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Trunelatos and commentaries have split over how to resd Matthew 2801
Tt B oraidenny 17 EmudeaeneoUar) Bl Ty FofaTo

{1t) Ome spproech would réad this asa relerence io Sunday morning “ofter Shabbat a dawn on the
first dary of the week™, u kind of parsphrase of Mark 16:2 sl Awy TIQEST TR il Taw
ety .. avateidmvto Tob ndiow, "and very early on the first of the week . . . afier
the sun had nisen,”

(kb A second approach sees this 28 @ reference to Saiurday evening “ulter the Shabbat {lale oo
Shabbat), at the beginning of the first day of the week™, This reference to the Cormiig evening
after the Shabbal s based on a clear wsage of this rare Greek verb at Luke 23:54 a8 well as an

ol suggestion that this is based on a Hebrew and Arwmaic idiom. "‘;:fﬂ:&“"‘:.“& N Sty

Greorze Foote Moo, thosgh not the fiest, provided a lengthy discussion on This wecind
possibility. He argues that Matthew 281 refers 1o Baturday evening und Mosre provided bBoth
Hebrew and Aramaic options for the wording behind Mauithew, Hebrew would he T3 b ekl
NAWa TNRY N [on the goings out of Shabibat light 1o the first in the week—RB] The Syriac
pospeis unambiguowsly begin with KNI "in the evening”.

Old Syriac Sinaiticus: KIW3 TN NAIT KN2W3 |7 Hewnna
Peshitio: H3W3 TN NATT HNaYa T Henia
Palestiniun Lectioniry: HITWI TNY M7 NI T RPna

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

Same doubt ias been mmised shout this Saturday evening interpretation becsuss the Greek verb
i sinetited with the dawn, the marming, mot with the evening, There are no clear references to
ErucicEly reerring 1o (he evening In pre~Christian Greek liscrature, In facs, the exact word may
be wiattessed In pre-Christian Greck, though we oy at least assume that it was a narmal Greek
waord at (he time. Structurally, the Greek verh £mgsioosy does ot maich ihe Hebrow amd
Aramaic nouns 118 and 733, bet concepiually the connection of Tight' referring o evening seems
special enough (o consider Emuxagoxy shining lorth' o reasonable iransiatiom in Cireek al Luke
2%:54. In Luke it is unabiguously referving o the evening, “the dawning of the Shabba™, The ranty
of imidimicey pravides an explanation for its choice for o counterintuitive, foreign idiom,

W aprée with Maithew Black's judgment, =A Jewish reader of ML xxvin 1 wouold
cerfainly underssand 1) Erehaoarkation) of the ‘drwing on® of the At day of the weeh on the lale
evening of the Sabhith: the ssme applies 10 Lk xxiii 54,

Ui earliest example of the “light” idiom in Hebrew for the beginning of evening comics
froam Mishnah Pesabim 1:1.
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At light [=beginning] to the 14" Jof Nisan|

one searches for leaven by the light of o lamp.

If ase ddidd moi seurch at the beginning of the 14th,
let hime search om the 14th ltself,

if one did not scarch on the 141,

Tet him sennch on the festival,

Luke ¥3:84-%6 describes the Late Friday afternoon just before the beginning of Shabbal.
earl, Tt g Y e kol coffaTov Erifesnicey. Koroscodoubjouama De ol
YUVOTKED oo

KL TO pEY Gabfomoy Turyaoey KaTa Ty eviedy’

A udditional problem arses i we assume that both Masthew and Luke are transmitling a
sonirce 48 they Teceived it The actual shared sowrce would be in Greek in order Lo account for the
wiord #micsricery.” In Luke the idiom is used for Friday night after the crucifixion while in
Mutthew it is wsed for Saturdsy sight after (e Shabbat. 17 both Mutthew and Luke are reflecting a
Grreek versson of & Semitic soiree, that source either has the idiom twice or else Matthew und Luke

wre using W SEparale serces. s
et kg it P i PR NI

1. The Mishnaic accoant wses the ldiom twice when describing passover weck.

2 The Gospel of Peter ases ey three times and [hey are consecied (o ihe passion-
resurrection, One of them ceralnly refers to Friday evening. While the Gospel of Peter may
only reflect o conflation of our canonical gospel exis, it does iestify o the abilty of this
idicm b Fix itself in the tradition in miltiple sucsiations.*

3, The third thread of evidence relies on the pessibility thit Leke had sccess 1o a Greek source
thut goes hack o either @ Hebrew documend or agleast o Hebmizing document,

Luke 24:1-4 has un idiom o] £yEvero that reguires an exiensive discussion. 1Fit can be skiwn o
refbect & pre-Lacan source, then this third thread of evidence supporting i pre-synoplic sturce i
strenathened,

Cluanaf Dalman: “Wer Beweise fir ein hebriiisches Urevangelium sammeln wollie, hiltte zuerst dies
witl #yEVETO nennen miksten.™ | agree, EyEvero i naral place lo st
Dhalman thought that he had blocked & Hebrew path: “Selbst der *Wir-Benchi” is nicht davon Irei, 5
Apg. 21,15 2744 28.8.17. . . . Solche Beobachiungen verbicten die Annahme eies hebrlishen
Criginals. ™ Most investigntons of Luke-Acts treat Dalmon's statement 5 a first proof and assume
thit Hebraisms must reflect o Locan Septuagintalizing style.
BLT:
Phummer structune iype Ar Hebraie £y overo + time/setting phrase + senlence with finite verb
{withan “and™ beginning the ﬂﬂlﬂlﬂ-‘t::
Eyvivero bl {v oa ASvEly @irmow maiee
ETRAQELALTAC QAT NI L TR QXA
EITREN TR ALk 1127} ™ amd it hppened dn By soving shese things. having-Gfera up biv vvicr, HE SAID
Shcichien B By Hoeotd Tight'y i = gles
T o it s tlise Preparation day and Shalblas *was devning’, And e women followed bebind - and ey rested an
il Shablar scconding o the commaiklment.™
* (e is feminded of pormparabbe siaion i the Lord's prager sith fmwaons dally, soming-ly'.
* Wy s Ihve Srsped off Peter as sevondary o cur canonicdl ghspels, 5oz Alw Kirk, “Examining Prionibes: Aeother
Banek at e Guspel uf Pe's Relatinship o the Bow Tosament Gospels,” NTS 40 {95 571-545,
* whoever wonld gollyen proots for o Hebres sonrce gosge] shald first sty with wod fpfveme”
b Wi sectEn i oA Trey T soh DyEveTo, st Ast 2] ode, o Such observasions Forbid any axsumpion of 8
Hehrew siuree" .
" The structure A ceeuss 1wice by Mark (1.9, 44 Gve temes in Manbew [T25; 111, 1353, 19.1, 260 ) pagniv-awe

Limesin Ludke (08123, DAL LSS 20, 24, 205, 246, THL YR, 428933, 937 111, 164 1 L2E ] Lo4, 1929,
2001, 24 80 2451 | amd mever {n Aok, [Codex Boran has an sxansple sl Acts 4.5]
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Plummer strecture iype B: Hebrale @y éveso + limefseiting phipse wal ¢ sanience with fnile
verh”
Eyevero de £y Tyl aupmAngonoting s (udoac c
At AT (s LY TEIL
KO UTOC TOLTEQOC IO ST Tk TOEVET L £1S
TEQOUEAATIML. (LK %5 1) anat it happened i the fefilling of e davs of i reogation, ANEHE TURNED
o grenioe e rnoloas

Agitinst these situcturcs, there is o third structure in Lucan wrilings that i never found in the LXX.
Thix third siructone uses an iifinitive for the fl:lHl:lwinH mirralive cluuse.

Plummer structure type C: Non-Semitic £yiviso « limefsething phrase + jofinjti for man
[+]

evenk.
Eypivero be pon mo0ELoEEV)
g AL T g L

{LagnI]s £ETOL U0 TIEQUICTRMN (NS IOy TILELERLE, (Ac 226)
il i drgrpaciied i | e poimg g aprosching [asnsees ot siddey ifor) o vromg ght i suddeily sge
it of i @l il me
This Hipg e it 3 wrod Fr Helareoo.
The main event i an infinitive rrepuroTgayn o shine around”. This structune never occdrs b the

LXX. I should not be equated with the Hebraie siructures A and B Structure C Fils Greek style ansd
pimiics the classic construgtion ouvipn) 4 infinitive. Luke slso has oovefn + infinitive onee af
Acts 21.35: ouvipn Paotdloo Bar aimov o Ta CTpateTny i Ty Bioy o apAo' |
The structure € “fvivera + infinitive main verb” muy be considered o “non-Semitic” structure,

Thiese struciures A, B, C, are remarkable. The “Semitic” stneciures A arsd B sirongly patiern
at non=Liocn, Moie well; the Semilic stracteres A and B aever oocur in first Acts outside of Codex
Berwe and never occur in seoond Acts inany text. Luke does net appeur o choose to use these
structres A and B on his 0w We oeed o explicitly point oul this basic observation becauss the
oppasiie i5 5o ofien assumed. Finally, strectuse C, the non-Semitic stracture, patterns a5 Lucan and
VCCUrs many times in Acts, cspecilly 2%";&5.”

The consislent dissinction bebwean struciures A and B versus O, undermines the requenstly
heard thesis that Luke was systematically irying to imitate the style of the LXX with this device
On the one hand, Luke was not so sysiematic. He allowed C several times in his gospel. We must
ask 1 question, il a Semifist and gramearian of Dalman’s stature did not bother with distinguishing

ABAE e Geopdls, Ae8 rige g Lok, Oy goiag ki on Laskon

¥ lncideniaily, nise the non-Hebrale woed order with C0Agaset i ooy, One of the recurring phennimeng i
Luke: (s that alloped Sepiuagpimil insertions dinot fully mioi o Seprsgingl style. [ hmve referned b fhis axa
sehiguphrense siyle. A maon: nabenil cxplansibon 5 that o Hebeaism o a Greck samoe is boing reoendered secoonding (o
Citeek spmdtivitivs, Soc Bl aml Keasnica disfesin Basr Week, o Mutloy o b, Hall, 20605,

' flrk nirver hae sbrecture B Mathes hesone example (910 Luke haw olever examples (5,1, 5,13 517 &, 822,
G50, 140 D701, 1908, 244, 240150, Aets 155- 15038 b e (Howard comecily listed Acts 5.7 with 3 quistion mark
sircee there i an oxphicil subjec, Coles Beme may be added 2t 20.) Moy imporiantly, Acts 15328 does nel have
e exampe.

UMk s spnuonre O oo (20150 223 Snibesw neves hax sirociare £ Lode bas slmcire © sic emes (3,20 &1,
Fub, fo L2, TR Aisis Bes 16 gxamples, seven in first Aot (4.5, U0 932, Q03T 043, 1020, 14.1 ), ami mine in seoond
Ao len, 201 215, 206, 2207, 3744, 20K JH1T)

e aned i hnppensd tlmi hie was being carticd by the seldiers on pccom of tee force of e cromd™

b Tumer, G e of Mewe Teaananr Gireek, 1V Savle (Edingargh T oand T Clrk, [976:471, < The corstruciion
with e inlisitive oovurs, very rarely in non-Hiblics] suthors, sl e proporderamo of ke stricily Hobraic comatniciion
ket | o — B | inddicates Bl even when Lude sometmes i the nfiritive constructon he il withsg
Biblica] Gireek nfMlesenesd b the LXX (00 Acls 19:15 W [0, 310,58 27440 28 87 Tumer missed the point. IF Luke
vt wriding with @ hibdical Greek infloence, b only wsed the third sracture, never the first two. Notice how Tanner's
wording “ihe prepondirangy of the sirigily Hehraic construction in Luke-Acis™ seatly shides over the facis thil the
struclure only oedars i e gespel ol Lulke, bul ot in Acts.
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A and B from C, then who would expect Luke or his sudience o be so perceptive? In adidition, if
Luke were the one producing all of the structures A, B, and € in his Gospel, then be was probably
wrcnnscions of matetial distinction between them. However, this flexibility of A or Bor L is
stopped abruplly and absolutely when Luke crosses inteo Acts, Structure C continues, seemingly
Laking over A and 13, w0 that siruciuses A and B disappear. Theee is even an excellent place 1o
ahserve this incongruity. Al Acts 22.2 Luke makes o point of stating thist the Hebrew language had
i effect on the crowd, “Poul was speaking to them in Hebrew."!" However, in the two places in the
speech whene Luke uses an FviveTo strucure (i 2200 and 22:17). we find the non-Semitic
structore € “Eydveto + infinitive main verh™ This restrietion in Acts o only strocture C should
huve been highlighted in NT studies.
These fhree siructures: taken together, lead 10 the following conclusiony &5 Neccssary
weotking hypolheses for any philologically sousnd erticism of Luke-Acts,
1. Luke's own preferred style s £y£veTo + an imfimifive muin verh, structure C.
1. Luke was willing o accept £yévese withu finile verb, structures A and B,
“gyEveTo with a finite verb”™ is an exvellent indicator of svurces in the gespel of
Luke. It is “Hebemc™™, This Is uselul in 33 plaves in Leke’s gospel.

1 AL sipgess (il tais is Jewish Aramaic. However. th Girerk wirnd Tor Aramiie was UIT] aed mageaky,
Fugiertd and cfipctiarti are corecty used by otber Tied century Jiwish weriters like Josephus, They are sl eorroctly
el im A Mew Testament, Words like afiauves (ohn 20:16) are aorrecily called Hebnew (e Cindies Rauinean,
Mishnah Ta snid 38} becawse shey are Hebrew. The seyidenee” for conliaing with ¢ gaton is bised onw sinphsic
kb o womds like meva and owepa, where Greek {even 8 the LXK may slandardlze 3 Hebires
fransHicestion witha orm et is closer o Ammaic. Names are 250 used In the lisecusiven e [Pl bl withaoal
wotine bl nemes are Anlorgus for ity anel gnieskes langeagy baundaries. For eunmpli, tee name lan’ may e
calbod Enplish. Seonish, Hebrow aml CGreck diperdieg on wihi i alking wswhine There i3 dithing preveniieg

T 0AdM fraim bl ssed withis Hbrew speech and heing cormectly called Hebrow by its users Tokn 19:175 &
difkzrcn phenpmenim peeurs aith Ao A B 18 b peesertied as o conbomppoeanedus acl al saming {Acts 11T Bl
i cleurhy Arawnsic, hoogh aolisheald be tken that there 5 0o lenguage confushom and it is not called Flehrow. The
prly gty Berg wiidd e whatber oo read Uhir g as i evelisive and sonelingual or simply as kng.o
non-Cieek languege. Excepl for names, all ol our relevemt bexis gorreeily apply OUGUIRGS and EfgpaTs W Arsnic and
Hizhiew, respectively, Ingidentally, Anmabc ad Hiehnew mamis are benmived in arigne Aramokc aed Hibeew
documents, CF, Ken Peanes, “Ancim Names for Hebrew and Aromaic: A Cise for iexical Revisian" n paper
presemed a1 SBL. San Anivsic, 4, He rightly argees thal BRAG secds 1 fovernse ils definitions, giving Hebow s
iy prisnsy meaning and relegating Jewish Aramaic 10 & proposl.

Pt helpll for (e coming fnom @ two-language paradigm is thy fallowing anocidose Fiom Joscphus
Jrmsephus, War 32272 recids hal the defenders on (he wnll af Jerusilens duriog 1be pros revlt elomed o i-enming
shaite Mrissles B e Son 5 coming” & 0C BgEETnL Jusephus myxths il was spokan in the “pairirchal lingsags"
Thils wordplay & uikquely e, In Hebres, ifone profounc:s sthit slane s coming” fast s would happen under
(e, i i soumd cxmeby ke e son s canving”, FYHE TI8E wall wouml 1k M3 T30, expecially when the bt s
pronounad ke Spanish bilshinl By dr the nikinl vowel is dfldeds [ben bea]. Meither NEY noe |38 sounds fike
Arasale T anad he femining ending o the verb TO8 AT canal b swallowed wp like in Hebrew haba-a
Jiwchus only mentions this wordplay for backgmd color, a1 discus the lingvge silastion in Jensalem. He
Wmacll, o eoanse, kniew Hobrew and claioed i be an expert in the Tarah {Josephs, SRS Th Imcans thst commion
pevple o the wall (0 Jetisalim. and dows bk in e sisle's puih, are reconted ns ming Hebirew. Greck and
A can b nismed for seme other socmsions. The city was erl-Timgunl, ns Aets 2200 implies.

Wi Eireek steuctiare £ miy be echoing the LEX from a dstance, foroxamphe in Acls 226 o 2207 hoil
distineily Greek and nut & Hebmism Structure C is o oxcellent indicair of Lske's cun editorlal waork and isuciul in
enalyzing si% places in Luke's gaspel.

* Malvaey. p. Bd-E5, in g bizarre furm, argues Ehat U sircine 15 not Hebimks bul A for the fim cenivry. Thisis
dume by citmg vae Anmzi caaniple o tho 5" ceatury B (Only caeexample, 500 years ool of chats Ao
geogmplmally dastanat) Hi ignoees all Lats Binlical Heheew peets (Secomd Tomple period). Hle slso ety hwa (Jumrs
Higbross exampies f (ke paraliel e conssmction “and it will be. . " {ignoring al lead eight others 10221111
WOERIEE T YA, A3 Th0iE-4cE  LIQTsa .20k 5R.1E al.14, fi0; ple dgoaring T in 4QI52c]12
[reveriting ihe hiblical (focd socoumt |, LT 6214 [In Tubare condeat |1 Does Matoney think ihal e Hebres ol Dostcl
or Esther iv prelevant? Makincy would huve bean belser served b Sivo foliowiod e conuian senes of [abman

i 190 35y wiha oo ek Bike 0 Mincenhees and Judith as evidence (bal thir wrmtne was sl allve in fiermy ebew,
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1, Luke did not Tike cvevero with a finite verb well enough to incorporate it inla his
ol writien sEvle.
4.  Comlluries 1-3 Jead o corollary 4, they sugeed o writlen Hebrew sougce
somewhere in the background of Luke's Greek gespel sources, This Hebrade
source 5 nod Mark or Maotthew . This source, OF sources, miy extend from Luke |
jo Luke 24, in other words, the Hebradd source(s) are massive and probably
constitute o whole biography as a “Life of Yeshun™ or possibly in Hebrew: ™27
VIR (O Cusebius” Papias Efpaidn dedektor v Adyra “sacred-woeds in
Hebraw®, |

we will turn i the resurrection accounis and will give serious consideration 10 cvidesce of
i potemtial "Hebraie” Gieck source,

The resurrection scvounds present puzzling differences,

For example. in Luke and Matthew the women run off to tell the discples, while in Mark
they du nel min 1o the disciples bt run offin fear, “volling no one.”

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

Iix Lake, we find that the Shobbot was the reason For being awsy from e tomb and we find
& curous idiom for evering, an idiom that appears to mimic & non-Septusgintol Hebruism, that 15, o
Hebraizm that 15 pob fownd 10 e Sepleagint,

In Matithow, s find a conversation between the women and the angels withowt any
reference 10 soldiers thal me apparently Iving on the ground between them

Alse in Matthew, we bave & referenco to Saturduy evening, oy Toov oot 1)
£auprgko 0o S1C ey oufifinmoey N393 TRRY VK. While Maik meations the buyving of spices an
Suturday evening, he specilically mentions a visit to the tomb o Sunday moming, avateidavtog
ol Ao,

Lk 24:4 woi £ydvere £ o dnopeiofho aonis appl Tovmew wui ol dvipes Suo enfotnouy
and it happened m their being troubled about this and behold two men stood.” This eyévezo is a
good non-Lucan Hebraism, a5 we found by re-doing Dulman’s snalysis. 11 s a different tradition
froum that found inthe ofher gospels or o more direc reflection of & shared synoplic seurce.

While eontlusion may huve siared on Satarday might, the message of o resurrection only
appears o begin b spread on Sunday. moming.

Ome way $o aceount for the difference in chronology between Saturday night and Sunday
morning would be (o assome that Mark misunderstood 07 empoakota] gig pay safifamy in his
soeprce and produced dovere Lhanmog Too Adon,

A second line of explaining Mark"s sunrise resurréction woald be 1o bypothesize that he has
maved it 1o the moming for dramatie ¢ffect, This would be similar to the way that the Gespel of
Jeshoat v often assumed o have moved the crucifixion 1o the tme of the slasghier of the pesaliin,

A third hypothesis i Lo assume that the women visited the tomb twice, the first time on
Suturckiny night and (ke second time on Sunday morning.

However we may read U resurrectson scosunts, 11 5 time 1o sl the record straighs on lnnguage
methodolopies, & careful aslysis of the varbeus Kinds of cyovew siructures lesds directly and
umambiguously (o & large nermitive source among Luke’s sources. This £vEVETO-SMIE Mokt
prishably points to & literary Hebrew narrative behind the Greek soutce,

[1 ey suggest thet our gospel students in the next peneration will want o acguire & fuent conirol
of Hebrew aloagside o high level control of Greek ond Aramaic. DMD3 Q7 mAntintiein

Tor oxmmple, | Mavahecs s sinatsr AL Emes (50 [0:290: 23 wf) and struciure B oz times{ L1 301 T2, kL,
1RSSR The anly nespomeibili cone lussos ket i opiverm s i Hehradsm mther than Aramaism,



