to incorporate it into his
own written style.

4.  Corollaries 1-3 lead to corollary 4, they suggest a written Hebrew source
somewhere in the background of Luke’s Greek gospel sources. This Hebraic
source is not Mark or Matthew. This source, or sources, may extend from Luke 1
to Luke 24, in other words, the Hebraic source(s) are massive and probably
constitute a whole biography as a “Life of Yeshua™ or possibly in Hebrew: 7727
VI, (Cf. Eusebius’ Papias Efpaidt dtaAékTw Ta Aoyta “sacred-words in
Hebrew'.)

We will turn to the resurrection accounts and will give serious consideration to evidence of
a potential "Hebraic" Greek source.

The resurrection accounts present puzzling differences.

For example. in Luke and Matthew the women run off to tell the disciples, while in Mark
they do not run to the disciples but run off in fear, “telling no one.”

In John, Mary reports that the tomb is empty, period, no angel, no resurrection report.

In Luke, we find that the Shabbat was the reason for being away from the tomb and we find
a curious idiom for evening, an idiom that appears to mimic a non-Septuagintal Hebraism, that is, a
Hebraism that is not found in the Septuagint.

In Matthew. we find a conversation between the women and the angels without any
reference to soldiers that are apparently lying on the ground between them.

Also in Matthew, we have a reference to Saturday evening, oV¢ TV capBatwv 0
¢meookoLoT i¢ piav cupfatov NIV TNRY MR, While Mark mentions the buying of spices on
Saturday evening, he specifically mentions a visit to the tomb on Sunday morning, avateidavtog
ToU NAiov.

Lk 24:4 xai £yéveto &v 1@ anopelobul aUTAS TEPL TOUTOL KUl 10V avdpeg V0 EMECTNOAV
“and it happened in their being troubled about this and behold two men stood.” This éyéveto is a
good non-Lucan Hebraism, as we found by re-doing Dalman’s analysis. It is a different tradition
from that found in the other gospels or a more direct reflection of a shared synoptic source.

While confusion may have started on Saturday night, the message of a resurrection only
appears 1o begin to spread on Sunday morning.

One way to account for the difference in chronology between Saturday night and Sunday
morning would be to assume that Mark misunderstood ) émpwokovor &ig piav capPatov in his
source and produced avatelAavtog Tov 1Aiov.

A second line of explaining Mark’s sunrise resurrection would be to hypothesize that he has
moved it to the morning for dramatic effect. This would be similar to the way that the Gospel of
John is often assumed to have moved the crucifixion to the time of the slaughter of the pesahim.

A third hypothesis is to assume that the women visited the tomb twice, the first time on
Saturday night and the second time on Sunday morning.

However we may read the resurrection accounts, it is time 1o set the record straight on language
methodologies. A careful analysis of the various kinds of éyéveto structures leads directly and
unambiguously to a large narrative source among Luke’s sources. This £yéveto-source most

probably points to a literary Hebrew narrative behind the Greek source.
It may suggest that our gospel students in the next generation will want to acquire a fluent control

of Hebrew alongside a high level control of Greek and Aramaic. DN 117 AnOvvOein

For example. | Maccabees has structure A 3 times (5.30 [6:8, 9:23 w]) and structure B five times (1.1, 5.1, 7.2, 10.64,
10.88). The only responsible conclusion is that kot £y£veTo is a Hebraism rather than Aramaism.



