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series Foreword

This series, The Hebrew bible: A Critical edition (HbCe), offers a new 
model for a critical edition of the Hebrew bible. The other current schol-
arly editions are diplomatic editions that present a single manuscript of 
the masoretic text supplemented by one or more text-critical apparatuses. 
The HbCe is an eclectic edition that combines the best (or earliest) read-
ings from various sources into a critical text, with the data and analyses 
provided in the accompanying apparatus and text-critical commentary.

The HbCe editions aim to restore, to the extent possible, the manu-
script that was the latest common ancestor of all the extant witnesses. This 
earliest inferable text is called the archetype. The archetype is not identical 
to the original text (however one defines this elusive term) but is the earli-
est recoverable text of a particular book. to be more precise, the HbCe 
will approximate the corrected archetype, since the archetype, like all 
manuscripts, will have scribal errors that can be remedied.

many books of the Hebrew bible circulated in multiple editions 
in antiquity, and sometimes these editions can be wholly or partially 
recovered. in such cases, the HbCe text will be plural, approximating 
the archetypes of each ancient edition. The critical text will consist of 
two or more parallel columns, which will be aligned to indicate the dif-
ferences between the editions. in some cases the later editions are not 
wholly recoverable, and the available evidence is treated extensively in the 
text-critical commentary. The presentation of multiple ancient editions 
distinguishes the HbCe from the other critical editions.

establishing the earliest attainable text and editions of each book is 
only part of the task. in the extensive text-critical commentary, we lay 
out the reasons for the preferred readings (including warranted conjec-
tures), and we analyze the scribal and exegetical motives that gave rise 
to the secondary readings. Although many variants are simply the result 
of scribal error, others are deliberate revisions, motivated by the desire 
to explain, update, harmonize, and even expurgate the text. our critical 
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x series Foreword

edition therefore moves both backward and forward in time—backward 
to the earliest inferable texts and editions, and forward to the plethora of 
changes and interpretations that occurred during the textual life of the 
Hebrew bible. in other words, the critical text establishes a book’s form, 
and the commentary explores the panorama of inner-biblical interpreta-
tions that are embedded in the texts, editions, and early translations.

As a new model, the HbCe raises afresh many fundamental issues in 
textual criticism. what is a biblical book? which stage of the biblical text 
is more authentic? is the biblical text a unitary object, or is it irreducibly 
plural, dispersed in time and space? what do we mean by the original 
text? what were the hermeneutical rules of ancient scribal revisions? How 
did interpretive tendencies differ among the various scribal/textual tra-
ditions? How do we read a plural text of the Hebrew bible? The HbCe 
reframes these issues in the light of the new data and methodological 
refinements of the post-Qumran era.

The HbCe does not claim to be a final or perfect text. it offers a 
sophisticated and comprehensive presentation of textual data, analyses, 
and conclusions. it consists of rigorous and innovative scholarship and 
aims to provide an essential resource for future research. in the light of 
textual resources undreamt of in previous generations, we propose to 
renew the pioneering researches of our predecessors and raise to a new 
level the textual criticism of the Hebrew bible.*

ronald Hendel
General editor

* For further discussion of the theory and method of HbCe, see the proj-
ect website: hbceonline.org. 



Preface

the present volume aims at reconstructing a significant stage in the 
development of the biblical book of Proverbs.1 i will later (in §1.2) define 
this stage, but first i must emphasize that i am not seeking to produce a 
different bible or even a different form of the bible. As Hugh william-
son rightly says (though intending a criticism), the present edition “is 
not a bible, new or old” (2009, 175). “bible” is a socioreligious concept. 
whatever a religious community in the Jewish and Christian traditions 
considers sacred scripture is the bible for that community, and external 
scholarly adjudication is irrelevant. A community’s canon alone is rele-
vant to the study of its theology, exegesis, and practices. The HbCe text 
thus can claim to be a bible only in an extended sense: it aims to uncover 
an early stage of books that would enter the Hebrew canon. 

the heart of this volume is the commentary, which provides an 
apparatus, then assembles the data, evaluates them, and decides on the 
correct form, or sometimes the correct forms, of the verse. The critical 
text assembles the decisions reached in the commentary into a single 
text. on a fundamental level, this is what critical exegetical commentaries 
do as well. They must include text-critical decisions, and these decisions 
together imply a virtual eclectic text. in fact, once a commentator modi-
fies even a single word, she is accepting the validity of the unmodified 
words, at least by default. An eclectic edition brings together a scholar’s 
critical decisions into a single text. 

An eclectic text is a bolder way of displaying emendations because 
it places the editor’s decisions front and center for the reader’s critical 
engagement. This gives the emendations the prominence they deserve, 
if one is to take them seriously as the basis for interpretation. moreover, 

1. The series that includes the present volume was originally slated for publication 
as the oxford Hebrew bible (oxford university Press). earlier publications, including 
some of my own essays, referred to it that way. 
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they are set in context rather than being put forth singly and marginally. 
The reader can better judge how well they serve the text that has been 
constructed. 
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Abbreviations and sigla

italics in verse numbering designate G additions, which have letter des-
ignations in rahlfs 1979. For example, 9:12a is the first G addition after 
9:12, whereas 9:12a is the first half of m 9:12 and 9:12aa is the first half of 
G 9:12a. it should be noted that some G additions are not given their own 
numbers in rahlfs but are attached to the m verses; for example, G 15:1a 
is an addition and is not the same as m 15:1.

works cited ad loc. by author’s name: baer (1880), baumgartner (1890), 
Clifford (1999), delitzsch (1873), ehrlich (1913), Grabe (1707–1720), 
Jäger (1788), Kennedy (1928), Kuhn (1931), de lagarde (1863), mcKane 
(1970), meinhold (1991), Pinkuss (1894),  Plöger (1984), skehan-di lella 
(1987), and toy (1899). Also cited ad loc. are the medieval commentaries 
and AbP, bAJP, CsP, H-P, Kenn, and Kr (see below).

sigla

⌈…⌉ “ceilings,” used in the critical text to mark a reading not 
in ml 

] separator in apparatus entry (primary reading to left, sec-
ondary reading/readings with comment to the right)

+ plus
+pre a plus preceding the lemma
> a minus, an absence in
* retroversion from Greek, Aramaic, etc., where there is no 

equivalent Hebrew text
‹   › conjectural emendation
( ) (parentheses) added elements, words judged to be sec-

ondary to their literary units though present in proto-m1 

1. These sigla were known as antisigma-sigma in classical Greek texts and occa-
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xiv AbbreviAtioNs ANd siGlA

( ) parentheses in english translations: words added to lit-
eral translation for greater clarity

[ ] brackets in english translations: components that are not 
part of the translation, such as variants

: (raised :) plural-marker (syame) in syriac transliteration
 uncertain letter (overdot) אׄ
# fragmentary reading in Qumran text
1 first (second, etc.) occurrence in a verse
± conj a conjunction added or subtracted in copying or transla-

tion 
//  parallel
⌒ omitted text in cases of homoi
→ changes to
↔ change is possible in either direction
≠  not equal; substantively not the same
≈  approximately equal; close enough so as not to indicate a 

different text
… ellipsis
" in Hebrew letters, indicates lexical root (e.g., שמ"ר)
§ section in the introduction of this volume

Abbreviations

Greek letters, for Hexaplaric sources
α′   Aquila
αλ′ ὁ ἄλλος, οἱ ἄλλοι (an unidentified marginal reading in the 

septuagint tradition; taken from Field 1875)
γ′  The Three
ε′  Quinta
εβρ′  ὁ ἑβραιος 
ετ′ οἱ ἓτεροι 
θ′  Theodotion
λ′  ὁι λοιποί
ο′ ὁι ἑβδομήκοντα
σ′  symmachus

AbP 1 michael v. Fox, Proverbs 1–9, Anchor bible 18A, 2000 

sionally in Hebrew texts from the dead sea. Their use in the Critical text in the pres-
ent volume follows an ancient practice. see tov 2012. 
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AbP 2 michael v. Fox, Proverbs 10–31, Anchor bible 18b, 2009 
Ael miriam lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 1973–1980
abs absolute (state)
accent(s) accents changed or omitted consequent on emendation
add addition (added elements; see roberts 1950; Zuntz 1956)
adj adjective
anaph anaphora (transfer of material from texts elsewhere in s)
antic anticipation
assim assimilation (bringing a word or phrase into conformity 

with a frequent usage elsewhere; this may happen in 
Hebrew transmission or in translation)

assoc association (the association of two words in a semantic 
field; for example, מראה and מאור in Prov 13:50)

aur aural variant
bab manuscript with babylonian vocalization
b. babylonian talmud
bAP david-marc d’Hamonville, La Bible d’Alexandrie: Les 

Proverbes, 2000
bH biblical Hebrew, including the language of ben sira
bHQ Biblia Hebraica Quinta
bHs Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia
c correction in manuscript, e.g., GAc

CAl Comprehensive Aramaic lexicon: http://cal1.cn.huc.edu/
CAtss Computer Assisted tools for septuagint/scriptural study: 

http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/gopher/text/religion/biblical/
lxxmorph/

Cb Catherine bonesho, personal communication or online 
annotations (see §3.3)

Cd Covenant of damascus
CbH Classical biblical Hebrew (preexilic)
cf. confer, compare
CG Cairo Genizah biblical manuscripts (data from bHQ)
cj conjecture (emendation)
comment(ary) the commentary of the present volume
conj conjunction
context influence of context on translator or copyist
conv converse translation (creating synonymy by negation of 

its opposite)
corr correction (proposed correction in a version)



xvi AbbreviAtioNs ANd siGlA

CsP Johann Cook, The Septuagint of Proverbs, 1997
cst construct
CtAt dominique barthélemy, Critique, 1982–2005
d-stem piel (Aram. pael)
dbl double translation
dbl rd double reading (conflation of two variants2)
DCH d. J. A. Clines, ed., Dictionary of Classical Hebrew, 1993–

2011
dial dialectal variant
diath diathesis (change of passive to active or active to passive)
displ displaced
distant dittog distant dittography (dittography of a letter or small group 

of letters at a short distance; for example, Prov 15:15: dis-
tant dittog 3 יני → ני) 

distant haplog distant haplography (haplography of a letter or small 
group of letters at a short distance; the opposite of the 
preceding)

dittog dittography (the addition of one of two identical letters or 
words that are in sequence)

div word misdivision or misdivison of letters
dJd discoveries in the Judaean desert (oxford: Clarendon 

and oxford university Press)
dp-stem d passive stem, pual
dr-stem d reduplicated stem, polel
dss dead sea scrolls
dt-stem hitpael (Aram. etpaal)
ed(d) edition(s)
elab elaboration (addition of words, phrases, or sentences 

to fill out and expand the idea or image of the preced-
ing stich or verse, as in Prov 13:9: fin ] + 2 stichoi G [9a] 
[elab]) 

equal equally plausible as primary reading
err error
etym etymological (translation based on the etymology, or 

pseudo-etymology, of a Hebrew word)

2. on the phenomenon, see talmon 1960.
3. The assumption is that the scribe’s eye was caught by the י ahead of the point 

where he was copying, so that he wrote it before as well as after the נ.
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exeg exegetical (see §3.1.4)
expan expansion in translation
explic explication (an addition controlling the sense of the text to 

exclude alternative [and presumed erroneous] readings)
fem feminine
fin final
G Greek version. G is used in reference to both the transla-

tion and the translator.4
GA: Codex Alexandrinus 
Gb: Codex vaticanus
Gs: Codex sinaiticus
Gv: Codex venetus = H-P ms 23
* the original reading of a manuscript
c  corrector, i.e., the one who has  replaced the original 

and still recognizable text by another text
p a part of a group of manuscripts
rel the remaining manuscripts
s  suppletor, i.e., one who has supplied certain words 

which either were not originally in the manuscript or 
which have been lost

G-stem qal
Gels Johan lust et al., A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septua-

gint, 1992–1996
GKC Gesenius-Kautsch-Cowley, Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, 

1910
Gp-stem G passive stem
graph graphic error
gram change of grammatical feature
H-stem hiphil
HAlot ludwig Köhler et al., Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the 

Old Testament, 1994–2000 
haplog haplography (loss of one of two identical letters or words 

that are in sequence)
harm harmonization (eliminating a tension or contradiction 

between two passages)

4. The edition used is rahlfs’s Septuaginta. unless otherwise indicated, this is 
treated as the original or differing from the original only inconsequentially. see oG.
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Hb Hebrew bible (including Aramaic portions)
homoi homoioarkton, homoioteleuton, homoiomeson, or 

homoiologon (the abbreviation “homoi” refers to the 
ocular leap between similar beginnings, ends, middles, 
or whole words and the omission of text between. it is 
often hard to distinguish among these phenomena, and 
“homoi” will include them all.)

H-P robert Holmes and James Parson, eds., Vetus Testamen-
tum graecum cum variis lectionibus, 1798–1827

Hp-stem H passive stem, hophal
ibHs bruce K. waltke and michael o’Connor, Introduction to 

Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 1990
ideol ideologically motivated change or rendering
impf imperfect
impv imperative
indep independently (when two versions attest independently 

to a variant)
inf infinitive
init initial
interp interpretation (an element added to a translation to 

explain the verse or a component thereof, i.e., a gloss)
JPsv Jewish Publication society version
juss jussive
Kenn benjamin Kennicott, Vetus Testamentum hebraicum cum 

variis lectionibus, 1776–1780
Kr Kennicott and de rossi readings taken together.
l., ll. line, lines 
lbH1 late biblical Hebrew, first phase (mid-sixth to mid-fifth 

centuries)
lbH2 late biblical Hebrew, second phase (mid-fifth to approx. 

second centuries)
lig ligature
lit. literally
lsF Friedrich delitzsch, Lese- und Schreibfehler im Alten Tes-

tament, 1920
lsJ Henry George liddell et al., A Greek-English Lexicon, 1996
logic making the text, whether in Hebrew or in translation, 

conform to a putatively logical standard
m masoretic text
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 mA: Aleppo Codex
 mK: ketiv
 ml: leningradensis, b19
 mmss: manuscripts from Kennicott-de rossi (Kr)
 mQ: qere5

 mrb: second rabbinic bible (1524–1525)
 my: yemenite manuscript, Cambridge university, Add. 

ms. 1753
m. mishnah
masc masculine
metath metathesis (reversal or transposition of letters or words, 

Ab → bA)
mg marginal reading
mGels takamitsu muraoka, A Greek-English Lexicon of the Sep-

tuagint, 2009
mid. midrash
minhat shai Jedidiah solomon ben Abraham Norzi
misinterp misinterpretation
m.l. mater lectionis
mod linguistic modernization
moral moralization
mp masorah Parva (mpl in leningradensis; mpA in Aleppo)
ms(s) manuscript(s)
mult multiple occurrences
N-stem niphal
near dittog dittography of graphically similar letters
near haplog haplography of graphically similar letters
near syn near synonymy (words sharing the same general sense for 

practical purposes)
Nets Albert Pietersma and benjamin G. wright, eds., A New 

English Translation of the Septuagint, 2007 
norm normalization (bringing a word or phrase into confor-

mity with normal usage)
num change of grammatical number
ost ostracon

5.  in the apparatus to the critical text, i cite the qere as mQ, without indicating the 
source manuscript of each. That information is given in the tables in §2.2.3.2. 
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oc occidentalis: the reading of the Palestinian masoretes; cf. 
or.

oG old (original) Greek, or differing from the original only 
inconsequentially

ol old latin (vetus latina) translation
om omission
or orientalis: the presumed reading of the babylonian mas-

oretes. see §2.2.4. 
orth change (or misconstrual) of orthography
os old (original) syriac Peshitta 
Pap Papyrus
paleo paleo-Hebrew script
parab parablepsis (skipping over letters or words, regardless of 

the cause)
pass passive
per person
pf perfect
phon phonetic (a variant induced by a phonetic similarity but 

not necessarily because the word was actually heard dif-
ferently; that would be “aur[al]”)6 

pl plural
pm first hand (prima manus)
poss possessive
proto-G, s, P the stemmatic precursor of these versions (see §1.2)
ptcp participle
xQxxx Qumran text; cited from dJd
rab rabbinic (a rendering according to a rabbinic usage in an 

ancient translation)
re regarding
ref referenced by; with reference to (used in citing an idea 

from an unavailable secondary source, often taken from 
baumgartner 1890 and de lagarde 1863)

reform reformulation (This is a proverb created by modification 
of an older one. This is a deliberate process and central to 

6.  The similarity may be heard by the “inner ear.” A phonetic variant may be 
dialectal, as perhaps in the case of נ/ל interchanges; see the comment on Prov 16:21.



 AbbreviAtioNs ANd siGlA xxi

the development of a proverbial transmission. it occurs 
within the m tradition as well as in later transmission.) 

rel reliqui (all manuscripts besides the ones cited)
rep repetition of noncontiguous word or phrase, e.g., the 

second ה (in Prov 22:21 צְדָָקָ֥
rH rabbinic (mishnaic) Hebrew
s syriac: the Peshitta translation (leiden edition). (s is 

used in reference to both the translation and the transla-
tor. unless otherwise indicated, s refers to the main text 
in leiden.)

sd wolfgang Krauss and martin Karrer, eds., Septuaginta 
Deutsch, 2009

sdeK Kraus and Karrer, Septuaginta Deutsch: Erläuterungen 
und Kommentare 

sep separation of one letter into two (cf. lig)
sfx suffix
sg singular
sim similarly
sir ben sira (ecclesiasticus)7

sl michael sokoloff, A Syriac Lexicon, 2009
slot slot variant (replacement of a redundant or difficult word 

by a simpler expression in the “slot” vacated)
smooth smoothing (improving the flow of a passage by grammat-

ical changes)
syn substitution of synonym
syrH syro-Hexapla
tAd bezalel Porten and Ada yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic 

Documents, 1993 
t targum, the Aramaic translation (for other manuscripts, 

see Healey 1991, 3–4)
tbe targum in ms berlin orientalis 1213 (data from bHQ)
tl targum Proverbs in de lagarde 1873
tw targum Proverbs in walton’s Polyglot 

7.  The Hebrew text of ben sira edited by Pancratius C. beentjes (1997) is used in 
this volume. references to ben sira specify the manuscript only when there are differ-
ences significant to the matter under discussion. For abbreviations of the manuscripts 
and discussion of textual witnesses, see skehan and di lella 1987, 52–59. 



tZ targum Proverbs in Zamora text (= san bernardo 116-Z-
40): díez merino 1984

theol theologically motivated change
transf transfer of a phrase or sentence from another verse
transp transposition (change in sequence of letters, words, or 

verses, e.g. AbC → bAC)
unc uncertain
vso verso
v vulgate
vA vulgate Codex Amiatinus
var(s) variant(s)
vocal difference of vocalization 
y. Jerusalem talmud (yerushalmi)
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1. is text Criticism Possible?

There can be no edition of the work of a writer of former times which is 
satisfactory to all readers, though there might, i suppose, be at least half 
a dozen editions of the works of shakespeare executed on quite different 
lines, each of which, to one group of readers, would be the best edition 
possible. (mcKerrow 1939, 1)

As the demand increases for the plays of shakespeare, so new editors 
will arise all with notions and new readings of their own,—till it will end 
perhaps by every intelligent man turning editor for himself. (anonymous 
reviewer, Athenaeum, 1853)

The editor [of an eclectic text] thus presents to the readers a personal 
view of the original text of the book of Genesis or Kings. Needless to say, 
the reconstruction of such an urtext requires subjective decisions, and 
if textual scholars indulged their textual acumen, each scholar would 
create a different urtext. (tov 2008b, 246)

1.1. the Challenge

text criticism of all literature presents severe conundrums to scholars 
who undertake it. (to those who do not, the problems are still there, just 
ignored.) The Hebrew bible, in particular the book of Proverbs, raises a 
special set of issues. i will discuss them and explain the theoretical basis 
for my choices, placing them in the context of textual critical theory gener-
ally, with examples from editorial practice in other literatures. 

The thorniest issue is what the eclectic text will represent, to the 
degree it succeeds. it cannot be the Urtext, the original text of a book, 
the form it had immediately subsequent to its composition and prior to 
any corruption. This goal is feasible for some biblical books, at least as a 
heuristic. but in the case of Proverbs, it is unclear what its Urtext could 
even refer to. Hezekiah’s collection? or the four collections in chapters 
10–29 prior to later additions, which in my view include chapters 1–9 and 

-1 -



2 1. is text CritiCism Possible?

30–31?1 Anyway, in a sense the book of Proverbs is all additions, since it 
is, by its own testimony, an anthology of anthologies, themselves agglom-
erations of proverbs, epigrams, and poems, some deriving from oral lit-
erature, others having antecedents in written wisdom, others composed 
afresh. At what stage do “additions” become “later”? to this complexity 
we can add the likelihood that proverbs are constantly being reshaped.2 
The border between Urtext and additions blurs. The goals have to fit the 
reality of the text at hand.

1.2. the Goals

The primary goal of The Hebrew bible: A Critical edition (HbCe) is 
to reconstruct the corrected archetypes of biblical books. i understand 
“archetype” as the latest form ancestral to the extant text-forms. This is not 
the Urtext, the original form the book had. Nor is the textual archetype 
the particular manuscript that was ancestral to the extant text-forms. The 
textual archetype is an ideal: the form of the archetype free of the errors 
that the authors (one surmises) would have wanted fixed. it is the work, as 
defined below. The goal of reconstructing an archetype is a heuristic, and 
it is unlikely that it can ever be fully attained. 

in the case of Proverbs one cannot reasonably aim to recover the full 
archetype. The book is too multiplex, the resources too scanty, and the 
translations too polymorphous and ambiguous to make this goal feasible. 
still, the archetype is not entirely beyond reach. when the text makes good 
sense and is witnessed to by the extant versions, the chances are that we 
have the archetype, and this is true of much of the book of Proverbs. more-
over, i will sometimes reconstruct words and phrases i consider ancestral 

1. in AbP 1.44–47, 322–30, and 2.499–500, i trace the development of Proverbs. 
The earliest level comprises chapters 10–29 as a whole. This stage is, of course, com-
posite. it includes four collections (10:1–22:16; 22:17–24:22; 24:23–34; 25:1–29:27), 
which are themselves compiled from sayings of an indeterminable array of ages and 
authors. later, chapters 1–9 were prefixed as an introduction to the book. within 
this introduction i distinguish two stages. The earlier is a cycle of ten poems i call 
“lectures”: i. 1:8–19; ii. 2:1–22; iii. 3:1–12; iv. 3:21–35; v. 4:1–9; vi. 4:10–19; vii. 
4:20–27; viii. 5:1–23; ix. 6:20–35; x. 7:1–27. later, and at different times, five inde-
pendent poems were interspersed among (but not inside) the lectures. These i desig-
nate “interludes.” They are: A. 1:20–33; b. 3:13–20; C. 6:1–19; d. 8:1–36; e. 9:1–18. it 
is impossible to determine when the four appendices in chapters 30–31 were added.

2. see AbP 1.487–93 and the literature cited there.
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to both m and G (more precisely, G’s Hebrew source text) and thus belong-
ing to their archetype. but i cannot do this with sufficient consistency to 
compose a continuous reconstruction of the archetype. we cannot recon-
struct the hyparchetypes of G, m, and s, merge them into one form, and 
call this the archetype. in any case, we should not assume that the text lines 
of m, G, and s were all that ever existed. 

instead of reconstructing the archetype, i define three practical goals 
for this volume:

1. to reconstruct the corrected hyparchetype of the masoretic book 
of Proverbs, or proto-m. This is what the HbCe text aims to represent. 
i understand “hyparchetype” as Paul maas defined them in his classic 
handbook on editing (1956, 6). Hyparchetypes are “reconstructed variant-
carriers,” that is to say, deviating text-forms that derive from a single non-
extant source text (at some remove) but not from each other. Their relation 
is collateral. i define my goal as the corrected hyparchetype because i want 
to correct errors even if (as is very likely) many were already in the text 
that reached G’s lineage. 

2. to recover ancient Hebrew variants (regardless of their validity) 
and to evaluate them. to this end i will examine the ancient translations, 
primarily G, s, and the regrettably few fragments from Qumran. These 
variants will be available in the apparatus and commentary for the reader’s 
evaluation.

3. to reconstruct non-m hyparchetypes, which in practice means 
proto-G and, to a lesser extent, proto-s. These are the text-states ancestral 
to the source text used by the Greek and syriac translators. if extensive 
reconstruction of either were possible, it would receive its own column as 
a parallel edition, but given the uncertainties of retroverting the transla-
tions of this book, reconstruction is feasible only sporadically. The results 
will be given in the commentary and used in the critical text only when, in 
my view, they represent the corrected proto-m. 

The basic integrity of the hyparchetypes should be maintained. one 
hyparchetype should not be imposed on the other, certainly not when 
the differences arise from deliberate innovations rather than just errors. 
respecting the integrity of the hyparchetypes is particularly relevant to 
Proverbs, in which hyparchetypal proverb forms can be equally valid vari-
ant proverbs, such as exist within the masoretic book of Proverbs itself.3 

3. For example, Prov 13:14 and 14:27. variant proverbs within m are precisely 
catalogued and interconnected by snell 1993; see esp. 35–42.
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Nevertheless, the text of one line of the stemma can legitimately be cor-
rected with the help of a reading from a parallel edition. 

1.3. theory and Practice

i follow Thomas tanselle’s distinction among “document,” “text,” and 
“work” (1989, 14–18). A document is an artifact—such as a manuscript or 
a printing—that carries a text. The text may be carried by one document 
or by many, or by oral performance. The text exists apart from the docu-
ments. (Thus if all documents of a certain poem were lost but the poem 
exactly remembered, its text would still exist.) behind the text is the work, 
the ideal form of the text.4 According to tanselle, “the work is a historical 
act of intention, an ideal and enduring configuration created by an author 
but embodied (inevitably) in a flawed form.”5 when a text holds errors, we 
can aim to correct them only by envisioning the work, which has a sort 
of platonic existence, abstracted from any of its particular textual instan-
tiations. to take the example of Proverbs: The documents i mostly use are 
my printed copy of bHs and the digitized copy. They (and other copies of 
bHs) hold the same text. That text has errors, as does every text of Prov-
erbs, including the one preserved in the Aleppo Codex. text criticism aims 
to reconstruct the text that best embodies the work, or one stage of it.6

it is very unlikely that there actually was a document that held the 
exact text of proto-m. That is because changes, deliberate and unintended, 
were surely introduced at different times, some even before the later parts 
of the book were added. i wish to be clear that the text i have produced, 

4. “ideal” does not mean perfect. tanselle (1996b, esp. 12–13) argues against this 
misconstrual of his views. As he explains, “The only sense in which intentionalist edi-
tors construct ‘ideal’ texts is that those texts may not have existed in physical form 
before the editors produced them; but such editors do not think of their texts as per-
fect in any sense, nor do these editors believe that they are uncovering the ‘idea of a 
text’ underlying any particular executed text” (13).

5. tanselle’s principles, as summarized by Cohen and Jackson 1991, 106. 
6. Hendel (forthcoming) examines these issues in a different conceptual frame-

work, the philosophy of art, but comes to conclusions compatible with the ones 
described here. Hendel uses a distinction, formulated by Charles Peirce, between “type” 
and “token.” in brief, “A book as a discourse is a type (an abstract semiotic object), and 
the physical object with its visible symbols is its token” (section i). i understand “type” 
to be comparable to “work” and “token” to “document.” texts are instantiated by tokens 
but are not identical to them. in Hendel’s view, the text also is a type.
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however successful, never had physical existence. it is a construct. it can be 
defined as the proto-m as it should have been, the text the authors and edi-
tors wanted us to read. This goal is heuristic: approachable but not wholly 
attainable. 

defining my primary goal as the reconstruction of the corrected mas-
oretic hyparchetype provides some guidelines for deciding what material 
to excise as extraneous or to mark as later. i am aiming for a stage that 
hypothetically existed prior to the text of the proto-mt, without its errors 
and intrusions. 

Copyist errors (whether early or late) can certainly be removed. For 
example, חצבה in Prov 9:1 is (i argue in the commentary) a copyist error, 
which i emend to הצבה, based on G. moreover, glosses unrepresented in 
G can be eliminated as secondary to proto-m and moved to the apparatus 
(which makes them, in HbCe’s format, marginal glosses). in Prov 5:22a, 
for example, the phrase את הרשע is not represented in G or s, and it is not 
integrated into the Hebrew syntax. in the case of 23:23, an entire verse is 
eliminated from the HbCe text. 

There are a large number of pluses in G-Proverbs, consisting of lines, 
verses, and even full poems. some, perhaps most, were composed in 
Greek; for example, the epigram on the bee in 6:8a–8c certainly was. but 
even when i think that an addition had a Hebrew basis and that i can 
retrovert it (for example, 9:12a–12b), i will confine it to the commentary. 
such additions arose in the proto-G tradition in or prior to translation. in 
practice, the distinction between originally Hebrew and originally Greek 
additions is very hard to determine. 

The septuagint also has minuses of stichoi and couplets, which are 
unlikely to be the translator’s deliberate doing. many of these minuses are 
accidental omissions, such as Prov 1:16, “for their feet run to harm; they 
rush to shed blood.” (The verse is essential to the context and probably 
lost in G through parablepsis.) other minuses are less easily explained, 
as, for example, several verses in 15:27a–16:9 (see the introduction to that 
section in the commentary); 18:23–19:2; and 20:14–19. it is quite likely 
that m continued to develop after the G transmission went its own way, 
but unless there is evidence that they are additions to proto-m, i maintain 
them in the HbCe text. to be sure, scribes are more likely to add than to 
deliberately subtract, but for an editor to mechanically insist on the shorter 
text does an injustice to the diversity and complexity of scribal practice.7

7. For example, the large plus in 4Qsama in 1 sam 11 (about Nahash’s gouging 
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more problematic are presumptive scribal additions that reached G 
as well as m and were therefore present in proto-m. These may be short 
glosses such as נשים in 14:1 or sentences such as 8:13a, “The fear of the 
lord means hating evil.” i am trying to reproduce not just proto-m but a 
better, more correct form of that text, that is, the corrected hyparchetype. 
i argue that some components in proto-m are extraneous to the literary 
integrity of the unit they are in. These are marked in the HbCe text by 
parentheses, which i use in a way comparable to the ancient scribal sigla 
antisigma-sigma. These are almost identical in form to modern parenthe-
ses and are found in Qumran texts and even in m itself, where they were 
thought to be inverted-nuns (see tov 2004, 201–2, and figs. 8.1 and 8.2). 
These sigla usually marked words as extra, that is to say, words that the 
scribe knew to be absent from another copy of the work. by identifying 
some components as additions prior to proto-m, i am able to approximate 
the earlier work without disrupting proto-m’s integrity. The components 
i identify as secondary are certainly not the only additions embedded in 
the proverbial collections, but the presence of such components is hard to 
detect in groups of unorganized or loosely clustered proverbs. 

lateness of one literary unit relative to another does not bring it spe-
cial marking, since this description would fit most of the book. For exam-
ple, the first part of the book of Proverbs, chapters 1–9, was prefixed to the 
proverb collections, chapters 10–29, or perhaps 10–31 (see note 1). but 
prior to these chapters there was no book of Proverbs. 

in all this, it must be emphasized, my reconstructions and literary-
critical proposals are based on exegesis, which i first provided in AbP and 
include, in less detail, in the commentary of the present volume. None of 
them can claim certainty.

1.4. Authors and editors

As an editor i try to recover the text the authors intended. my goals are 
in line with the position formulated by Thomas tanselle, as developed in 

out the right eyes of the men of reuben and Gad) is original, and its absence in m is 
accidental (thus tov 2012, 311–13). in two esther texts i have worked on, G-esther 
and the Alpha text (Fox 1991), there are demonstrable deliberate omissions. A redac-
tor copied the septuagint’s additions into an older form of the Alpha text but omitted 
some material (listed in Fox 1991, 62–68). That at least some omissions are deliberate 
is shown by the way that the editor will connect the words just before and after into a 
new and intact sentence. i call this “cutting-and-splicing” (65–68). 
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his A Rationale of Textual Criticism (1989) and in numerous essays. The 
editor aims to construct the text that best represents the work. This is not 
a mechanical task but requires engaged exegesis and literary judgments. 
“An editor, only through his analysis and understanding of the meaning 
of the work in the light of his knowledge of the author and his times, will 
be in a position to use authorial active intention as a basis for editorial 
choice” (tanselle 1976, 210). 

in the 1980s and 1990s, as the author lost his privileged place in liter-
ary theory, editorial theory shifted toward a nonintentionalist paradigm. 
in this conception, the work as a whole exists in diachronicity, in fluctu-
ating and multiple forms, while each text-form is an autonomous “tex-
tual moment.” This view of text and editing holds considerable interest for 
biblical text criticism, because the bible demonstrably exists in temporal 
extension, and this fact legitimates the production of different types of edi-
tions with different goals. but the diachronic perspective does not exclude 
the intentionalist paradigm, insofar as this aims at authorial intention.8 but 
this is an editorial choice, not an absolute verity. An editor could choose to 
represent the form of the text known to traditional Jewish scholarship, in 
which case nothing but inner-masoretic variants would be relevant. The 
masoretic enterprise was a preservationist, not creative, effort. The editing 
of a masoretic edition, such as the Jerusalem Crown, is oriented not to 
the moment (or period) of creation but to the time of textual fixation by 
the ben Asher masoretes. yet even here intention may be relevant, insofar 
as an editor seeks to recover the intention not of the creators but of the 
preservationists. The preservationists’ intention is relevant insofar as the 
editor has to determine the intention of numerous masoretes whose notes 
often had to be decoded and evaluated. i choose the kind of intentionalist 
paradigm that aims at authorship, which to my mind makes sense only as 
an intentional act. 

“Author” does not mean only the original author. There can be many 
authors in the course of a book’s development, all of whom had some-
thing they wanted to communicate. in the case of Proverbs, authorship 

8. tanselle (1996a) surveys the increasing interest in the “collaborative or social 
aspects of text-production” and the “increased concern with textual instability and the 
significance of versions” (52). He applauds this broadening of perspective but protests 
at the reductionist tendency to caricature the concern with authorial intention, as if 
it insisted on one and only one right text by one and only one author. intentional-
ist editing accommodates collaborative authorship and textual instability (54–56 and 
passim). The HbCe is able to do both.
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is extremely diffuse and multiplex, distributed among innumerable and 
indeterminable individuals—authors of sayings, collectors and editors, 
and scribes who made intentional modifications. we may think of the 
author as a construct comprising that collectivity. it is a collectivity that 
promoted a certain worldview and ideology, and it is one with a “memory,” 
in the sense that the later contributors knew their predecessors’ work and 
both emulated it and went beyond it with literary and ideological innova-
tions. The book of Proverbs has literary and conceptual coherence thanks 
to the cohesive force of tradition in the genre. sages transmit old wisdom 
and use it as a model in the shaping of their own. ideas evolve, expand, and 
retreat, but never in self-conscious opposition to earlier ones.

The book of Proverbs is not a haphazard assemblage of bits and pieces 
but a deliberate work whose growth was controlled by composers9 who 
shaped the work by selection, choosing to incorporate sayings that were 
pertinent to their ideology; by composition, whether of stichoi, verses, or 
longer units; and by placement, through frequent clustering of sayings on 
a single topic. Given the complexity of the book’s history, this collective 
authorship cannot be reduced to a “final editor.” The collective author (or 
composer) is a personification of an abstraction. but given the homogene-
ity of the book’s ideology and style, as well as the fact that the successive 
contributors to the book were aware of and influenced by the earlier com-
positional levels, collective authorship is a valid way of conceiving how the 
book communicates meaning.10

Proverbs is ultimately the creation of individuals who intended us 
to understand certain things. i do not know what we can read for—or 
write for—other than the communication of intention. indeed, the very 
existence of speech and writing is a commitment to the recoverability 
of intention, and this recoverability is constantly confirmed when other 
people correctly retrieve the intentions we ourselves encode in speech 
and writing. 

The recovery of intention is the essence of interpretation, and inter-
pretation addresses units larger than the variants in question. That is why 
a careful holistic reading of a document can override typographical errors. 
if you read a sentence of mine with a meaningless typo (or, worse, a mean-

9. This term was suggested to me by bernard levinson, who suggests it as a way 
of embracing authors who create by both original composition and active editing, 
activities that are in practice often indistinguishable.

10. see AbP 1.322–30 for a discussion of part of the process.
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ingful one), i hope you will mentally emend the text by reference to the 
“ideal” of the author’s intention that you reconstruct from the wider con-
text.11 This text may never have existed precisely in a single text-form, but 
it is correct. Nothing other than the intended text is worth the reader’s 
time. As tanselle says, 

of all the historical activities of textual study, the effort to reconstruct 
the texts of works as intended by their creators takes us deepest into 
the thinking of interesting minds that preceded us. we must respect the 
documents that make our insights possible, but we cannot rest there if 
we wish to experience the works created by those minds. (1989, 92)

1.5. text and interpretation

different eclectic texts can be created, depending on stated goals, and no 
text is definitive and final. This is because, to a large extent, every edition 
is produced in tandem with interpretation. That is not to say that the text 
produced is “just” an interpretation, a “reading” that is idiosyncratic or 
(according to one notion of authorship) spun off by a social or ideological 
context. it is, rather, a truth claim based on interpretation. each choice is, 
at some point, right or wrong, not just more or less interesting. still, critics, 
true to the word’s etymology in krinein, are making judgments, and judges 
cannot remove themselves from their position between facts and verdict 
and still render a credible decision. 

This is not all that text criticism is. There are preparatory steps, namely, 
the gathering of variants (including ones retroverted from the ancient ver-
sions) and consideration of bibliography, the history of physical books. 
when enough exemplars are available, it is also necessary to establish a 
stemma to determine the historical sequence of variants and eliminate 
some demonstrably later ones. mainly one must eliminate erroneous 
mutations. This leaves an irreducible set of competing variants for con-
sideration by the critic, who must at this point exercise literary judgment, 

11. i take a simple illustation of “correct archetype” from my own history of 
errors. in AbP 1:365, line 1, the “archetype” (i.e., the printed form) reads, “The asso-
ciation of two passages on kingship is more striking and may have played a role in the 
movement of 31:1–9, but it does explain why chapter 30 also was split in two.” The 
correct archetype is “but it does not explain.” The physical archetype of this sentence 
makes sense superficially but not in context. i hope that the critical reader will recon-
struct the correct form.
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both exegetical and aesthetic. The following commentary is full of liter-
ary judgments. For example, in Prov 26:25 i establish two variants, דולקים 
(“burning”) and חלקים (“smooth”). i prefer the latter on the grounds that 
“smooth [that is, dishonest] lips” better fits the imagery and the topic of 
the thematic cluster in 26:20–28, namely, hostile speech. in 18:16, of the 
two masoretic variants, צדק (“righteous”) and ארץ (“earth”), i prefer the 
latter, on the grounds that “all the judges of the earth” fits the universalism 
of this chapter and that the paradigmatic parallelism it provides is more 
coherent here.

A critical edition is constructed by means of an active engagement 
with the author’s meaning, as transmitted by the text and interpreted by 
the editor. Hence every edition is an ideal construction of meaning, and 
the editor is a collaborator in its creation. tanselle writes: “[A]ll editorial 
work, including that devoted to documentary editions, is—like all other 
acts of reading—a construction of meaning, which may or may not have 
a historical orientation; when editors publish their work they are simply 
offering new documents that can serve in their turn as the grounding 
for further creations of meaning” (2001, 67). erne, who titles his study 
Shakespeare’s Modern Collaborators, writes, “since every shakespeare play 
has been perceived to need emendation in a number of passages, every 
modern editor can be said to be participating in this authorial recon-
struction” (2008, 20). The value of the construction will be judged by its 
conformity with authorial meaning, as recovered by interpretation. it 
should be stressed that those who prefer a masoretic reading or an entire 
masoretic edition are in effect participating in this construction of mean-
ing, albeit passively, by aligning themselves with one text-state, a medi-
eval one.

1.6. models of editorial Practice

bible scholars are much impressed by the uniqueness of the Hebrew bible 
and wonder if editorial practices applied to other texts are valid here as 
well.12 The bible is undoubtedly unique, but other works are unique as 
well. biblical text-critical theory and practice must be comparable to what 
happens in other areas or risk being solipsistic, defensive, and celebratory. 
The modern editor of a biblical book faces a situation similar to what edi-
tors of many other works must deal with, and biblical text critics can ben-

12. see, for example, williamson 2009, 163–64.
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efit from attention to the theory and practices of text criticism and editing 
in other fields, for they often present similar problems and are amenable to 
similar solutions. The following two examples are intended as models for 
thinking about editorial practices in biblical text criticism. it goes without 
saying that no model will completely fit a distant domain of literature.

1.6.1. shakespeare

shakespearian editorial practice provides illustrations of well-thought-out 
approaches to problems familiar to bible text critics (which is not to say 
that the shakespearians have solved their problems!). King Lear is an inter-
esting example, because it exists in two significantly divergent forms, the 
Quarto of 1608 (Q1, slightly modified and reprinted in Q2, 1619) and the 
First Folio of 1623 (F). scholarly consensus holds that Q was prepared 
from shakespeare’s holographs or “foul papers” (his working drafts, meant 
for theater use) in 1608, two years after the completion of the play and 
while the play was still being performed—and constantly reworked—
under shakespeare’s direction. in spite of its proximity to the author, the 
Q text, especially in its earliest impression, is flawed.13 F differs from Q in 
significant ways, including major pluses and minuses that bear strongly on 
the play’s meaning and aesthetics. There are two basic ways to deal with 
this duality.

until the 1960s, editors produced eclectic editions. Furness’s 1880 
variorum King Lear takes F as the copy-text while embedding readings 
from the Quartos. (earlier, Q was the copy-text.) Furness regarded Q as by 
far the inferior. The variorum’s upper apparatus records all variants not in 
the eclectic text. subsequent editions as well have typically used F as the 
copy-text and corrected it by reference to Q, usually with a limited critical 
apparatus. The important Arden edition (1997, with Lear edited by r. A. 
Foakes) conflates F and Q, embedding in its F copy-text some 300 lines 
absent from F while retaining some 110 lines absent from Q (and marking 
all such passages). 

most contemporary shakespearians, however, oppose conflation. 
The dominant view now is that Q and F are different recensions, each 

13. The consistent application of the “lectio difficilior” rule to Lear would result 
in a maximal mess. Albrektson (1981) has shown the failure of this rule in bible stud-
ies. in fact, its original intent was to identify glosses that made a difficult text easier to 
understand, not to validate whichever variant was the least comprehensible.
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with its own integrity.14 Though the path from Q to F was complex and 
is in dispute, the consensus is that the latter incorporates some of shake-
speare’s own revisions.15 Hence the oxford second edition prints the two 
versions as two distinct plays. taylor (in wells and taylor 1986), recog-
nizing the integrity of Q and F, chose to use Q1 as a copy-text with col-
lations from the “variant states” in other Q printings. Nevertheless, his 
edition incorporates certain F readings when Q is certainly corrupt. weis 
(1993, 41–46) sets Q and F on facing pages but corrects both texts as 
necessary. Halio, most interestingly, published companion volumes, one 
(1992) based on F, the other (1994) on Q, each with its own introduction 
and commentary. both texts are critical editions and use the other for 
corrections but are not conflated. even editors committed to the integrity 
of each version must sometimes correct Q from F or F from Q (wells and 
taylor 1986, 8).

None of the extant text-states of Lear is considered correct, and unless 
an editor is producing a diplomatic edition, decisions must be made that 
aim at a better form than any surviving document. moreover, it is recog-
nized that there is not necessarily a single correct form. All critical editors 
of Lear are producing text-forms that did not exist previously. They all 
aim at restoring some phase of shakespeare’s intention, which is imper-
fectly recorded in several text-states. None of the major critical editions 
of shakespeare merely reproduces a particular printing—Q1b, say—and 
relegates all variants, even preferred ones, to the apparatus. (That would be 
the biblia Hebraica approach.) There are publications that simply repro-
duce a particular printing for its historical and academic value, but they 
are not intended to be critical editions. one uncritical edition was pro-
duced by G. Holderness (1995), a professor of cultural studies, who is in 
effect a Q-fundamentalist. He deconstructs the critics (whose preference 
for F, he explains, entails “a distinct complicity with both authorial inten-
tionality and with a conservative critical agenda that invests its desires 
in the surviving male protagonists of the tragedy” [41]) and repudiates 
the practice of emendation as lacking “philosophical justification” and as 

14. see the comments of Foakes (1997, 110–46); weis (1993, 34–40); and taylor 
(wells and taylor, 1986, 81–86). The following account is based primarily on the dis-
cussions by weis (1993, 4–7, 34–40) and Halio (1992, 58–91).

15. The relation between Q and F calls to mind the relation between G-Jeremiah 
and m-Jeremiah, as described by tov (1985) and others, though the revisions in the 
latter were not authorial. 



 1.6. models oF editoriAl PrACtiCe 13

“foreground[ing] the editor at the expense of the text” (9). A similar resis-
tance to emending m is not unknown in bible studies.

The present volume of HbCe will use the first approach, conflation, 
taking ml as its copy-text and correcting from other editions, mainly 
G-Proverbs, in spite of the priority of the former and the integrity of the 
other editions. while the HbCe approach is innovative, even radical, in 
bible studies, it is the standard practice among serious shakespearian edi-
tors and, i believe, in other fields as well.

The aim of reconstructing a stage prior to any existing documentation 
legitimates combining elements from different versions or editions—such 
as Q and F for Lear or G and m for the bible—a procedure that some have 
objected to.16 we are using documents and versions not as goals in them-
selves but as evidence of the work that lies behind them. 

1.6.2. Jane Austen

The complexity of the growth and transmission of shakespearian texts, 
together with their attendant uncertainties, resembles biblical textual his-
tory in significant ways. but we can also find parallels in editorial treat-
ments of works with a very different, simpler kind of history, in which 
most details of composition, production, and publication are known. r. w. 
Chapman’s 1923 oxford edition of Jane Austen, recognized as a model of 
editorial care and brilliance, takes a particular printing as copy-text but 
make changes as necessary. These are minor, but their presence makes his 
unquestionably authoritative edition into a “composite.” indeed, the sub-

16. G. brooke objects to eclectic texts of the bible on the grounds that they 
“minimize the contribution of individual scribes and the specific creative traditions 
to which they may severally belong” (2005, 39). but this is precisely what noncritical 
editions, and even the best diplomatic editions, do by enshrining one text-state as the 
text, giving the impression that any variant from this is somehow a divergence from 
the correct text-form. This, in fact, is precisely the mentality brooke objects to.

when properly annotated, an eclectic edition, such as the Arden and second 
oxford editions of shakespeare, preserves variants that would otherwise not come to 
public attention and gives them context in the history of the text. brooke is certainly 
right that “each scriptural book has its own complex story to tell” (40). but an eclectic 
edition, with an apparatus, parallel columns for different editions, and a commentary 
that inquires into the textual history in all its complexity, is better equipped to tell the 
“complex story” than a diplomatic text that just lists variants below. 
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title of Chapman’s edition is “the text based on collation of the early edi-
tions.” it also includes conjectural emendations.17

Chapman does not try to reproduce Austen’s original orthography, 
even though we can sometimes be quite sure what it was. (we have the 
autographs of two “cancelled” chapters from Persuasion.) He does not 
“restore” friend to freind (which Austen considered correct), could to cd, 
admiral to adml, or Captain Wentworth to Capt. W. (That would be like 
returning the Hebrew text to its unvocalized state and removing vowel 
letters.) Nor does Chapman restore Austen’s frequent capitalization of 
nouns and her extensive use of dashes that appeared as paragraph divi-
sions in printing. my point is that an edition can aspire to represent the 
most authentic text and to correct errors without attempting to replicate 
or restore the physical details of the original text-form. if this makes 
Chapman’s edition a hybrid (and it does), it is an honor to have that label 
attached to HbCe.

1.7. in Conclusion

The following principles hold true of all critical texts, whether or not they 
are presented in eclectic form:

1. every critical edition is a construction of meaning. 
2. every critical edition is an attempt to recreate the work, which 

is an ideal verbal construction. 
3. The primary goal of textual criticism is representation of 

authorial intent, even when the author is an anonymous col-
lectivity. 

4. different valid critical texts can be created, depending on 
stated goals and the nature of the text under study. 

5. every critical edition is an innovation.
6. A critical text (whether eclectic or diplomatic) is a hypothesis, 

which, however uncertain, is still a truth claim, one based on 
data and its interpretation and falsifiable by arguments in the 
same mode. 

17. my favorite emendation: “p. 240, l. 30: for it A.C. bradley: it for 1818 This 
elegant correction is perhaps not absolutely certain, but i have not been able to resist 
it” (Chapman’s note in Persuasion, 295).
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textual criticism of the Hebrew bible, of which an eclectic edition is just a 
structured manifestation, proceeds in spite of contradictions and insoluble 
dilemmas. but this is true of text criticism in other literatures too. in “The 
monsters and the textual Critics,” t. davis states three propositions:

1. textual criticism is necessary.
2. textual criticism is impossible.
3. textual criticism is universal.
in other words, we must go on, we can’t go on, we go on. (1998, 95)

in this spirit i will go on. 
The Athenaeum reviewer’s observation about the plethora of edi-

tions appearing in 1853 (see the epigraph), foreseeing “every intelligent 
man turning editor for himself,” is, in a modified sense, my goal. it is true 
that every trained critical reader of the bible is his or her own editor. 
when i undertake a serious reading of, say, isaiah, i use the various tools 
available, especially the commentaries, to get ideas for variants. some i 
accept, others i reject. in the process i form my own virtual critical edi-
tion, which is the “book” of isaiah i read. it does not, and will not, appear 
in print, but it is still an “edition,” and it is my own. i would like every 
intelligent reader of the book of Proverbs to be able to use the present edi-
tion and textual commentary in a similar way: to construct a virtual edi-
tion—a text-form that will include some of the variants i propose—and, 
undoubtedly, others i reject, and others i never thought of. This reader’s 
virtual edition is the one that he or she considers most effective in under-
standing and appreciating the book of Proverbs in its formative stages. 
Producing this edition is truly collaborative work, the kind that sustains 
all scientific efforts.





2. the Hebrew texts

2.1. Hebrew resources

2.1.1. the masoretic text (m)

2.1.1.1. The leningrad Codex (ml). Codex leningradensis, or, more pre-
cisely, the digitized form of the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, is the copy-
text on which the HbCe text is based. This codex is the oldest complete 
text of the Hebrew bible. The colophon dates it to 1008 or 1009. Codex 
leningradensis underwent corrections based on a ben Asher text, and its 
vocalization is close to Aleppo’s (see tov 2012, 45). 

2.1.1.2. The Aleppo Codex (mA). The Aleppo Codex (or כתר ארם צובה), 
dated to the tenth century Ce, is the best representative of the ben Asher 
school of masoretes and has vocalization and masoretic notes added by 
Aaron ben Asher. it is generally agreed to be the most authoritative maso-
retic codex. its text is very close to its masorah. most of the Pentateuch is 
thought to have been burnt in anti-Jewish riots in syria in 1948 (though, 
in one view, it was gradually stolen [Friedman 2012]), but two-thirds of 
the codex, including Proverbs, survived intact. Collation with the lenin-
gradensis of Proverbs shows only orthographic differences and fairly minor 
differences in vocalization policy, in particular Aleppo’s more extensive use 
of compound (ḥatef) vowels for simple vocalic shewa. None of the differ-
ences are substantive variants that bear on the meaning of the text.

2.1.1.3. yemenite Codex (my); Cambridge university, Add. ms. 1753. Also 
consulted was a codex inscribed by sa‘adia ibn yehoshua ibn sa‘adia in 
yemen in 1577 Ce. This is available in microfilm and is used by bHQ. 

2.1.1.4. Kennicott-de rossi variants. two great collections of consonan-
tal variants were assembled by benjamin Kennicott in 1776–1780 and 
Giovanni bernardo de rossi in 1784–1788 (Kr). The manuscripts and 

-17 -
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printed editions collated are late medieval and renaissance. in the absence 
of more than fragmentary evidence of the Hebrew Proverbs from ancient 
times, occasional attention will be given to these variants, in spite of the 
severe problems attendant on their use.

Kennicott’s collection is full of errors, de rossi’s less so. moshe Goshen-
Gottstein (1960, 434), one of the few to examine a large number of these 
manuscripts directly, estimated that 95–99 percent of the hundreds of 
manuscripts collated are useless as a source of ancient variants. moreover, 
the lack of information about the relations among the manuscripts means 
that counting manuscripts is useless. multiple manuscripts in the colla-
tions may descend from one. still, a reading in “many” manuscripts1 is less 
likely to be a late creation than a reading in only one, since an old reading 
had more time to penetrate different manuscripts lines. 

in the absence of an evaluation of the manuscripts used and their 
stemma, Kr readings are poor evidence for premedieval variants. in a few 
cases, they agree with an ancient variant, and we may weigh the possibil-
ity that the variant survived in a minor masoretic line. but the Kr variant 
may have arisen for the same reason as the ancient variant and indepen-
dently of it (Goshen-Gottstein 1954, 433). Kr readings are occasionally 
mentioned as reflecting agreement with a variant and possible support for 
it. it is to be noted that Kr manuscripts often agree with the qere, suggest-
ing that the latter was sometimes a textual variant—or became one. Kr’s 
most important value is to exemplify the kinds of changes that arose in the 
course of transmission. They are cited for their insight into the transmis-
sion process and never undergird an emendation on their own.

2.1.2. Qumran Fragments

The manuscript discoveries in the Judean desert, in particular in the 
vicinity of Qumran, have energized biblical text criticism since the 1950s. 
Attention became especially vigorous in the wake of the full publication of 
the Qumran texts in the 1990s and early 2000s. unfortunately, only a few 
fragments of Proverbs remain. These are:

4QProva (= 4Q102), with parts of 1:27–2:1 
4QProvb (= 4Q103), with parts of 13:6b–9b; 14:6–10; 14:31–15:8; 

and 15:19b–31.

1. bHs designates more than twenty manuscripts as “multi.” 
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in 4QProvb, the right column is written stichographically, with one couplet 
per line, showing that the stichometric division of Hebrew verse, based 
on parallelism, was recognized in ancient times. The script of 4QProva 
belongs to the mid-first century bCe, that of 4QProvb to the turn of the 
era. There is also a quotation (or paraphrase) of 15:8 in the damascus Cov-
enant xi, 20–21.

The critical edition of the Qumran fragments appeared in Qumran 
Cave 4 (dJd xvi), 181–86 = ulrich et al. 2000. ulrich notes the following 
variants:

4QProva

1:32a: מושכת for m משובת

4QProvb

(uncertain) וחסד for m וחסר :14:34
סללה for m סוללה :15:19
omitted יהגה :15:28

All the fragments are accounted for in the commentary.

2.2. the treatment of the Hebrew text

2.2.1. vocalization 

in accordance with HbCe policy, the eclectic text of Proverbs maintains 
the vocalization of the copy-text except when emendation is deemed nec-
essary. emendation of vowels is required either when the consonantal text 
is modified or when the consonants are maintained but the copy-text’s 
vocalization is deemed mistaken.2 in the commentary i also vocalize 
meaningful variants that are not chosen for the HbCe text.

Avoiding vocalic emendation would create a strange situation in 
which the editor emends consonantal graphemes that are (mostly) ancient 
while treating as sacrosanct the graphemes that are indisputably medieval. 
Matres lectionis are in principle no different from the tiberian vowels, 
except that their usage is more ancient. The particular vowel letters in 

2. williamson’s objections to unvocalized reconstructions (2009, 165–67, refer-
ring to the planned oxford Hebrew bible) were valid for the earlier stage but are not 
relevant to HbCe.
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m are not necessarily ancient. As a perusal of Kr shows, the process of 
adding vowel letters continued beyond the masoretic period, including in 
l and other masoretic manuscripts. 

All words retroverted from the versions are vocalized so as to rep-
resent intentions implicit in the translation. when, for example, G ren-
ders the second word in Prov 3:24 as κάθῃ, he not only saw תשב but also 
thought—and possibly spoke—a word that means “you will dwell.” what-
ever the actual sound was, it would be represented in tiberian vocalization 
as תֵּשֵׁב.

The intentionalist paradigm of editing, discussed in §1.4, provides 
a rationale for both maintaining the tiberian graphemes and emending 
vocalization in a much earlier consonantal text. in either case, the editor 
is accepting a certain interpretation of the authorial intention. to be sure, 
in the period when the archetypes and hyparchetypes were formed, the 
vocalization existed only in the minds of authors and readers and in oral 
reading, except insofar as it was represented by vowel letters. but the 
intentionalist paradigm makes such mental forms relevant and their rep-
resentation appropriate. The vocalization represents, ideally, the way the 
authors would have vocalized the text had they been using the tiberian 
phonemic system and vocalic graphemes. This is a stretch, but we face it 
every time we read m. And if the HbCe text is a hybrid, so is the maso-
retic one. 

The tiberian vocalization maintains important and ancient informa-
tion, though it is, of course, not infallible (see Joosten, forthcoming). of 
course, the tiberian vocalization does not accurately represent the pho-
netic realities of the varieties of Hebrew spoken in the biblical period. 
That kind of representation belongs to historical linguistics. However, the 
reconstructed portions of the Hebrew text represent the phonetics of the 
inferred ancient text in the same way that the tiberian vocalization does for 
the masoretic sections. since there was probably a one-to-one correspon-
dence between tiberian full vowels and the ancient vocalic phonemes, the 
distortion is minimal. in any case, this approach to the vocalic elements 
of the text produces an ancient-medieval hybrid with modern reconstruc-
tions that aim to restore an earlier stage of the text’s development.

even when aiming at establishing an ancient text-state, one is justi-
fied in both maintaining and modifying the medieval vocalization. Failure 
to do so would diminish the clarity of the text and conceal (rather than 
resolve) obscurities. Nevertheless, vocalization is not without cost, for it 
can exclude intentional and interesting ambiguities. Gary martin (2010) 
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emphasizes the potential significance of visual ambiguities and insists that 
they should often be maintained and appreciated.

The book of Proverbs, which claims to hold “enigmas” (1:6), should 
be a prime source of puns and ambiguities, both aural and visual. tur-
sinai’s 1947 monograph on Proverbs is a treasury of enigmas, though one 
can never be certain where they actually reside. one striking case is 25:23: 
לשון סתר נזעמים  ופנים  גשם  צפון תחולל   The translation i prefer is .רוח 
“As a north wind brings rain, so a sly tongue brings angry looks” (AbP). 
tur-sinai (1947, 29–30) proposes a secondary meaning in the same words: 
“Hide [your] spirit [= emotions] [before your superiors] and you will cause 
a rain [of good will], [but be careful that your expression does not reveal the 
way you feel,] because an angry face is a language [that can reveal] what is 
hidden.” The Hebrew does permit this amazing expansion of the terse orig-
inal. strictly speaking, tur-sinai’s reading would require the vocalizations 
 but a reader of the consonantal ,לְשׁוֹן סָתֶר for לָשׁוֹן סָתֻר and צָפוֹן for צָפוּן
text who was alert to potential ambiguities could choose to understand it 
both ways at once. while i must opt for one vocalization in the HbCe text, 
the scholar should be alert to productive ambiguities in the consonantal 
text, and the commentator should draw attention to them. some of them 
are noted in AbP and in the commentary in the present volume.

2.2.2. Accents

HbCe policy calls for the preservation of the masoretic accents, except 
in emended words, where they are deleted. There is little choice but to 
omit them when emendations other than very minor ones are made in 
the text of Proverbs, because its accent system (shared by Psalms and Job) 
is not well enough understood to allow for reshaping the accent structure 
of a verse, and a change of one accent may undermine the integrity of the 
accentual unit or the entire verse.

it is admittedly inconsistent to delete accents while supplying vocalic 
graphemes just because the latter seem more important nowadays. The 
tiberian vocalic system and the accentuation grew together and are in 
many ways interdependent. Thus emending one and not the other can 
result in incongruence. This incongruence is present, though obscured, 
in diplomatic editions such as the biblia Hebraica series, which proposes 
emendations of words while usually ignoring the accents. it is one of the 
peculiarities of biblical text criticism that we will emend the ancient level 
of the text while holding the medieval level sacrosanct. An eclectic edition, 
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however, cannot escape the fact that the emendation of the former has 
consequences for the latter.

in the HbCe text i delete the accents in emended words, with certain 
exceptions: (1) i retain the ’atnaḥ when the syntax is undisturbed. A verse 
without its first dichotomy marked would be anomalous. since most of 
Proverbs is composed of couplets with the dichotomy clear from the paral-
lelism and syntax, this is usually unproblematic. (2) i maintain the silluq 
at the end of the verse because every verse must end with one. (3) The 
maqqeph is retained or sometimes added when a new vocalization requires 
it. The maqqeph belongs to the vocalic as well as the accentual system. (4) i 
also retain the accent when the change i make is trivial and could have no 
effect on the syntax, as when i use a defectiva ketiv but retain the vowels, 
which in principle belong to the qere. (5) Finally, i retain the accent even 
in subordinate dichotomies when an emendation leaves the syntax unaf-
fected, as when replacing ה בָה by חָצְבָ֖  in 9:1. it seems best to leave the הִצִּ֖
accent system of a verse intact if this can be done with confidence. 

but emendations can disturb the accents of phrases outside the 
marked emendations, as when the change involves omissions, additions, 
or transpositions, as happens notably in 7:23. i do not see a solution for 
this besides omitting the accents of the affected unit. This omission is an 
emendation too, though it is incomplete because i cannot show what the 
new accents should be, and as such will be marked with ceiling brackets.

it should also be noted that the petuḥot and setumot are represented, 
as in most printed editions, by פ and ס, respectively. in the codices they 
are shown more prominently and accurately as blank lines for petuḥot and 
a space within the line for setumot (as in Prov 24:23). The petuḥot mark 
the beginnings of pisqa’ot (paragraphs), which in Proverbs largely corre-
spond to recognizable literary units. The practice of pisqa’ot is found in 
some Qumran manuscripts, though their divisions do not usually match 
the masoretic ones. see further yeivin 1980, 42–44.

The analogy of the shakespearian model, discussed in §1.6.1, can 
help us think about the treatment of the masoretic accents. elizabethan 
punctuation was ambiguous and fluid, and scribes and printers tended to 
regard it as their prerogative. shakespeare himself punctuated lightly, since 
he wrote for his own theater and would be present to prompt the players 
in their phrasing (see wells and taylor 1986, xlii). one of his copyists, 
ralph Crane, is known to have imposed his own system of punctuation 
on the texts he transcribed. stage directions, act-scene numeration, and 
speaker designations were introduced largely in the First Folio (1623) and 
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are often wrong. modern editors typically try to maintain the accidentals 
of the best texts, but they are often forced to alter some and add others 
(oxford second edition [edited by wells in wells and taylor 1987, xlii; cf. 
mcKerrow 1939, 40–43]). The editors do not simply wipe out the punctua-
tion marks in an attempt to restore the state of shakespeare’s drafts or even 
his fair copies. The masoretic accents, like many of the accidentals in the 
early shakespearian editions, were added as an aid to performance. 

2.2.3. Ketiv and Qere

2.2.3.1. Practices in This edition. in the case of ketiv-qere variants, the 
default for the HbCe text is the ketiv. The ketiv, after all, is the text. The 
masoretes make the ketiv (כְּתִיב; pl כְּתִבִין, ketivin) the default, while they 
relegate the qere (קְרֵי; pl קְרַיִן, qerayin) to the margin, in the massorah 
Parva. (in the present volume, the nonpreferred form is relegated to the 
apparatus, with the commentary). in fact, the entire text in a masoretic 
manuscript is the ketiv. Another reason to use the ketiv as the default is 
that many of the qerayin serve as a “sic,” a warning not to write the qere 
form, even if the word is to be understood this way. we know this to be 
the case when a stabilizing note in the mp of one manuscript turns up as 
a qere in another. For example, mpA in 3:27 has just יתיר י (“a superfluous 
yod”), which tells the copyist to write ידיך, not ידך. mpl has 'ידך“) ידך ק is 
read”). see further below, §2.2.3.3.5.

in the codices, including leningradensis and Aleppo, the ketiv holds 
the vowels that properly belong to the qere. in the HbCe text, if the vocal-
ization of the qere fits the ketiv—as it often does, since the qere is typi-
cally an orthographic disambiguation—it is maintained without further 
remark. if the qere is preferred, it is marked by “ceilings” (⌈… ⌉), for it is 
a departure from the copy-text and therefore an emendation. likewise, 
if the ketiv is preferred but is given a vocalization other than what stands 
in the copy-text, the departure from the copy-text is indicated by ceilings 
as well. (in the tables below, the vowels are placed on the qere.). in the 
apparatus to the HbCe text, i cite the qere as mQ, without indicating the 
source manuscript. That information is given in the tables below. mostly 
the qerayin are found in ml.

in the apparatus, i align the versions—G, s, v, and t—with the appro-
priate member of each pair, insofar as this is possible. in some cases, the 
versions may witness to the presence of the qere in their source manu-
scripts, but the evidence is usually ambiguous. when a translation agrees 
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with a plene writing, which is usually the qere, this may indicate only that 
the translator interpreted the defectiva writing in the same way as the qere 
does. moreover, all the versions are flexible in representing grammatical 
number. when i group the versions with members of a ketiv-qere pair, 
they are to be understood as data, not necessarily support, for one of the 
members. For the purpose of aligning the versions with members of a pair, 
i treat the translation as precise and mimetic, though of course it is not 
necessarily so.

2.2.3.2. Ketiv-Qere Pairs in Proverbs. The following are the ketiv-qere pairs 
marked as such in ml, plus some absent from ml but present in mA or 
my, as noted. mp notes other than qerayin are mentioned. sometimes a 
qere-type reading is implied by a note in the mp, and these virtual qerayin 
are given in parentheses.3 As for the relation between the members of the 
pairs, it is the qere that has to be explained, because it is a comment on the 
ketiv, but that is not to say that the qere is somehow wrong. it may be the 
historically correct text. in the tables, i call the ketiv or the qere “correct” 
only when i consider one member alone to fit the context or to have a 
grammatically correct form, in other words, the one usual in the tiberian 
pointing. my considerations are explained in the commentary. usually 
both forms are possible. unless otherwise noted, the qerayin in the follow-
ing table are shared by ml and mA. The mp column gives mp notes on the 
word in question other than 'ק.

table 1. Graphic interchange י/ו
verse ketiv qere mp comments

3:30 תרוב תָּרִיב qere is correct

3. while many mp notes can serve as virtual qerayin, they should be distin-
guished from actual qerayin, which are marked as such in a manuscript. The mp in 
bHs, produced by G. e. weil, does this frequently, but bHQ does not. dotan also sup-
plies a qere in his edition of the leningradensis “whenever the reader’s convenience 
requires a qere and the manuscript has a yatir (= superfluous) indication instead of 
a qere … but not everywhere the ms has a yatir” (2001, xx–xxi). This seems to me to 
mix modern hypotheses with a medieval source in an edition that (unlike the present 
volume) claims to replicate that source. but it is clear that earlier masoretes created 
qerayin just as some editions, including the second rabbinic bible, bHs, and dotan, 
do, and this is one reason not to assume that qerayin are textual variants.
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4:16 יכשולו יַכְשִׁילוּ alternatively, both may 
be expansions of יכשלו

11:3 ושדם יְשָׁדֵּם qere is correct

12:14 ישוב יָשִׁיב

17:13 תמיש תָמוּשׁ qere is correct

17:27 וקר יְקַר ketiv is correct

18:17 וּבָא יבא

20:30 תמריק תַּמְרוּק

23:5 התעוף הֲתָעִיף

23:5 יָעוּף ועיף qere is correct

23:24 גִּיל יָגִיל גול יגול qere is correct

23:31 בכיס בַּכּוֹס mpA 'ו' ק qere is correct

31:4 אי אֵו correct form is אִי

31:27 mA הילכות 
[sic]; Q in mA 
only: הֲלִיכוֹת

Q in mA only: 
הֲלִיכוֹת

table 2. other Graphic interchanges, including Homoioteleuton

verse ketiv qere mp comments

מפניים 3:15 מִפְּנִינִים homoio; qere is correct

19:19 גרל גְּדָל qere is correct ;ד/ר

20:16 נכרים נָכְרִיָּה ketiv is correct ;ם/ה

20:21 מבחלת מְבהֶֹלֶת qere is correct ;ה/ח

21:29 יכין יָבִין  qere is correct, with ;ב/כ
see in table 5 ,דרכו
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table 3. metathesis of letters

verse ketiv qere mp comments

1:27 כשאוה כְשׁוֹאָה qere is correct ;א/ו

יומת 19:16 יָמוּת (or grammar) ו/י

23:26 תִּצּרְֹנָה תרצנה qere is correct ;ר/צ

31:27 mA הילכות [sic] mA הֲלִיכוֹת a correction

table 4. Aural interchange

verse ketiv qere mp comments

לא 19:7 לוֹ uncertain

26:2 לא לוֹ ketiv is correct

27:20 ואבדה וַאֲבַדּוֹ mpA 'ל

table 5. Number disambiguation or Number variants

(some of the ketivin ending in ו could actually  
be singulars, but the qere treats them as plurals.*)

verse ketiv qere mp comments

2:8 חֲסִידָיו חסידו mpA has only 'ג' חס; 
i.e., this precise word 
occurs 3x defectiva.

mp notes that the 
ketiv should be written 

defectiva.

3:27 ידיך יָדְךָ mpA has only 'יתיר י. 

3:28 לרעיך -orthographic normal לְרֵעֲךָ
ization

6:13 בעינו בְּעֵינָיו
mA y

mpl nul

6:13 ברגלו בְּרַגְלָיו
mA y

mpl has only 'ח' חס; 
i.e., 8x defectiva.
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6:16 תּוֹעֲבַות תּוֹעֲבוֹת
mA y

.in mpl יתיר ו'

שפתיו 16:27  unusually, the ketiv שְׂפָתוֹ
is the orthographi-

cally ambiguous form; 
 must have been שפתו

a known variant, of 
which the ketiv was a 

disambiguation.

21:29 דרכיו דַּרְכּוֹ as in 16:27

22:8 יִקְצוֹר (יִקְצָר־) mpl 'יתיר ו; mpA 'ג' מל both mp and mA l 
remind the copyist to 
write the word plene; 
mpl implies that the 

correct tiberian form, 
though an actual qere, 
is not given; my has 

neither a qere nor a mp 
note.

22:11 טהור טְהָר־
(also 
my K)

mpA has only 'ל' ומל 
(i.e., this is the only 
occurrence written 
thus; elsewhere this 

precise form is written 
plene).

22:14 יפול יִפָּל־ my has יפל as its ketiv.

22:20 שלשום שָׁלִישִׁים Ketiv and qere are both 
(mistaken) plene writ-

ings of consonantal 
 with the ketiv ,שלשים
showing a י→ו change; 
see the commentary.

22:25 ארחתו אֹרְחֹתָיו mpA: 'תיו ק

23:6 תתאו תִּתְאָיו mA y nul cf. 23:3: תִּתְאָו

24:1 תתאו תִּתְאָיו mpl 'איו ק; mA y nul cf. 23:3: תִּתְאָו
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24:17 איביך אוֹיִבְיךָ
mA y

mpl: 'יתיר י

26:24 בשפתו בִּשְׂפָתָיו

30:10 אדנו אֲדנָֹיו

* singular/plural ketiv-qere variants and ostensive singular/plural ketiv-qere variants 
are frequent, and it is usually difficult to give preference to one or the other. Gordis 
1971, 86–92, has a list of such pairs. usually the qere is a plene guide to reading the 
defectiva ketiv.

table 6. Grammatical variants

verse ketiv qere mp comments

2:7 וצפן יִצְפֹּן verb tense or mode

4:16 יכשולו יַכְשִׁילוּ different expansions of 
יכשלו

13:20 הלוך הוֹלֵךְ verb tense or mode

13:20 וחכם יֶחְכָּם verb tense or mode

20:4 ישאל וְשָׁאַל verb tense or mode

22:3 ויסתר וְנִסְתָּר verb tense or mode

23:24 יולד וְיוֹלֵד ± conjunction

23:24 וישמח יִשְׂמַח ± conjunction

27:10 ורעה וְרֵעַ normalization

27:24 דור וָדוֹר ± conjunction

28:8 ובתרבית וְתַרְבִּית + preposition

28:16 שנאי שׂנֵֹא number

30:18 וארבע וְאַרְבָּעָה normalization

31:16 נטע נָטְעָה normalization



 2.2. tHe treAtmeNt oF tHe Hebrew text 29

בליל 31:18 בַלַּיְלָה normalization of 
archaic form

table 7. erroneous Form in the Ketiv  
(mp protects the difficult ketiv while  

allowing the verse to be read comprehensibly)

verse ketiv qere mp comments

8:17 אהביה qere is correct אֹהֲבַי

8:35 מָצָא mA מצאי  mpl qere is correct יתיר י'

table 8. synonyms or different word Forms

verse ketiv qere mp comments

3:34; 14:21; 
16:19

ולעניים וְלַעֲנָוִים see the commen-
tary on 3:34

6:14 מִדְיָנִים מדנים

18:19; 21:19; 
23:29; 25:24; 
26:21; 27:15

מדונים מִדְיָנִים

15:14 ופני וּפִי qere is correct

20:20 באישון בֶּאֱשׁוּן

2.2.3.3. Theories of the origins and Functions of the Ketiv-Qere readings. 
The ketiv-qere variants have been explained in various ways. They are sur-
veyed for the entire bible and evaluated by robert Gordis (1971, 7–28) 
and for the Pentateuch and Former Prophets by maimon Cohen (2007, 
2–7). i consider all these explanations as at least partly valid but suggest a 
way of most effectively explaining the systems in §2.2.3.3.5.

2.2.3.3.1. A variety of types. Gordis (1971) argues that the qere system 
includes different types of annotations. He hypothesizes three phases in 
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the development of the qere system: (1) the substitution of readings for the 
tetragrammaton and of euphemisms for terms considered indecent; (2) 
the addition of readings to disambiguate the base text (this must have hap-
pened, he notes, before the addition of vowel signs); and (3) the collation 
of worthwhile readings from other manuscripts. 

2.2.3.3.2. Qere as Correction. The idea that the qere readings are correc-
tions of a faulty text is no longer accepted. it was first proposed by Abra-
banel in the introduction to his commentary on Jeremiah and accepted 
by several reformation scholars (see Gordis 1971, 12). various scholars 
have objected that the masoretes were conservators of a tradition and cor-
rection would have run contrary to “the spirit of the masorah” (1971, 24). 
moreover, many cases of qere are faulty and can hardly be considered cor-
rections. in addition, the qere is “superior” to the ketiv (in grammatical 
and semantic appropriateness) in only a minority of cases (two hundred 
in Gordis’s calculation; 1971, 23–24), so textual correction does not seem 
to be the motive.

2.2.3.3.3. Collation: Ketiv and Qere as manuscript variants. observing that 
many qerayin are inferior to the ketivin or even devoid of meaning or con-
trary to grammar, Harry orlinsky (1960) argued that they cannot be cor-
rections. instead he proposed that both the ketiv and the qere derive from 
mechanical collation of three manuscripts. The majority reading became 
the ketiv, the minority one the qere. orlinsky conjectures that when there 
were three variants, the collators (now exercising judgment) dismissed the 
least likely one (1960, 191–92).

orlinsky’s theory is pure conjecture, and the Qumran bible manu-
scripts have not supported it. moreover, if the purpose of the system were 
to preserve variants, the masoretes could have listed two marginal variants 
as well as one, and it is unlikely that their manuscripts always agreed on at 
least two forms. Another objection is that the qere is very often an expan-
sion of the defectiva writing of the third masculine plural suffix, the one 
in which there is the most frequent ambiguity (see Gordis 1971, 87–92). 
There is no reason to think that two of three manuscripts would consis-
tently have the plene. Also, some mp notes, such as 'איו ק in 24:1 and some 
others in the tables, are not a means of preserving variants and belong 
entirely to the realm of scribal practice.

orlinsky says, puzzlingly, that there was no attempt to mark plene-
defectiva issues (1960, 189), as would be expected if the qere were a correc-
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tion. but in fact plene writings are common and well-exemplified among 
the qerayin (see Gordis 1971, 86–92 and the lists above in §2.2.3.2). For 
further arguments against the collation theory, see Albrektson 1978.

2.2.3.3.4. two traditions. in a thorough study of all the ketiv-qere pairs in 
the Aleppo Codex of the Pentateuch and Former Prophets, Cohen (2007) 
argues that the system of qerayin originated in the oral reading tradition. 
(This was earlier suggested, briefly, by James barr 1981, 36.) Cohen objects 
to atomistic approaches and seeks to provide a single, inclusive explana-
tion that can account for every detail of the system (2007, 9). Cohen argues 
that the ketiv is the written tradition and the qere the oral reading tra-
dition. They are equally valid traditions that (he conjectures) go back to 
the biblical authors (310). Cohen states his adherence to “the philological 
approach, the approach that accepts the text as it is written, as it is set 
before us today” (9). He precludes explanations that posit textual errors, 
though he does not deny the possibility of their existence.

Certain objections may be raised to the written-oral dichotomy, espe-
cially as formulated by Cohen:

1. A monocausal explanation may be reductionist and force diverse 
phenomena into a single mold.4

2. There are certainly textual errors in the ketiv-qere systems (exam-
ples in Proverbs are 1:27; 19:19; 20:21; 23:5, 26; and 26:2). They do not 
disappear just because one claims loyalty to a “philological” explanation. 
sometimes both forms are wrong, from a literary-philological point of 
view; see Gordis 1971, 155.

3. likewise, while one may claim that the two systems are, in princi-
ple, “equally valid,” this is not true of individual variants. some are simply 
wrong, and when this is the case, it is almost always the qere that is correct 
or at least closer to the grammatical norm. in Proverbs, i consider the ketiv 
preferable to the qere only in 17:27; 20:16; and 26:2, but these are my liter-
ary judgments and in the commentary i explain how a scribe could have 
assumed that the qere was better and produced it as a cue to the meaning 
of the verse. 

4. by way of analogy—a strong one—consider that modern footnotes serve sev-
eral different functions (citation of source; addition of information; statement of tan-
gential thoughts or data; interaction with others’ ideas). what they share is an attempt 
to clarify something in the body of the text.



32 2. tHe Hebrew texts

Cohen strains credulity when he rationalizes erroneous forms such as 
 ;”ketiv (supposedly meaning “made ten times as much” = “made a lot עשר
Cohen 2007, 278–79) for עָשָׂה qere (1 Kgs 22:49; Cohen 2007, 278–72); 
or כלבו ketiv (supposedly meaning that Caleb looked “like his heart”) for 
 ketiv (supposedly וידא qere (1 sam 25:3; Cohen 2007, 285–86); or כָּלִבִּי
meaning “made distant”) for וַיַּדַּח qere (2 Kgs 17:21; Cohen 2007, 279–81); 
or חי ketiv (with איש חי supposedly meaning an “animal-like man,” hence 
a swift soldier) for חַיִל qere (2 sam 23:20; Cohen 2007, 296). The midrash-
like logic of these explanations is a flaw. However, it does suggest ways the 
early readers could impose sense on an erroneous ketiv without consider-
ing it wrong. The qere was meant to show how to understand the ketiv, not 
how to fix it.

4. we might also question whether the qerayin consistently represent an 
oral tradition. most of the qere readings are clarifications of an ambiguous 
writing, such as בְּרַגְלָיו/ברגלו, and make no difference to pronunciation. A 
scribe may have heard the word pronounced, and that pronunciation may 
have derived from a “tradition” (especially if it is right), but it is also pos-
sible that the scribe chose the plural rendering because that made sense to 
him. A great many times, the defectiva plural was vocalized as /āw/with no 
comment. why was the “tradition” ignored there? The frequent agreements 
of qerayin with ancient translations may show only that a translator and a 
masorete came to the same conclusion. There are hundreds of plene/defec-
tiva variants in the Kr collections and even in the better controlled group 
of masoretic manuscripts listed in breuer 2003, so we need not assign the 
plene writings in qerayin to a tradition. They simply exist.

even if pronunciations were preserved in oral reading, the qere is more 
than a recording of what was heard. For example, oral readings would have 
preserved the pronunciation /titāw/ for תתאו, and this was later noted in 
the mp as 'איו ק. but the oral tradition did not preserve the spelling תתאיו. 
This kind of qere, and there are many examples, was meant for copyists.

5. in any case, there is no evidence for a single, continuous oral tradi-
tion parallel to the textual transmission. There were undoubtedly reading 
practices that maintained one or another pronunciation. These are evi-
denced in the Nahal Hever minor Prophets manuscript, which adjusts the 
Greek translation toward m, including its vocalization (barthélemy 1963,  
169–98).5 but this is not evidence for a single tradition stream extending 

5. examples from 8Hev xiigr (“r”): Hab 1:5, ἐκδιηγῆται is changed to ἐκδιηγ]ήθη 
= m’s passive יְסֻפָּר; Hab 1:16, ἐλίπανεν is changed to ἐλίπανθη = Μ’s G-stem שָׁמֵן. The 
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from authors to the qerayin. moreover, the books not meant for public 
reading, such as Proverbs, Job, ezra-Nehemiah, and Chronicles, could not 
have supported a precise and unchanging oral tradition.

6. Cohen is right that the qerayin readings are not corrections, for, as 
he says, the nature of the masoretic enterprise was to preserve texts, not to 
correct them (2007, 6). Further, if the masoretes were correctors, why did 
they leave numerous flawed variants in the written text untouched? but to 
speak, as many do, of “corrections” is a biased formulation, for whatever 
the qerayin do, they do not “correct” the body text. They are not textual 
corrections, similar to modern emendations, not even in cases in which 
a scholar might judge a qere preferable from a grammatical, literary, or 
historical standpoint. The qerayin are incorporated in the mp along with 
numerous other annotations without tampering with the text proper.

§2.2.3.3.5. The Qerayin as Cues. The qere typically provides some form of 
normalization or disambiguation of the ketiv. when one of the members 
of a pair is wrong by grammatical norms (for example, showing numerical 
noncoordination) or is semantically inappropriate, it is usually the ketiv 
that is faulty (e.g., Prov 3:15, 30; 4:16; 8:17, 19; 19:16, 19; 20:21; 23:24, 26, 
31; 31:4, 16). in Proverbs, the qere is in some sense faulty in 17:27; 20:16; 
and 26:2, and even these instances could have been accounted for reason-
ably, if mistakenly, by exegesis. The imbalance in favor of the qere shows 
that the assembling of qerayin did not proceed by mechanical collation 
or even the wish for preservation of readings. Their function was rather 
to help the copyist record the text accurately, which meant reminding the 
scribe how the text is not to be written and, perhaps incidentally, inform-
ing the oral reader how it is to be pronounced.

The masoretes did not create all the qerayin on their own. some qer-
ayin may have existed in manuscripts and possibly were known to the 
masoretes in that form, but this does not mean that the ones recorded in 
the mp, including the correct ones, were intended to preserve an alterna-

following statistics (taken from tov 1990a, 147–53) show how the sources align with 
regard to vocalization: (a) r = m ≠ G: 15x (+ 5x in reconstruction); (b) r = G ≠ m: 
21x; (c) G = m ≠ r: 2x; (d) r ≠ m, G 6x. The group (a) is where r probably shows a 
dependence on an oral practice similar to m’s. overall, r moves closer to m’s vocaliza-
tion but not in a radical fashion that might show a fully developed reading tradition 
at this time. None of the above cases have qerayin. There are no cases extant of r cor-
recting toward a qere. 
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tive textual form. it is just that the variant was used as the source of the 
qere-cue.6

A clue to the function of the qere readings is the way they and their 
equivalents actually appear in the mp. The mp often gives the qere in an 
abbreviated form. For example, in Prov 23:6, where the ketiv is תתאו, the 
note in mpl is 'איו ק. or Prov 24:17, were the ketiv is אויביך, ml specifies 
 That is to say, the word is to be understood without .(”an extra yod“) יתיר י'
the plural marker yod but written with it. This is not a correction but the 
equivalent of “sic,” and it only implies that one is to understand the word as 
a singlular, אויבך. in this case, mA and my, have a full qere, ָאוֹיִבְיך.

The qerayin had various origins, but they all serve as prompts to what 
was supposed to be the correct writing, pronunciation, and understanding 
of the text. The qerayin functioned much like the sebirin, except that the 
latter were to be thought but not pronounced.

2.2.4. oriental (מדנחאי) and occidental (מערבאי) readings

For the sake of completeness i have noted some places where the oriental 
and occidental readings differ, when the difference is more than trivial 
and not confined to qere-ketiv specification. The identification of the ori-
ental readings is very problematic, for there are many differences among 
the manuscripts that purport to list them. The best resource for these read-
ings is Hayut 2013. The sources of the oriental readings are cited and dis-
cussed by Hayut; see esp. 95–98. 

6. in Gordis’s judgment, in cases where the ketiv and qere are not equally satisfac-
tory or unsatisfactory, the ketiv is the better 12.34 percent of the time, while the qere is 
superior in 18.57 percent of the cases (1971, 82).



3. the versions

3.0. introduction

in the absence of major documentary evidence in Hebrew other than m 
itself, the commentary will have to give close attention to the versions, 
inquiring into the possibility that they transmit ancient Hebrew variants, 
whether right, wrong, equally valid, or (as often) uncertain.

The most important version is G-Proverbs. it will be examined in con-
siderable detail because it undoubtedly witnesses to a different Hebrew 
text of Proverbs, indeed to a different edition, and some of its variants 
can be recovered by careful probing. s-Proverbs will also get close atten-
tion. while largely aligned with m, s sometimes witnesses independently 
to Hebrew variants. Their recovery is complicated by the extensive use s 
makes of G in this particular book. i do not consistently mention t and 
v. t-Proverbs is a transposition of s into western Aramaic characters and 
morphology, with strong assimilation to m. v basically works from m 
with consultation of G, and it almost always reflects one or the other. t 
and v are cited only in limited circumstances: in cases of ketiv-qere, when 
they show some independence of m and G, when they confirm a variant 
in an unexpected way, and sometimes when i just find their interpretation 
interesting and want to mention it among the others. 

references to textual scholarship prior to the mid-nineteenth century 
are usually based on baumgartner, Pinkuss, or (most often) lagarde. These 
are commonly cited as “ref,” that is, “refers to.” Jäger’s seminal Observatio-
nes (1788) proposed some of the best retroversions and emendations, and 
the present study uses many of them.

it should be noted that “m” very often refers to the consonantal text 
transmitted in the masoretic tradition, not the masoretic text proper, with 
its vowels and accents. The versions often use the consonantal m while 
understanding it differently than the tiberian tradition does. such inter-
pretations may be called “implicit vocalization.”

-35 -
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3.1. the septuagint (G)1

3.1.1. edition used

The septuagint (G) is by far the most valuable of the versions for the study 
of the book of Proverbs. it is central to the study of the book’s early inter-
pretation, its transmission history, and its textual development. The com-
mentary of this volume will probe it carefully to determine where it pro-
vides a different text. 

As my working edition i use, faute de mieux, rahlfs’s Septuaginta. i 
give attention only to substantive inner-Greek variants (taken from rahlfs 
or Holmes-Parsons [HP]; the brooke-mclean Cambridge septuagint does 
not include Proverbs). by “substantive” i mean variants that are, in my 
judgment, relevant to text-critical decisions. i occasionally call attention to 
interesting variants in the minuscules by referring to “manuscripts,” that 
is, manuscripts collated in HP. in the absence of a stemma, listing of par-
ticular minuscules would be of little value.

The lack of a critical edition of G-Proverbs is unfortunate, but the 
effects are mitigated by the fact that changes later introduced in G are 
mostly Hexaplaric in origin and adjust toward m.2 Hence the inability to 
identify some of these changes may camouflage true variants but would 
not create false ones. Peter Gentry’s Göttingen edition is some years off, 
but i am reassured by the assessment he has graciously allowed me to 
quote: “The problem of the relationship between lxx and mt Proverbs is 
notorious and vexing. scholars should not expect miracles from a forth-
coming critical edition of the lxx text in resolving this issue, for a critical 
edition will not yield a radically different text from that of rahlfs’s” (pers. 
comm., march 17, 2010).

3.1.2. the date of G-Proverbs

The dating of G-Proverbs can be determined only loosely. A mid- to late 
second-century bCe dating is reasonable. Johann Cook (1993) supports 
this dating on the grounds of the translator’s familiarity with Hellenistic 
literary style and his supposed suspicion of foreign thought. michael dick 
(1990, 21, 50) advocates an early second-century dating for G-Proverbs 

1. The latter part of this chapter is based in part on Fox 2005.
2. The Hexaplaric variants are listed and discussed by Fritsch 1953. 
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because it does not accept the belief in an afterlife, which became promi-
nent later, as well as its generally universalistic outlook. However, the 
“universalistic” outlook is native to wisdom literature. Also, while belief 
in the afterlife is unlikely to come to expression prior to the second cen-
tury, it could appear later and is irrelevant to the terminus ad quem. exter-
nal sources are not much help in this matter. The Greek of ben sira is 
not dependent on G-Proverbs, and while the wisdom of solomon shows 
dependency on G-Proverbs in a few verses, most clearly wis 6:14 on 1:21, 
its own dating is in dispute.

The unity of G-Proverbs has not been established. There is no reason 
to assume multiple translators. while different translation styles are pres-
ent, they are distributed throughout the book, not clumped together in 
a way that would point to different hands at work in different places. 
The additions composed in Hebrew, such as 9:12a–12b, were most likely 
already in the Hebrew source text. (otherwise we would have to posit that 
they existed in different manuscripts and were translated and imported 
later.) some of the additions composed in Greek may be the translator’s 
work, but others were probably inserted later. For example, the epigram 
on the bee in 6:8a–c is written in an ornate literary Greek unlike the rest of 
the book, and its attitudes are distinctively Greek; see the commentary. it is 
unlikely that the translator would have paused in his work to compose an 
epigram in a different style. The poem in 9:18a–d also shows evidence of a 
Greek origin. The Hexaplaric and pre-Hexaplaric adjustments to m are, of 
course, later than the original.

3.1.3 the order of G-Proverbs

The most striking difference between G-Proverbs and m-Proverbs is in 
the order of the last third of the book. After 24:22e, G proceeds as fol-
lows (using m’s numbering): 30:1–14; 24:23–34; 30:15–31:9; 25:1–29:27; 
31:10–31. There are also small-scale divergences, such as 8:32b appearing 
after 8:34; several displacements in 15:27a–16:9; and 31:25 and 26 being 
switched. There are numerous additions and omissions; see these entries 
in §7.3.1 below. There is no single explanation for all these variations. (The 
terminology is not meant to prejudice the decision as to which text had 
the original order.) 

i see nothing that would deliberately motivate the changes in either 
direction. Cook believes that Prov 31:1–9 was displaced from its m order 
to join 29:27, which mentions the ἄδικος, to 31:10, which speaks of the 
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ἀνδρεία, thereby creating a contrast (between bad man and good woman) 
of the sort that the translator favors (CsP 312–15). Also, according to 
Cook, the translator wanted 31:1–9 immediately before 25:1–8, since 
both speak of kingship. However, the literary gains are too trivial to jus-
tify such a major dislocation, especially since moving a few verses would 
have accomplished the same thing. in any case ἄδικος and ἀνδρεῖος are not 
elsewhere in antithesis. m-Proverbs’ order is certainly correct at least in 
chapters 30–31, because 30:1–14 form with 30:15–33 a series of indepen-
dent poems and epigrams that are radically different from the proverb col-
lections but belong together as an appendix to the book. Prov 30:11–14 in 
particular belongs with the list-epigrams in 30:15–33. 

in G-Proverbs, there are in fact only two large blocks of text differ-
ently located: 30:1–14 (15 verses) and 30:15–31:9 (28 verses). it is likely 
that the septuagint’s order resulted from accidental displacement of these 
blocks. This is unlikely to have happened by shuffling of leaves in a Greek 
codex (as happened in sira 30:25–33:13a/33:13b–36:16), because the two 
blocks are of different sizes. Possibly a copyist in Greek or Hebrew skipped 
over major blocks (perhaps by rolling up his scroll then reopening too far 
along), after which he returned to incorporate the skipped material. in any 
case, the different large-scale ordering seen in G-Proverbs has no inherent 
connection to the translator’s other changes and shows no signs of being 
the translator’s doing.

3.1.4. the Character of G-Proverbs

For the most part, G-Proverbs aims at a faithful representation of the 
intentions of the Hebrew text and is best understood in terms of that 
goal. whether one accepts Cook’s dictum that “the septuagint should 
principally be seen as an exegetical writing”(CsP 12, emphasis original). 
depends on one’s own purposes. it can indeed be approached as exegesis, 
and G-Proverbs certainly has a place in the study of the history of inter-
pretation of the book of Proverbs. in fact, some of my own comments are 
relevant to that study. but for text-critical purposes, G-Proverbs must be 
taken seriously as a translation that aims at representing the message of the 
Hebrew book and for the most part succeeds.

of course, all translations, except perhaps the most mindless, are 
based on exegesis, though this tends to be noticeable only when one dis-
agrees with the interpretation. The category “exegetical” is too broad to 
help us explain most differences from the Hebrew of m-Proverbs (or, 
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more precisely, from a mimetic translation of that text, with a precise and 
rigid mapping of components of the source text into the target language).3 
“exegetical” is more usefully reserved to describe added words, phrases, or 
lines that are intended to explain another element in the translation.

Cook’s main thesis, developed in CsP and numerous articles, is that 
G-Proverbs is a Jewish Hellenistic document that is both interpretive and 
religiously conservative. by this he means that it states and promotes spe-
cifically Jewish doctrines, above all the centrality of the law of moses, and 
does not introduce foreign ideas to any significant degree. i largely agree 
with this assessment (though i do not think that the law is central in this 
translation; see the comment on 13:15). i am also persuaded by dick’s argu-
ments (1990) that G-Proverbs does not promote Hellenistic doctrines but 
at most vaguely reflects some common Hellenistic notions. At the same 
time, i would not deny many of d’Hamonville’s observations in bAP on 
the impress of Greek literature and thought on the translation. we can also 
accept that the translation was (erratically) influenced by Greek stylistic 
choices (as argued by Gerleman 1956, 11–35; bAP 92–99). it is only to be 
expected that an Alexandrian Jew (as the translator presumably was) would 
imbibe tropes, prosodic patterns, and ideas borne by his environment as 
well as his ancestral traditions. i only claim that these qualities do not over-
whelm the underlying Hebrew text or preclude the recovery of variants. 

to call G-Proverbs “free” is imprecise and insufficient, because there 
are many kinds of freedom, many ways of diverging from the source text. 
“Free” does not explain what is going on. moreover—and i think this is 
the case in G-Proverbs—a translator may diverge from a mimetic render-
ing toward what seems like freedom because he feels compelled to repre-
sent the meaning of m—or of a variant Hebrew source— correctly, as he 
understands it, not because he is playing loose with the sacred book.

3. “literal” is confusing because it also serves as an antonym of “metaphorical.” 
but a metaphor, if translated “literally,” remains metaphorical, whereas if it is trans-
lated “freely,” it becomes a “literal” statement. The term “mimetic” comes from the 
translation theorist James s. Holmes (1988, 25–28), who describes translation in terms 
of mapping theory. A large-scale map (such as, say, a map of a country) represents 
the basic contours and main landmarks in the territory. A small-scale map (such as 
a map of a town) can show the details of the territory (such as streets) in their right 
places and proportions. mimetic translation is of the latter sort. it attempts to map the 
maximal number of linguistic features of the source onto the receptor text and aims at 
consistency in correspondences between the vocabulary of the source and the target. 
see further Fox 2002.
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i prefer to describe the translation technique of G-Proverbs as “flexible.” 
by this i mean that the translator uses a variety of techniques.4 sometimes 
he maps his source closely, sometimes paraphrases, sometimes expands 
the quantitative representation of Hebrew words, sometimes reduces it, 
and sometimes just guesses at the meaning. This flexibility makes it almost 
impossible to characterize the translation as a whole in quantifiable terms. 
The fact that the translator chooses a broad mapping in one verse, grasping 
the meaning of a Hebrew proverb in a Greek sentence that does not align 
neatly with the components of the source, proves little about his approach 
elsewhere. At most it is suggestive of the kinds of things the translator can 
do. it is no more justifiable to extrapolate from the broadly mapped verses 
to the translator’s overall technique and call his translation “free” than to 
deduce from the (numerous) narrowly mapped ones that he is “literal.” we 
have to proceed verse by verse and decide each case on its own.

when we allow for the translator’s flexibility, G-Proverbs proves to be, 
on the whole, an honest rendering of a Hebrew original as the translator 
understood it. to make this translation usable for text-critical purposes, i 
attempt to explain its most noticeable departures from the Hebrew. For this 
purpose, m is, for practical reasons, the starting point but is not presumed 
to be the translator’s source text. we seek to understand the constraints 
under which the translator operates and to see through the translation to 
the source text behind it. only by exegesis of the translation as a literary 
text is it possible to understand the knowledge, assumptions, motivations, 
and ideas that resulted in the translation, and thereby to recover some of 
the variants he worked with. 

Four principles should be kept in mind as relevant to all the versions: 
(1) However interpretive or paraphrastic the translator may be in trans-
lating the Hebrew, he is not necessarily translating a text identical to m. 
(2) when a translation represents the same text as m, it does not actually 

4. i use “technique” in the limited sense proposed by Aejmelaeus 1993, 65–76. it 
is what the translator does, what appears in the result, without implying a deliberate 
system or working procedure. Aejmelaeus writes, “translation technique cannot be 
anything more than a collective name for all the different renderings used by a transla-
tor. study of translation technique aims at describing the end-product of a translator’s 
work. it cannot be a question of discovering the system used by the translator, because 
there was none” (69). (However, systems did emerge among the later “revisers.”) if one 
ascribes intentions, attitudes, and inclinations to a translator, these are descriptions of 
tendencies evident in the end product. but this is also true when we speak about liter-
ary texts and their authors.
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support it, as people commonly say. it only agrees with it. (3) A variant in 
the translator’s source may be wrong. one cannot disprove the existence 
of a variant by showing it to be bad Hebrew or inappropriate to its context. 
(4) if we cannot determine what text underlay G, we must default to igno-
rance, not to m.

3.1.5. A Profile of G-Proverbs 

3.1.5.0. introduction. G-Proverbs has a set of characteristic features, both 
large-scale and small. None are unique to G-Proverbs, but taken together 
they give a sense of its particular character.

These features arise in three phases in the book’s development: the 
Hebrew source text used by the translator, the oG translator’s own activ-
ity, and the subsequent inner-Greek transmission. it is often difficult to 
determine which phase a particular instance belongs to. if scholars have 
tended to ascribe most m-G differences to the translator, this may be due 
to an inclination to assume that what one sees in a translation originated 
in translation. Cook says that a determination that the translator handled 
his text freely “could naturally lend support to a view that would ascribe 
deviations from the m to the translator” (CsP 31). (“inevitably” might be 
a more fitting adverb.) but this reasoning is circular. Cook’s assessment 
of the degree of the translator’s “freedom” rests in large measure on the 
assumption that the translator is working from m. in any case, transla-
tional freedom, if that’s what it is, may obscure variants without thereby 
supporting m. 

in the commentary i try to determine how each variant arose, but 
this is often impossible. still, we should note that all the types of variation 
found in G (and the other translations), other than language-dependent 
ones, are well attested in single-language redaction and transmission. The 
appendix to Fox 2005 provides examples from ben sira and Ptahhotep.

The production of variants is one way that wisdom literature evolves; 
indeed, this is true of m-Proverbs itself, as shown by the numerous prover-
bial doublets, in which one must have emerged as a variant of the other or 
both emerged as derivatives of a common source. to be sure, variants of all 
sorts are well attested in other genres as well. still, though i cannot quan-
tify this, it seems to me that wisdom literature is especially malleable and 
even invites manipulation. This may take the form of additions, rephras-
ings, lexical variation, glosses, rearrangement, and more. After all, wisdom 
literature claims to transmit not the words of God but rather the teachings 
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of sages who learned from earlier sages. The scribes who followed could 
view themselves as part of the creative wisdom tradition as well.

it is difficult to generalize about the translation technique of G-Prov-
erbs because there are many different practices at work, often in the same 
verse. They range from strict mimetic translation to paraphrastic and 
expansive renderings, some of which have only slight contact with the 
Hebrew. G-Proverbs even includes new passages that are not translations 
at all. There is no “typical” verse, no characteristic translation which could 
show us what to expect elsewhere. to quantify the divergences from m 
and take an average would be like mixing the colors of a painting together 
and declaring that its typical hue is brown. 

still, whatever the techniques that gave rise to the translation, G does 
have its own literary profile, a set of features that together give it its dis-
tinctiveness. we could describe these features without respect to their 
origin, because G-Proverbs now exists as a work with its own integrity. 
(However, i exclude Hexaplaric and other recensional pluses, since these 
only obscure the translation’s distinctiveness. For fuller discussion and 
additional examples, see the commentary.) The following categories are 
overlapping. Thus “resolving metaphor” may be a way of enhancing the 
tone, and so on. They are separated below for purposes of illustration. sig-
nificant differences from m are marked in italics.

3.1.5.1. mimesis. The most frequent translation technique in G-Proverbs is 
mimetic or formal rendering. Here are three examples out of scores:

10:2
lʾ ywʿylw ʾwṣrwt ršʿ wṣdqh tṣyl mmwt
οὐκ ὠφελήσουσιν θησαυροὶ ἀνόμους, δικαιοσύνη δὲ ῥύσεται ἐκ θανάτου.

10:9
hwlk btm ylk bṭḥ, wmʿqš drkyw
ὃς πορεύεται ἁπλῶς, πορεύεται πεποιθώς, ὁ δὲ διαστρέφων τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτοῦ

ywdʿ
γνωσθήσεται.

9:1
ḥkmwt bnth byth ḥṣbh ʿmwdyh šb‘h
ἡ σοφία ᾠκοδόμησεν ἑαυτῇ οἶκον, καὶ ὑπήρεισεν στύλους ἑπτά.
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The last verse, too, is an exact literal translation, but of a different 
Hebrew text, with הצבה for חצבה. translation of a different source text 
has nothing to do with translational freedom. of course, it is necessary to 
tease the variant out of the translation before evaluating the way the trans-
lation maps its source. Circularity is avoided only by bringing a variety of 
factors to bear on the reconstruction of the source and not simply translating 
the Greek into Hebrew.

in most verses, G is close to m, apart from trivial differences in number, 
tense, and function of words and a certain looseness in representing parts 
of speech. when G goes without mention in the commentary, it is because 
the translation is functionally identical to m. in verses where G maps the 
Hebrew closely, deviation from m is more likely to be a textual variant.

3.1.5.2. moralism.5 m-Proverbs is, to say the least, already a heavily mor-
alizing book, judging behavior as good or bad, rarely with ethical shad-
ings. G-Proverbs only increases this moralism. where a saying in m might 
be read as utilitarian, G usually makes sure that it is not. Here are a few 
examples of many: 

•	 m 2:11 promises that “shrewdness (מזמה) will watch over you, 
good sense (תבונה) protect you.” both of these faculties are in 
some cases utilitarian. The former can even be misused (e.g., Prov 
12:2; 14:7; 24:8). G defines the effective qualities as βουλὴ καλή 
“good counsel” and ἔννοια ὁσία “pious understanding” to make it 
clear that only moral and religious virtues provide protection. 

•	 m 3:9 advises making offerings to God. G stipulates that one must 
give only what was earned honestly (though this was never in 
doubt). 

•	 m 6:30 says, “People don’t despise a thief if he steals to fill his belly 
when starving,” thereby recognizing that crimes are not equally 
reprehensible. G, however, does not want to allow for the possibil-
ity that a thief could ever avoid capture and disgrace. He adds the 
notion of the thief ’s being caught and changes the public’s lack of 
contempt into lack of surprise, translating, “it is not surprising if 

5. see further “moral and/or religious emphasis, moralizing” in §7.3.1 below.
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one who steals is caught, for he steals in order to fill his soul, when 
he hungers.” 

•	 m 9:17, at the end of Folly’s invitation, reads, “stolen water is 
sweet, and secret food a delight.” it is not certain whether it is 
Folly or the teacher now speaking. lest one think it is the teacher 
and imagine that he is affirming the goodness of illicit pleasures, 
G places the words unambiguously in Folly’s mouth. This makes 
them a continuation of her deceitful invitation. The Hebrew is 
much subtler, allowing that the enticements of Folly, especially in 
female form, though deadly, really are (momentarily) sweet. The 
Greek does not want you to think this even for a moment.

•	 m 19:22b, “better a poor man than a deceitful one,” might be 
thought to imply that every poor man is honest. moreover, the 
stich does not provide a clear antithesis between the two parties 
being compared. G excludes the wrong inference and sharpens 
the antithesis by translating: “better a righteous poor man than a 
rich deceiver.” There is a certain finesse in the way that the transla-
tor infers the notion of righteousness by reversal of its antonym 
“deceitful” and extracts the concept of wealth from “poor” by 
reversal of each component. He is probably construing the prov-
erb correctly.

•	 m 21:22 praises the strategic power of wisdom by declaring that 
a wise man can take down a fortress. G explains that the fortress 
was one “on which the impious relied.” After all, why else would 
the wise man attack it, and why would the city fall if it did not 
deserve it? 

•	 m 28:20b warns that “he who hastens to get rich will not go 
unpunished.” but since hastening for wealth is not in itself a 
crime, G converts the action into evil: “but the evil man will not 
go unpunished.”

Not all moralizing additions in G originated with the translator. The 
following was present in his Hebrew source text: m 18:22a, “He who finds 
a wife finds something good,” might be thought to mean that any woman 
is a blessing. G begins, “He who has found a good wife has found happi-
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ness,” to make it clear that only marriage with a good woman is a blessing. 
This verse was cited with טובה in some Hebrew sources as well (b. ber. 8a; 
b. yeb. 63b; mid. shoḥer tov 151ab). This shows that we cannot automati-
cally assign heightened moralism to the translator. 

The following addition entered subsequent to oG: G 22:16 reads, “He 
who lays false charges against the wretched increases his own [sc. wealth],” 
which is an expression of indignation. Gsc A and some manuscripts enhance 
moral clarity by adding κακά, hence “increases his own troubles.” 

moreover, there are moralizing additions that never reached G. in 
5:22a, m has, “His—the evildoer’s (הרשע  ”.iniquities will trap him—(את 
The phrase “the evildoer’s” is not integrated in the Hebrew syntax, and it is 
lacking in G. The phrase is an epexegetical gloss in the Hebrew. we easily 
recognize moralizing additions in G, such as an added δίκαιος or κακός. 
This example shows that the same process went on in Hebrew transmission. 

A valuable assessment of the place of moralism in G-Proverbs is the 
essay by dick (1990, esp. 21–26).

3.1.5.3. refinement. sometimes the concern that shapes G’s translation 
is not so much morality as tonality. The translator seeks to make certain 
actions and persons seem more refined, enhancing their propriety and 
dignity.

•	 m 3:34 says that God mocks mockers. G says that he “opposes” 
them, ascribing to God a less vivid but more dignified action

•	 m 6:3 urges the man who has given surety to “go and grovel” to his 
neighbor to get released from the obligation. G converts this into 
a more decorous “Go without being lax.” 

•	 m 9:3 says that wisdom sends forth her maidservants. G uses 
the masculine δούλους (“manservants”), on the assumption that 
it would not be proper to send around maidservants to bring in 
male guests.

•	 m 22:3a observes that “the shrewd man sees trouble and hides”—
a behavior which, though prudent, is not particularly noble. by 
giving a different sense to רעה and deriving ויסתר from יסר, G 
pictures a different situation: “when a clever man sees a bad man 
being punished severely, he takes instruction.”
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•	 m 28:25 says that the man who trusts in the lord ידשן—liter-
ally “will be made fat.” G’s “will be attentive” has a more edifying 
quality.

3.1.5.4. improving the “logic.” The translator sometimes makes a verse 
more logical, or, more precisely, brings out the logic he considers implicit 
in it. The logic in question is of course the translator’s own, insofar as this 
can be deduced from the changes he has made.6 This category overlaps 
with resolving metaphor (§3.1.5.5) and disambiguation (§3.1.5.6).

•	 m 4:25 says that you should let your eyelids “go straight.” since 
eyelids do not actually go straight, G says that they should “assent 
(νευέτω) to righteousness.”

•	 m 5:9 warns that an adulterer could leave his “glory” (הודו) in a 
foreigner’s house. it is not evident how one can leave one’s “glory” 
somewhere. G helps out by construing הוד as “life.” The fool will 
leave his life there, literally, by getting himself killed.

•	 m 8:27b has God inscribing a “circuit on the abyss.” G-Proverbs 
has God locating his throne upon the winds. This is based on the 
idea that the circuit of the heavens is on high (isa 40:22), which is 
the location of God’s throne (isa 66:1). 

•	 m 9:13a calls lady Folly the “woman of folly (פתיות).” The transla-
tor mistakenly equates פתיות with פת (“morsel”) and then must 
add “lacking” to make sense of the sentence.

•	 m 10:18a reads: “deceitful lips cover up hatred.” This means that 
dishonest people speak flattery while concealing the hatred they 
feel. but G is puzzled that covering up hatred should be wrong 
and goes so far as to reverse the meaning of its source by making 
“righteous lips” do the covering up. This is close to a “correction” 
of the source text, making it mean what it somehow must mean.

•	 m 12:23a says that the shrewd man “covers up (כסה) knowledge.” 
A failure to understand why one would “cover up” knowledge is 

6. see “logic (apparent logic), adjustment for” in §7.3.1.
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probably what prompted the translator to render כסה (a word he 
knew) as if it were כִּסֵּא “throne”; hence: “The intelligent man is a 
throne of knowledge.”

•	 m 15:12b says that the fool will not go to the wise. This is not 
illogical, but G still adjusts the wording to his notion of what is 
meant by “going”: going with someone as companion (influenced 
by 13:20) rather than going to someone for instruction.

•	 m 16:12a, “The doing of evil is the abomination of kings,” might 
be thought to mean that kings inevitably shun evildoing. G’s “An 
abomination to the king is he who does evil” prevents this con-
strual by ascribing the hated actions to another person. This con-
strual of the Hebrew is grammatically feasible but probably wrong.

•	 m 26:7 and 9 speak of proverbs in the mouths of fools. by trans-
lating משל as “transgression” and “bondage,” G avoids ascribing 
proverbs of any sort to fools. Proverbs, after all, are the domain of 
the wise.

•	 m 30:3 declares, “and i have not learned wisdom”—a strange 
admission coming from solomon. by reading ולא as if it were ואל 
and ignoring the grammatical form of למדתי, G has him say the 
expected: “God taught me knowledge” (cf. 1 Kgs 3:12, etc.).

•	 in 31:10, G avoids the metaphor of the excellent woman’s “price” 
with its possibly indelicate implications.

•	 it is in accordance with the translator’s “logic” (that is to say, inher-
ited assumptions) to avoid ascription of authorship to anyone 
besides solomon; see the comment on 10:1.

3.1.5.5. resolving or Changing metaphors.7 one can resolve figurative 
language into its literal sense or change the figures themselves in order to 
improve the logic—as in the preceding category—and to add clarity. 

7. see “metaphor, resolving and explicating” in the septuagintal index.
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•	 m 12:6a says that “the words of the wicked are an ambush for 
blood.” lest the reader wonder how words can be an ambush, G 
substitutes the more expected “deceits.” 

•	 m 14:11a promises that the tents of the righteous “will flourish.” 
tents may stand or fall, but they don’t really “flourish,” so G pro-
vides the more obvious “will stand.”

•	 m 17:28 praises the man who “shuts his lips.” G explicates this 
(rather unnecessarily) as “whoever makes himself silent.” 

•	 m 23:2a uses a vivid metaphor for self-control at a meal: “put a 
knife to your throat.” G substitutes an expansive, nonmetaphorical 
sentence affirming the propriety of eating what is given you: “And 
lay your hand [sc. on what is placed before you], knowing that it is 
right for you to prepare such things.”

•	 m 27:24 reads, “For wealth [חסן] is not forever, nor does a crown 
endure generation after generation.” The metaphor of a crown has 
puzzled commentators. G explains it: “For power and strength do 
not belong to a man forever, nor does he transmit (them) from 
generation to generation.” The translator assumed, reasonably, 
that “crown” was equivalent to the parallel חסן, which can mean 
“power.”

in this category we can include G’s tendency to avoid literal translation 
of body parts and other concrete symbols, either by leaving them untrans-
lated or by replacing them with more abstract terms (sdeK, 1957). For 
example, in G 8:2–3 “head,” “hand,” and “mouth” are left untranslated, and 
in G 1:24 “stretch out hand” becomes “stretch out words.”

occasionally G introduces a metaphor of its own. in 16:28 G adds 
the vivid image of a “torch of deceits,” which the troublemaker kindles. in 
23:31, G warns that a drunkard will become “naked as a pestle.” but such 
metaphorical rewritings are rare.

3.1.5.6. disambiguation.8 in a sense, all the practices listed here are forms 
of disambiguation. but a particular form of paraphrase worth noting is G’s 

8. see “disambiguation, paraphrase” in the septuagintal index.
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removing the ambiguity from a verse that may be read in more than one 
way, rather than leaving it to the reader to tease out the intended sense. 

•	 m 5:4a says of the seductress that “her end is as bitter as gall.” This 
might be thought to mean that she herself will suffer a hard death, 
although it is the foolish youth’s death that is relevant to the con-
text. Hence G plays on אחרית to produce the unambiguous “later 
you will find her more bitter than gall.”

•	 G 25:13 expansively explicates the terms of the analogy between 
“the chill of snow in harvesttime” and a reliable messenger by 
explaining that the snow “is beneficial against heat.”9 This verse 
might belong in “overexplanation” (§3.1.5.8) as well.

•	 G 28:14 adds δι’ εὐλάβειαν for clearer definition of what kind of 
fear is being praised, namely, respectfulness.

•	 m 31:1, beginning with דברי למואל, ascribes the following instruc-
tion to an otherwise-unknown wise man. to make it clear that 
solomon is the speaker in Prov 31, as G believes is the case for 
the entirety of Proverbs (see the comment on 10:3), G reads the 
phrase as דְּבָרַי לְמוֹ אֵל “my words are to God.”

3.1.5.7. elaboration.10 G has (apart from Hexaplaric incursions) numer-
ous additions of a stich or more. some of these are doublets or internal 
expansions of a verse. some have enough independence to be considered 
a verse on their own, and rahlfs gives them added letters (which here are 
italicized). some additions were introduced in the Hebrew transmission 
that led to oG’s source text; others were produced by the translator; and 
others are the works of later Greek scribes. i attempt to identify the source 
of the additions in the commentary (and see “additions” in the septuagin-
tal index), but this is often impossible. still, they are all similar in charac-
ter and share the same ideology, except in regard to a few nuances.11 in 

9. examples of paraphrase are 5:4; 6:25; 7:6–17; 8:27; 10:4; 10:5; 10:24; 12:25; 
16:7; 17:16a; 23:27; 24:15; 25:13; 28:17; 30:1; 30:8; 31:5.

10. see “additions” in §7.3.1.
11. G 6:8a–c develops the Greek topos of the bee. G 9:10a introduces the theme of 

(mosaic) law. G 9:12a–c and 9:18a–d warn against foreign ideas and culture, a concern 
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describing G-Proverbs it is legitimate to bring them all into consideration. 
All are anchored in their context and almost all develop the idea stated in 
the preceding m verse. 

The first four examples were composed, as far as i can tell, in Greek.

•	 G 4:27a elaborates on the admonition in 4:27. whereas 4:27 
exhorts the reader to make his way straight, inclining to neither 
the right nor the left, G 4:27a, following a Greek, not a Hebrew, 
notion, distinguishes the right from the left as the good from the 
bad. 

•	 G 9:10a is a doublet of 9:10c, but it also extends the principle 
stated in 9:10ab—that the beginning of wisdom is the fear of the 
lord—by saying that to know the law is good intellect. 

•	 G’s proverb on the educated son (10:4a) seems to elaborate the 
verse that comes after it, which contrasts two kinds of son.

•	 G and m of 13:9 say that the light of the wicked will be extin-
guished. This image can refer to misery, or to death, or to igno-
rance. G adds 9a to show that it means (or also means) the dark-
ness of sin.

some additions were probably inserted later than oG:

•	 G 6:11a is likely a later addition based on a misunderstanding of 
the preceding verse. it distinguishes two kinds of runners. This 
recalls G’s handling of 4:27a. 

•	 The epigram on the bee in 6:8a–c was added in Greek as a further 
example of industrious creatures. 

•	 The epigram in 9:18a–d that warns against close contact with the 
foreign culture was added to explain that the enticements of lady 
Folly in the preceding verses are cultural as well as sexual. 

not found in m-Proverbs. G 17:6a holds out promise of spiritual wealth, an image not 
found in m. None of this is in any way contrary to m.
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The following set of elaborations took place partly in Hebrew, partly 
in Greek:

•	 m 18:22a reads, “(a) He who finds a wife finds something good, 
(b) and receives favor from the lord.” This praises marriage as an 
inherent good. in the Greek, the observation develops in three 
stages: (1) G 18:22a: “He who finds a good wife has found some-
thing good.” The first “good” was present in the Hebrew (see the 
commentary). (2) G 18:22aa: “He who expels a good wife expels 
happiness [lit. “the good”; pl].” This is based on a non-masoretic 
Hebrew text of G 18:22a (with “good”) but understood with a dif-
ferent vocalization. (3) G 18:22ab: “but he who retains an adulter-
ess is foolish and wicked.” This supplements G 18:22aa. its absence 
in s shows that it was added after oG. we see three phases of 
intervention, each one refining the preceding and drawing out its 
implications. Phase 1 restricts the scope of the original Hebrew, 
teaching that not every wife, but only a good one, is a blessing. 
Phase 2 explains why a man should hold such a wife fast. but, lest 
this be thought to preclude divorce, Phase 3 makes it clear that 
this action is sometimes necessary. 

like all of G-Proverbs’ tendencies, elaboration, too, is not invariable. 
occasionally G will do the opposite, omitting words as being redundant. 
For example, in 25:21 “bread” and “water” are clearly implied by “feed” 
and “give drink” and are omitted. similarly 25:28.

3.1.5.8. overexplanation.12 All the above features go beyond mimetic 
translation in clarifying the text, but sometimes the clarifications are not 
really necessary. one gets the impression that the translator lacks confi-
dence in readers’ ability to figure things out for themselves. some of the 
above examples illustrate this tendency. Further examples:

•	 G 8:21a: “if i tell you things that happen daily, i shall (also) remem-
ber to recount things of old.” it is obvious that 8:1–20 describes the 
present, 8:21–36 the past. still, the translator inserts G 8:21a to 
distinguish the two phases, taking the reader by the hand through 
the progress of the narration.

12. see “overexplanation” in §7.3.1.
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•	 m 16:11b says that “all the weights of the purse are [God’s] work. 
G explains that “honest weight-stones are his works.” This pre-
cludes the (unlikely) misunderstanding of the verse as meaning 
that God is responsible for dishonest weights. 

•	 G 22:13 prefixes “The sluggard makes excuses and says” to explain 
the sluggard’s intent, though this is obvious from the rest of the 
verse.

•	 in G 22:14a, after a warning on the danger of evil speech, a third 
stich adds a banal conclusion, “but it is necessary to turn away 
from a crooked and evil way.”

•	 in 25:22b, to “and the lord will repay you,” G-Proverbs adds “with 
good,” though the repayment for the recommended behavior 
could hardly be otherwise. 

•	 m 26:27 speaks of one “who digs a pit,” to which G adds “for his 
neighbor,” lest one think that the warning concerns digging legiti-
mate holes.13 

3.1.5.9. enhancing Parallelism.14 G-Proverbs often enhances the corre-
spondence between the semantic or morphological components of a cou-
plet. According to Gerleman (1956, 23–26), there is a strong tendency to 
make couplets antithetical, which almost always produces or strengthens 
parallelism (17–23). in a book about parallelism in G-Proverbs, tauber-
schmidt (2004) identifies “secondary parallelism,” meaning parallelism 
created or enhanced by the translator. Though i find tauberschmidt’s 
study defective in many ways and have criticized it in a review (Fox 2004), 
it is fair to say that he has described one of this translator’s practices, and 
i will note occurrences in the commentary. However, as the following 
examples show, the enhancement of parallelism is often linked to other 
motives and causes as well. moreover, secondary parallelism often arises 
in Hebrew too.

13. examples of overexplanation are 8:21a; 14:20; 16:11; 19:22; 22:13; 22:14a; 
25:22; 26:27; 27:25.

14. see “parallelism” and “antithesis” in the septuagintal index.
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•	 m 1:23bc: “behold i pour out to you my spirit, // i make my words 
known to you.” G 1:23bc: “behold, i will bring forth to you the 
utterance (ῥῆσιν) of my spirit, // i will teach you my word (λόγον).” 
The translator adds ῥῆσιν as a parallel to λόγον (tauberschmidt 
2004, 33–34). At the same time, the addition provides an explana-
tion of the idiom “pour forth spirit.” 

•	 m 1:24: “because i called and you refused me, i stretched out my 
hand and no one paid heed.” G: “because i called and you did not 
listen, i spoke at length and you gave no heed.” where m has a 
gesture parallel to speaking, G has speaking in both sides of the 
parallel.

•	 m 17:4: “An evil man hearkens to the lip of iniquity [i.e., an iniq-
uitous person]. // deceit [שקר, i.e., a deceitful person] listens to 
the tongue of destruction.” G 17:4b: “but a righteous man does not 
hearken to deceitful lips” (δίκαιος δὲ οὐ προσέχει χείλεσιν ψευδέσιν). 
According to tauberschmidt (2004, 44), G creates antithesis by 
“changing” שקר into δίκαιος. but the added negative must be 
noted as well. it is more accurate to say that G preserves parallel-
ism by converse translation. As often, G modifies the parallelism 
of a verse that already had its own. 

secondary parallelism may also arise in the Hebrew, as in the follow-
ing case:

•	 m 14:33: “wisdom rests in the heart of the sensible man, but in 
the midst of dolts it makes itself known.” G: “in the good heart 
of a man there is wisdom, but in the heart of fools it is not per-
ceived (οὐ διαγινώσκεται).” it may be true that “the second colon 
correspond[s] to the first colon in a contrastive manner” (taub-
erschmidt 2004, 204), but, contrary to tauberschmidt, this is not 
the translator’s doing. The negative is witnessed by Theodotion 
and Aquila and must have been in G’s source text. The negative 
was inserted in the Hebrew transmission for the sake of logic, 
because the notion of wisdom being known among fools seemed 
outlandish.
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•	 m 27:9: נפש ומתק רעהו מעצת  לב  ישמח  וקטרת   ,literally .שמן 
“oil and incense make the heart rejoice, and the sweetness of his 
friend more than the counsel of the soul.” The meaning is uncer-
tain. G 27:9: “by myrrh and wines and incense the heart is pleased, 
// but by misfortunes the soul is rent.” This is based on a different 
Hebrew text, which ends: נָפֶש מֵעַצֶּבֶת  -see the com ;וּמִתְקָרְעָה 
mentary.

tauberschmidt knows that quite often G-Proverbs violates the par-
allelism found in m, and he even dedicates a chapter (2004, 109–64) to 
explaining why this happens. Though he lists almost as many verses that 
disturb parallelism as ones that enhance it, tauberschmidt feels he must 
find a motive for each violation, as if the “fondness” for parallelism were 
a foundational demand requiring any departure from it to have a special 
reason. (tauberschmidt does not, in practice, include textual differences 
among the reasons.) 

in fact, the most we can conclude is that sometimes the translator 
tightens the parallelism, and sometimes he does not. This is not a useless 
conclusion, for it alerts the text critic to the possibility that in any particu-
lar case tighter parallelism may be the translator’s doing. This conclusion 
does not, however, provide a strong heuristic principle that can claim pri-
ority over competing explanations.15

3.1.6. translation as Control. This chapter began by questioning the use-
fulness of the concept “free” to characterize G-Proverbs. i suggested that 
a better characterization of the translator’s approach is flexible—meaning 
that he applies a variety of means to achieve his goals. on the basis of the 
above profile, i further suggest that his main goal, evinced mostly in ways 
he departs from a mimetic translation, is control: control over the way the 
reader understands each segment of the book. The translator is trying to 
guide the reader to the exact intent of the text—his text, as he understands 
it. to this end he eliminates ambiguities, stabilizes indeterminacies, and 
draws stark moral distinctions wherever these tactics are needed to pre-
vent misunderstandings, and often when they are not. He is not merely 
translating “freely,” making the text mean whatever he wishes it to mean. 
He is letting the text convey what he thinks its author wants it to mean. 

15. examples of enhanced parallelism are 1:23bc; 2:15; 7:8; 7:17; 8:4; 8:14; 8:16; 
8:20; 14:33; 15:13; 15:20; 15:22; 15:26; 17:4; 21:14; 24:11; 27:6; 27:9; 28:15; 30:23.
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The translator is a participant in the creative process that transforms old 
wisdom into new. These observations also apply, mutatis mutandis, to the 
scribes who shaped and transmitted the Hebrew text that reached the 
translator and also to the Greek scribes who made contributions of their 
own to the dynamic book.

3.1.7. indicators of Hebrew variants in G-Proverbs. Given the flexible 
character of the Greek translation, it is admittedly difficult to identify vari-
ants in it and apply them to text criticism. There are, however, a number of 
criteria that help in the task. These cannot catch all variants, and my deci-
sions in the commentary will sometimes suffice with slimmer arguments. 
but the following indicators are a good starting point.

3.1.7.1. A Component That does Not serve the translator’s Purposes. 
when a divergence from m does not serve a translator’s ideological or lit-
erary agenda but can be explained in terms of scribal error, the difference is 
likely due to a Hebrew variant. G-Proverbs’ flexibility would have allowed 
him to produce a rendering that promoted his ideology. For a fuller dis-
cussion of the following examples (and many others), see the commentary.

•	 13:11. m: “(a) wealth will grow less than a vapor (מהבל), but 
he who gathers carefully (יד  gains increase.” G: (a) ὕπαρξις (על 
ἐπισπουδαζομένη μετὰ ἀνομίας ἐλάσσων γίνεται, (b) ὁ δὲ συνάγων 
ἑαυτῷ μετ’ εὐσεβείας πληθυνθήσεται. (c) δίκαιος οἰκτίρει καὶ κιχρᾷ. 
(“(a) Property gathered hastily with illegality dwindles, (b) but he 
who gathers for himself with piety will be increased. (c) The righ-
teous man has mercy and lends.”) G has a strongly moralistic-pietis-
tic emphasis. This is created by the addition of “with illegality” 
and the rendering of the obscure יד  as “with piety,” and also על 
the moralizing (if somewhat extraneous) addition in 13:11c . but 
G’s “gathered hastily” does not serve this purpose. A textual rather 
than interpretive explanation is called for. G’s source text had מבהל 
 מבהל or, more precisely, the doublet ,מהבל rather than (מְבהָֹל)
(.A recovered variant can be wrong, or partly wrong) .מהבל

•	 13:19b. m: “what dolts loathe is turning away from evil (מרע).” G: 
“but the works of the impious [pl] are far from knowledge (μακρὰν 
ἀπὸ γνώσεως).” m’s “from evil” would only have enhanced G’s mor-
alism, which permeates the entire translation and is underscored 
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in this verse by the addition of “the pious” and “the impious.” G’s 
“from knowledge” comes from מדע, understood as ַמִדֵּע. other 
adjustments were made to accommodate this variant.

3.1.7.2. An Awkwardness in G. The translator uses a good, fluent Greek 
style, and with rare exceptions the proverbs make good sense in Greek. 
Awkwardness of style or obscurity of thought may be a sign that the trans-
lator is trying to force sense out of a corrupt text. The retroversion of this 
text must be supported by a scribal explanation for the change.

•	 10:21a. m: “The lips of the righteous man shepherd (ירעו) many.” 
G: “The lips of the righteous know (ἐπίσταται) lofty things.” G’s 
metaphor of lips “knowing” something is a strange one. it arose 
because the translator had to make sense of a graphic variant, 
namely, ידעו, which he construed as ּיֵדְעו.

•	 21:20. m: “A delightful treasure and oil (ושמן) are in the habitation 
of the wise, but a foolish man swallows it up.” in 21:20a, m sets oil 
apart as something distinct from and parallel to treasure, then in 
20b refers back to the two nouns by a singular suffix (on יבעלנו). 
G: “A desirable treasure will rest (ἀναπαύσεται) on the mouth of the 
wise man, but foolish men will drink it down.” G 20a is smooth, 
but G 20b asserts that fools will ingest and absorb the wise man’s 
words, which is precisely what fools would not do. The difficul-
ties are clues to corruptions in both versions. m has ושמן (a כו → 
 ,correctly ,בנוה m has .ישכון ,ligature), where G had, correctly מ
where G had בפי or an erroneous בפה (a פה → נו ligature). m and 
G must be combined to restore the correct proverb, namely, אוצר 
.נחמד ישכון בנוה חכם וכסיל אדם יבלענו

3.1.7.3. Ambiguity in the Hebrew. sometimes the relation between m and 
G is best explained by triangulating an ambiguous variant behind both.

•	 10:3. m: “The lord will not let the soul [= appetite] of a righteous 
man starve, but he rebuffs the disaster (?) [והות] of evildoers.” G: 
“The lord will not let (the) righteous soul starve, but he will over-
throw the life [ζωὴν δὲ] of the impious [pl].” it does not make good 
sense to say that God will rebuff the evildoer’s “disaster,” as m has 
it, but neither is G’s “life” a suitable object of “rebuff.” ζωὴν δέ = 
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 can mean “life,” as G thought, but also “appetite,” as in חיה .וחית
Job 33:20 and 38:39. The original וחית was easily corrupted into 
m’s וחות. Note that G does not have to be right in order to witness 
to a variant.

3.1.7.4. external support. external support for a variant in the septuagint 
is hard to come by. in Proverbs, s depends heavily on G, so agreement may 
just show dependency. but sometimes s offers independent attestation by 
agreeing with the posited Hebrew of a G variant while treating it differently 
from the way G does.

•	 in 11:6, where m has ובהות, G’s τῇ δὲ ἀπωλείᾳ αὐτῶν represents 
 ,and v’s in insidiis suis ܒܥܘܼܠܗܘܢ This is supported by s’s .ובהותם
which have the suffix as G does but render the word quite differ-
ently.

•	 in 11:26a, s’s translation, “He who withholds produce in distress 
shall abandon it to his enemies,” is independent of G’s “may he 
who withholds grain leave it to the gentiles.” This suggests that 
 ,independently of G’s ὑπολίποιτο ישבקהו represents ܢܫܒܩܝܘܗܝ
where m has יקבהו.

The Greek of ben sira occasionally supports G (of which it not deriva-
tive). in 6:5a, where m has מיד, G’s ἐκ βρόχων = ממצוד. sir 27:20, which is 
based on Prov 6:5a, has ἐκ παγίδος. This sentence shows that the translator 
of ben sira had a word for “trap” in his Hebrew source.

3.1.7.5. A Combination of indicators. most effective in establishing a 
Hebrew variant is an argument based on mutually reinforcing clues.

•	 14:32b. m: “while the righteous man trusts in his death (במותו).” A 
close translation would be ideologically unproblematic in G, but 
G reads, “but he who trusts in his own piety (τῇ ἑαυτοῦ ὁσιότητι),” 
reflecting בתומו. s supports this variant by rephrasing it indepen-
dently of G. Also in support of בתומו is the displaced doublet of 
this verse in s 14:35c, “who trusts that he has no sins.” 

A combination of indicators can sometimes enable restoration of an 
entire verse or more, at least approximately. it is of special interest (though 
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often impossible) to know which of the major G additions had a Hebrew 
souce-text. i propose such a restoration in the commentary on 9:12a–b.

3.1.8. Factors That Are Neutral with respect to the underlying text

3.1.8.1. elegance. Though awkwardness in translation can be a clue to a 
variant Hebrew reading (§3.1.7.2), the opposite is not true: literary elegance 
does not in itself indicate original composition. elegance in the transla-
tion, displayed in literary qualities such as described by Gerleman (1956, 
11–35) and d’Hamonville (bAP 92–99), does not disprove the existence of 
a Hebrew variant or make the source text unrecoverable. Although literary 
graces would be unlikely to arise from a rigidly mimetic rendering, they 
do not make the translation opaque to variants in the base text.

•	 11:10b–11a. G is missing these lines. As it stands, G 11:10a+11b 
(11:10–11 in rahlfs) form a nice couplet, cast in a tidy AbA′b′ 
pattern and the antithetical form that Greek favors even more 
than m. but the couplet came about by homoioarkton from קריה 
to קרת, resulting in the loss of 11:10b–11a in G’s source text. The 
translator dealt with a faulty text creatively.

•	 24:7–10. There are variants, some quite faulty, in G’s source text of 
these verses. The translator shapes them into a coherent epigram; 
see the commentary at 24:10.

•	 29:22. m: “An angry man provokes (יגרה) conflict, and a wrath-
ful one is full of transgressions.” G: “A hot-tempered man digs up 
(ὀρύσσει) conflict, and an angry man digs out (ἐξώρυξεν) sins.” The 
translator created a paronomasia by using ἐξώρυξεν in the second 
stich. but this is still a clue to a variant, because it presupposes 
.יגרה instead of m’s (.as in Prov 16:27; 26:27, etc) יכרה

3.1.8.2. interpretation. interpretive motives in the rendering of a verse do 
not disqualify it as evidence for textual variants. even when the interpre-
tive elements may seem to violate the intention of the original, the scribe 
or translator who introduced them very likely thought that he was clarify-
ing the author’s intent.

it is important to remember that for purposes of assessing the transla-
tor’s techniques and ideas, it is not what the Hebrew text means but what 
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the translator thinks it means that counts. For that matter, this is true of 
the text critic too: what the text means cannot be distinguished from what 
he or she thinks it means. For practical purposes, there is no escape from 
gauging the translator’s interpretation by one’s own—often uncertain, 
sometimes shifting—understanding.

•	 1:10–11. Cook calls this “the most convincing example of reli-
gious motivation guiding the translator. … The translator con-
trasts the religious and the unrighteous even more explicitly than 
the Hebrew (mt) does” (CsP 408). in fact, however, G offers a 
straightforward translation, even in Cook’s english rendering: 
“(10) “my son, let not impious men lead you astray, and do not 
consent, if they invite you saying: (11) ‘Come with us; partake 
in bloodshed, and let us hide a just man unjustly in the earth’ ” 
(Nets). The G-m correspondences are found elsewhere, and in 
any case the Hebrew words are not less religious than the Greek. 
The translation is representing the religious coloration of m. it is 
interpreting the verse, but correctly.

•	 11:7. m: “when the wicked man dies, hope is lost, and the expec-
tation of strength (אונים (ותוחלת   perishes.” G: “when a just 
man dies, hope is not lost, but the pride (καύχημα) of the wicked 
perishes.” G’s rephrasing, which goes so far as to add a negative, 
makes the verse allude to the afterlife. still, καύχημα represents a 
variant, תהלת.

3.1.8.3. Alternate Proverbs. it is in the nature of proverbs to constantly 
evolve, both in oral and in written transmission (two media that are, as 
david Carr has shown [2005, 3–14 and passim], thoroughly intertwined 
and mutually supportive). The variants that arise include “memory vari-
ants” (see §4.3.4.2) but are also, or mostly, literary variants, as people 
adapted old sayings to new uses or simply put the impress of their own 
style on them. 

often both the m and G forms differ considerably but make equally 
good sense. we can accept both as variant proverbs, without determi-
nation of priority. After all, we find many alternative proverbs within 
m-Proverbs.16 readers consider them equally valid and do not assimilate 

16. These are catalogued and interconnected by snell 1993. 
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one to the other. in such cases of alternate proverbs within the versions, i 
judge both forms “equal.” i use m as the default for the HbCe text without 
thereby implying that it is preferable. in some cases both G and m may 
have evolved from a common ancestor and have equal priority. but even 
a determination of the priority of one would not invalidate the other. This 
reasoning can be used in defense of m’s influential במותו in 14:32b. it was 
not the original form, but it became a significant proverb. 

•	 14:27a. m: “The fear (יראת) of the lord is a fount of life.” G: “The 
command (πρόσταγμα) of the lord is a fount of life.” G’s πρόσταγμα 
was probably influenced by 13:14, which says something similar 
about תורת חכם. it is not certain just what Hebrew word under-
lies πρόσταγμα, whether תורת or מצות, but in either case both m 
and G have validity as alternate proverbs. G’s form arose by syn-
onym substitution and stands in relation to m in the same way as 
m 14:27 does to m 13:14, or m 2:16 to 7:5. or—m’s form arose by 
synonym substitution, etc. Neither variant should be adjusted to 
the form of its doublet. 

•	 17:24. m: “releasing water—the start of a quarrel, so before a 
quarrel breaks out, leave off!” G’s reconstructed source text (see 
the commentary) means, “releasing words starts a quarrel, so 
before a quarrel breaks out, leave off.”

The phenomenon of alternative proverbs exists not only between m 
and G, or in different verses in Proverbs, but occasionally even within 
a single verse, with the ketiv and the qere carrying different forms of a 
proverb, as in 13:20a: ketiv: הלוך את חכמים וחכם (“Go with the wise and 
become wise”); qere: הולך את חכמים יחכם (“He who goes with the wise 
will become wise.”)17

scholars (paremiologists) have studied proverb variation extensively, 
and one clear conclusion is that proverbs are constantly mutating, in both 

17. For further probing of valid variants, see martin 2010, who speaks of “mul-
tiple originals.” in a discussion of Hab 2:4, martin suggests that variants can arise not 
only from scribal error but also from “an alternate possibility—that a scribe took no 
pains to carefully distinguish his ו from his י in some cases because the text made 
sense, in some way, either way. The reading is left intentionally open to allow for both 
options” (2010, 252). 
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oral and written transmission, whether because of slippage of memory, or 
because one form felt more natural to a new speaker, or because someone 
wished to change the message or its impact.18 

3.2. the Peshitta (s)19

3.2.1. the background of the syriac translation

A late third- or early fourth-century Ce dating for s-Proverbs is most 
likely. Citations in Aphraat show that Proverbs had been translated by 
the fourth century. Citations in homilies 337 and 344 show traces of G’s 
influence (ܕܡܬܥܕܪ = βοηθούμενος in Prov 18:19 and the omission of לחם 
and מים in 25:21). ephrem, writing about 373 Ce, seems to have known 
s-Proverbs.20 s’s deep familiarity with G suggests a western locale, prob-
ably edessa, a religious center where the influence of Greek Christianity 
was especially strong.

The debate about the religious origins of s is complex and unresolved. 
For one thing, the various books of the bible could have been translated 
in different social and religious settings. However, s-Proverbs’ use of G 
gives a clue to its origins. The translator has a fair knowledge of Hebrew. 
The only way to attain this was in a Jewish school, where the bible and 
other Hebrew texts were studied by endless recitation and repetition. This 
means that the translator must have been Jewish, at least at first. but he 
also knew Greek (as some Jews of edessa did); and not only that, he used 
G in a way that suggests he regarded it as canonical and authoritative. s 
not only looks to it for help in hard passages but sometimes translates it 
alongside of and even instead of m. The septuagint was not accepted by 
Jews outside Hellenistic egypt. Christians in the east, in contrast, held it in 
high regard and studied it. The translator was very likely a Christianized 

18. see AbP 2.491–93 for some references and examples. A case that interested 
me was the evolution of John F. Kennedy’s dictum, “Ask not what your country can do 
for you; ask what you can do for your country.” it is possible to trace the saying, or its 
basic structure, back to 1925. sometimes it was transmitted orally, sometimes in writ-
ing, with changes of all sorts happening in both media. 

19. This survey is based on Fox 2013, which has further examples and discussion, 
especially with regard to the religious-social origins of the Peshitta.

20. on the dating, see Pinkuss 1894, 107–8.
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Jew, either an individual convert or a member of a Jewish group that had 
accepted Christian doctrines.21 

3.2.2. s-Proverbs’ dependence on G-Proverbs

The most striking feature of s-Proverbs is its deep and frequent depen-
dence on the septuagint. Pinkuss’s 1894 work on s-Proverbs includes a 
section on s-G agreements. Pinkuss lists many specific agreements and 
concludes that they are too numerous and too specific to have all arisen 
independently. while Pinkuss does not categorically exclude the possibil-
ity of later adjustments to G, he sees no evidence of this happening. He 
notes that some s-G agreements are attested as early as the fourth century 
Ce, too early for a major revision toward G. i would add that a great many 
s-G agreements—such as the ones i use as examples below—are so thor-
oughly interwoven into the syriac sentences that they cannot be explained 
as later interpolations unless we suppose that the interpolator simply 
exchanged one word with its synonym. J. Joosten (1995, 63–72), exam-
ining the doublets in s-Proverbs (see §3.2.2.6), also affirms s-Proverbs’ 
dependence on G. As for the character of s-Proverbs overall, he concludes, 
“one sometimes gets the impression that the author of Peshitta Proverbs 
accorded as much importance to the lxx version as to the Hebrew” (65). 
m. weitzman too supports s-Proverbs’ dependence on G (1999, 70–86). 

s’s direct dependence on G is not hard to show. evidence is indisput-
able in cases where s renders G’s major additions, which do not exist in 
m (see §3.2.2.7). direct dependence is demonstrable also when s agrees 
with G in unexpected and even strange ways, which are required by 
neither context nor language. in none of these examples (nor in many 
others) is the s-G affiliation of the sort that can derive from a shared 
non-m variant. There probably are such variants elsewhere, but they are 
hard to identify. one must show that G and s are interpreting the same 
Hebrew consonantal form differently in a way that can be explained by an 
ambiguity in that form.

•	 7:10b: s’s translation of the well-known verb נצר by ܡܦܪܕ is unique 
and must derive from G’s ἐξίπτασθαι, because the notion of “fly 

21. The theory of a Judeo-Christian origin has several supporters. Among the 
recent arguments for a Judeo-Christian origin, see van Peursen 2004, 243–62. 
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away” or “flee” makes sense only in the context of G’s interpreta-
tion. 

•	 10:14: s translates ופי אויל—hardly an obscure phrase—as ܘܦܘܡܡܐ 
 which can only come from G’s narrow ,(”a rash mouth“) ܡܣܪܗܒܐ
rendering, στόμα δὲ προπετοῦς.

•	 15:15: where m has “a perpetual feast,” s has a more cautious “is 
always at rest,” which is taken from G.

•	 16:10: s’s ܢܛܥܐ (“goes astray”) for m’s מעל must be based on 
G πλανηθῇ. s uses ܛܥܐ for πεπλάνηται in Prov 9:12b, where no 
Hebrew is available. when s is based on the Hebrew, מעל is not 
translated ܛܥܐ. since the notion of straying is not required by the 
context, s must be taking it from G.

•	 17:12: m (“better to come upon a bear bereft of her young than a 
dolt in his folly!”) is clear and its vocabulary known to s. still, s 
follows G’s idiosyncratic “Cares will befall an intelligent man, but 
fools are preoccupied with evils.”

•	 18:3a: s’s ܕܒܝܫ̈ܬܐ  must derive (”to the depth of evils“) ܠܥܘܡܩܐ 
from εἰς βάθος κακῶν, a phrase with no warrant in m.

•	 24:34b: s’s rendering of איש מגן as “runner” must be based on G’s 
δρομεύς, because this understanding of מגן is unparalleled in s, 
even in the doublet in 6:11. 

it is theoretically possible that in all the cases of s = G (other than the 
G additions), both versions were drawing on otherwise-unknown inter-
pretative traditions. but evidence for these traditions is lacking, and to 
invoke this possibility is to argue from silence. Neither t-Proverbs, it 
should be emphasized, nor the Jewish commentators who drew on it, can 
serve as evidence of an independent Jewish interpretative tradition. This 
targum (§3.4) is essentially a modified transcription of s-Proverbs and 
as such served as a medieval conduit for G’s interpretations into Jewish 
exegesis.

my working assumption is that when the three versions agree, s is 
dependent on m. to be sure, it is possible in this case that G is his source, 
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but my working assumption avoids inflating G’s impact. similarly, when s 
agrees with G in miscellaneous components of a verse but the basic idea 
is closer to m, i treat m as the source of the other components so as not 
to exaggerate the dependency on G. when, however, G is the controlling 
force in a verse and determines its gist, its imagery, or its poetic structure, 
i treat G as the source of the minor shared components as well, since it 
would have been difficult and unnecessary for s to have looked back to m 
for the details. 

in the following i give one or two examples of each type of use of 
G and cite some others (without providing a complete catalogue). The 
examples are discussed in the commentary. italics indicate where s fol-
lows G, not m.

3.2.2.1. s = m. s most often provides a straightforward, reasonably accu-
rate translation of m. The following is one example among many. in the 
commentary, when s is an uncomplicated rendering of m (as s under-
stands it), it usually receives no further discussion.

1:31

ויאכלו מפרי דרכם וממעצתיהם ישבעו
And they will eat of the fruit of their way and will be sated by their 
plans.

ܘܐܟܠܘ ܡܢ ܦܐܪ̈ܐ ܕܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗܘܢ. ܘܡܢ ܬܪ̈ܥܝܬܗܘܢ ܣܒܥܘ
And they ate of the fruits of their ways and were sated by their thoughts.

This verse is typical of the way that s often translates m word-for-word, 
with slight variations in number. variations of this sort will not usually 
receive further mention.

6:16

שש הנה שנא יהוה ושבע תועבַות נפשו
(a) There are six things the lord hates, (b) and seven that are the abom-
inations of his soul.

ὅτι χαίρει πᾶσιν, οἷς μισεῖ ὁ κύριος, συντρίβεται δὲ δι’ ἀκαθαρσίαν ψυχῆς
(a) For he rejoices in all things that the lord hates, (b) and he is shat-
tered through impurity of soul.
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ܫܬ ܐ̈ܢܝܢ ܕܣܢܐ ܡܪܝܐ ܘܕܫܒܥ ܐܣܠܝܬ ܢܦܫܗ
(a) There are six things that the lord hates, (b) and the seventh his soul 
despises,

Here s reflects the consonantal text of m but not its vocalization. s also 
reflects the defectiva writing תועבת. s may be implicitly vocalizing the word 
as a participle (though elsewhere תע"ב does not appear in the G-stem). in 
any case, s makes it clear that תועבת נפשו is a subjective genitive.

3.2.2.2. s ≈/= m + G. sometimes the translator is basically oriented toward 
m but takes some items from G. This kind of “cherry-picking” shows s’s 
active engagement in both his sources at once. in some cases, s and G may 
have the same non-m variant, but often no alternative Hebrew is likely. 
There are three subcategories, depending on the translator’s motives.

3.2.2.2.1. borrowing items from G without exegetical Need

6:28a

m: “on coals”: על הגחלים
G: “on coals of fire”: ἐπ’ ἀνθράκων πυρός

s: “on coals of fire”: ܓܒܪܐ ܥܠ ܓܘܡܪ̈ܐ ܕܢܘܪܐ

-always means burning coal, but ἄνθραξ can refer to nonignited char גחלים
coal. Therefore G adds precision by adding “of fire.” s follows G’s lead in 
adding “of fire” even though ܓܘܡܪ̈ܐ itself means “burning coals.” For 
similar examples see 6:28; 7:20; 10:13; 18:3; and 22:15.

7:20b

m: “at mid-month”: ליום הכסא
G: “after many days”: δι’ ἡμερῶν πολλῶν

s: “and after many days”: ܘܠܝ̈ܘܡܬܐ ܗܘ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ

G is guessing at the rare noun כסא and gives an approximate rendering. s 
follows G exactly, though the exact cognate belongs to the syriac lexicon 
and is used to translate (כסא =) כסה in Ps 81:4.
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3.2.2.2.2. borrowing Components from G to solve an ideologically Neu-
tral interpretive Problem

20:5

מים עמקים עצה בלב איש ואיש תבונה ידלנה
(a) A plan is deep water in the heart of a man, (b) but a man of under-
standing can draw it up.

ὕδωρ βαθὺ βουλὴ [var λόγος] ἐν καρδίᾳ ἀνδρός, ἀνὴρ δὲ φρόνιμος ἐξαντλήσει 
αὐτήν.
(a) A counsel [var: a word] is deep water in the heart of a man, (b) but 
a prudent man will draw it out.

ܥ�ܝܩܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܒܠܒܗ ܕܡܠܟܐ. ܘܓܒܪܐ ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܢܕܠܝܗܿ
(a) deep is a word in the heart of the king, (b) but a wise man can draw 
it up.

Here s is basically working from m, though he mistakenly attaches מים 
to the preceding verse, in spite of the grammatical noncoordination in 
the resulting עמקים עצה. Then ܡܠܬܐ = λόγος, a variant found in some 
manuscripts; see comment. Next, on the basis of 25:3, s replaces “man” 
by “king.” s may consider it necessary to specify what kind of man has 
counsel deep in his heart, seeing that many men lack this trait. Thus by a 
combination of mistakes and choices, s creates a proverb of his own. other 
examples are 5:6; 13:2; and 24:34.

3.2.2.2.3. borrowing Components from G to solve an Apparent logical or 
ideological difficulty

12:23

אדם ערום כּסֶֹה דעת ולב כסילים יקרא אולת
(a) The shrewd man covers up knowledge, (b) but the heart of dolts 
cries out folly.

ἀνὴρ συνετὸς θρόνος αἰσθήσεως, καρδία δὲ ἀφρόνων συναντήσεται ἀραῖς.
(a) The intelligent (man) is a throne of knowledge, (b) but the heart of 
the foolish will meet with curses.
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 ܒܪ ܐܢܫܐ ܥܪܝ�ܡܐ ܟܘܪܣܝܐ ܗܘ ܕܝܕܥܬܐ ܘܠܒܐ ܕܣ̈ܟܠܡܐ ܩܪܐ ܠܒܝܫܬܐ
(a) A clever man is a throne of knowledge, (b) but the heart of fools calls 
evil [or “for evil”].

on the surface, at least, m seems to say that a wise man should conceal 
knowledge, whereas Proverbs often recommends speaking it. to solve this 
ostensive logical problem, G treats כסה as if it were כִּסֵּא. s does the same. 
This is a deliberate exegetical choice, since s knows what כסה means. in 
the second stich, s looks to the Hebrew text, deriving יקרא from קרא, not 
 as in 15:14. s ,ܒܝܫܬܐ ,namely ,אולת and using a broader term for ,קרה
uses both his sources while giving his own interpretation to the verse as a 
whole. other examples are 12:17; 28:21; and 29:21.

3.2.2.3. working from G but making Changes. sometimes s takes the 
thought or basic structure of the verse from G but looks back to m for 
individual components or introduces innovations of his own. in a type 
already discussed (§3.2.2.1), m is foundational; in this type, however, G is 
the starting point. in examples of the latter type, since s follows G in some 
notable specifics and in its overall sense, it is reasonable to assign the entire 
verse to G’s influence.

12:25a

דאגה בלב איש ישחנה
worry in a man’s heart brings him low [translation uncertain].

φοβερὸς λόγος καρδίαν ταράσσει ἀνδρὸς δικαίου.
A frightening word disturbs the heart of a just man.

 ܡܠܬܐ ܕܚܝܠܬܐ ܠܒܗ ܕܓܒܪܐ ܕܠܚܐ
A frightening word disturbs the heart of a man.

Attempting to make sense of an obscure sentence, s incorporates most 
of G 12:25a, adopting the meaning given to דאגה and the syntax of the 
clause. but he immediately returns to m and omits δικαίου, thereby, sur-
prisingly, removing the moralizing element.
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3.2.2.4. Conflation of m and G: taking one line from m and one from G

12:17

יפיח אמונה יגיד צדק ועד שקרים מרמה
(a) The faithful witness speaks what is right, (b) but the witness of lies—
deceit.

ἐπιδεικνυμένην πίστιν ἀπαγγέλλει δίκαιος, ὁ δὲ μάρτυς τῶν ἀδίκων δόλιος.
(a) A righteous man declares what is clearly honest, (b) but the testi-
mony of the wicked is deceitful.

 ܗܝ�ܢܘܬܐ ܕܡܬܚܙܝܐ ܡ�ܠܠ ܙܕܝܩܐ ܘܣܗܕܐ ܕܥܘܼܠܡܐ ܢܟܘܠܬܢܐ ܗܘ
(a) The righteous man speaks faithfulness that is visible, (b) but the wit-
ness of iniquity is deceitful.

-or understanding it as an abstract צַדִּק as צדק δίκαιος (treating = ܙܕܝܩܐ
for-concrete metonomy); ܕܡܬܚܙܝܐ = ἐπιδεικνυμένην. The word order is 
also close to G, placing “faithfulness” first. s 12:17b resembles m in having 
“witness” for “testimony.” other examples are 17:12 and 29:21.

3.2.2.5. s = G. sometimes s translates a verse of G in its entirety, usually in 
order to deal with an exegetical or theological difficulty. in these cases, it 
is clear that s is relying on G alone and is doing so to preserve some of the 
components he found only in that source.

7:10

והנה אשה לקראתו שית זונה ונצרת לב
(a) And now: a woman (comes) toward him, (b) in harlot’s garb, her 
intent hidden.

ἡ δὲ γυνὴ συναντᾷ αὐτῷ, εἶδος ἔχουσα πορνικόν, ἣ ποιεῖ νέων ἐξίπτασθαι 
καρδίας.
(a) The woman meets him, having a whorish appearance, (b) who/which 
makes the hearts of youths fly away.

 ܘܢܦܩܬ ܐܢܬܬܐ ܠܡܐܘܪܥܗ ܒܐܣܟܝ�ܡܐ ܕܙܢܝܬܐ. ܕܡܦܪܕܐ ܠܒܗܘܢ
 ܕܥ̈ܠܝ�ܡܐ

(a) And a woman comes out to meet him, in the appearance of a harlot, 
(b) who/which makes the heart of youths flee.
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G is responding to an apparent problem in m: guarding one’s heart should 
be a virtue, as in Prov 4:23, not a sign of the woman’s wickedness. s follows 
G’s guess, with no reference to m. s’s ܡܦܪܕܐ (“scatters” or “disturbs”) is an 
interpretation of the hapax ἐξίπτασθαι, not a rendering of נצרת. sa‘adia, as 
bHQ notes, translates the verse similarly, but he comes on this notion via 
t, which received it from s. other examples are 11:31 and 19:7c.

3.2.2.6. translating or Paraphrasing G alongside m, Thereby Producing 
doublets. Joosten (1995, 63–72) examines seven double translations in s 
and argues that they were available to the s-translator rather than being 
produced by an inner-s interpolator. Here is one example:

14:23

בכל עצב יהיה מותר ודבר שפתים אך למחסור
(a) in all striving there is profit, (b) but mere talk just leads to neediness.

ἐν παντὶ μεριμνῶντι ἔνεστιν περισσόν, ὁ δὲ ἡδὺς καὶ ἀνάλγητος ἐν ἐνδείᾳ 
ἔσται.
For [lit. “in”] everyone who takes care there is a profit, but the comfort-
able and indifferent will be in need.

 ܒܟܠ ܕܝܨܦ ܐܢܬ ܚܕܐ ܗܝ ܕܡܘܬܪܐ܂ ܘܐܝܢܐ ܕܒܨܝܪ ܒܥܘܡܪܗ܂ ܢܝܚܐ
 ܘܒܣܝ�ܡܐ ܢܗܘܐ܀ ܟܠ ܟܐܒ ܡܪܝܐ ܡܡܐܣܐ. ܘܡ�ܠܠܡܐ ܕܣ̈ܦܘܬܗܘܢ

 ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܡܚܣܪ ܠܗܘܢ
(a) in all about which you are anxious, there is one profitable thing. ( b) 
And he who is poor in his life [or “dwelling”] will be comfortable and 
happy. (c) The lord heals all pain, (d) but the utterance of evildoers’ lips 
will cause them loss.

s 14:23ab ≈ G. The second couplet, 14:23cd, is dependent on a text close 
to m. Neither translation is a correction toward m. see Joosten 1995, 
67–68. other examples are 11:29; 14:9; 14:22; 14:23; 14:32; 18:22–22aa; 
and 23:31.

3.2.2.7. incorporating Greek Additions. G has numerous additions: epi-
grams, verses, and lines that are not found in m. There are about twenty-
five additions of at least one couplet in length. s transmits six of them: 
9:12a–c; 9:18a–d; 11:16cd; 13:13a; 25:20a; and 27:21a. s clearly considers 
these additions integral to the book and wishes to preserve them in his 
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own version. The puzzle, which remains open, is why he does not translate 
them all.22 

in no case is there reason to think that s has a Hebrew source of the 
additions he translates. to the contrary, there is some evidence that s is 
working from the Greek. For example, in 9:18a, s ܫܘܪ “jump” reflects, but 
misunderstands, ἀποπήδησον, which can mean “jump” or (as intended 
here) “get away.”

3.2.2.8. Following G in an omission. s follows G in omitting the ascrip-
tion משלי שלמה (“Proverbs of solomon”) in 10:1a, though he does not 
consistenly avoid implications of non-solomonic authorship elsewhere, as 
G does. see the commentary on 10:1.

3.2.3. A Profile of s-Proverbs

The translator of s-Proverbs was not a passive servant of the Hebrew or 
the Greek. rather, he actively exercised his judgment about which com-
ponents of each source, if any, he would import into his own product. 
This is translational flexibility, a quality to be measured not by the degree 
of divergence from the wording of the original but by the scope of the 
translator’s autonomy vis-à-vis his source text, as manifest in the range 
of options he employed himself in representing his sources. weitzman 
aptly compares the ot-Peshitta’s translation technique to Jerome’s (1999, 
79). Jerome worked basically from the Hebrew but often—and to varying 
degrees—turned to the septuagint. verwijs’s remarks on s-Amos can be 
applied to s-Proverbs as well: “The translator of the Peshitta shows respect 
for the septuagint in using it to make choices about words, to solve prob-
lems with the Hebrew text, and to inform about the theological meaning 
of the text” (2005, 40).

Given s’s wide-ranging dependence on G, s is usually shaky evidence 
for Hebrew variants when the two versions agree. (Again, aligning s with 
G in the apparatus indicates agreement, not support.) shared variants may 
lie behind the versions, but s cannot simply serve as an independent wit-

22. The additions not translated in s are G 3:22a; 4:27ab; 6:8a–c; 6:11a; 7:1a; 
8:21a; 10:4a; 12:13a; 13:9a; 16:17a–f; 17:6a; 17:16a; 18:22a; 19:7cd; 22:8a; 22:9a; 
22:14a; 24:22a–e; 25:10a; 26:11a; 27:20a. This is apart from corrupt doublets (11:12a) 
and displaced verses (15:27a; 15:28a; 15:29ab; 20:9a–c; 28:17a). in any case s does not 
follow G’s arrangement. 
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ness to them. to use s as a textual witness, we need to see independence 
in s’s handling of a Hebrew variant that can be retroverted from both ver-
sions. For further features and practices of s, see “phenomena” and “topics” 
in the syriac index.

3.3. vulgate

Jerome translated Proverbs into latin in 398 Ce, toward the end of his 
career (d. 405 Ce). He worked from the Hebrew with the help of the sep-
tuagint and with heavy reliance on the literalistic translations, especially 
Aquila.

Jerome’s Hebrew source was almost identical with the consonantal 
m. He drew on Christian and rabbinic exegesis (C. Gordon 1930). The 
vulgate offers little evidence for textual variants in Proverbs. i mention 
it on the few occasions when it arguably supports a variant to m. i also 
occasionally mention an interesting interpretation in v, but its main value, 
not exploited here, is for the history of interpretation. v is cited in ketiv-
qere notations; see §4.3. The electronic text i used is based on Fischer and 
weber, Biblia Sacra, 1983, and variants are cited from its apparatus.

i have consulted the old latin version only sporadically. This much-
neglected version requires a study in its own right. Jerome’s use of it in 
Proverbs is unclear.

i have benefited from a set of annotations prepared by Catherine bone-
sho. it is to be hoped that these annotations will grow into a full study of 
v-Proverbs. in the meantime, ms. bonesho has made a draft of her anno-
tations available at https://www.academia.edu/8534503/Annotations_to_ 
vulgate-Proverbs. The document includes an index of translational phe-
nomena in v-Proverbs.

3.4. the targum (t)

3.4.1. edition used

No critical edition of t-Proverbs is available. my default text is de lagarde’s 
Hagiographa Chaldaice (1873) (tl), which is based on Rabbinic Bible ii 
(venice 1525). (unmodified “t” in practice refers to tl and is used when 
there are no significant variants.) i sometimes cite tZ = Zamora (= san 
bernardo 116-Z-40; díez merino 1984), tw (walton’s Polyglot, 1628–
1655), and tP-110 (Paris Hebreu 110, taken from Goldstein’s collation in 
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chapters 1–9 and elsewhere from Healey’s textual notes). As a rule of 
thumb, whichever variant is closest to s is the earliest. binyamin Goldstein 
of yeshiva university has graciously let me use a draft of his diplomatic 
edition of t-Proverbs. This work in progress had reached chapter 9 when i 
used it. when completed it will be an important contribution to the field.

3.4.2. The date of t-Proverbs

m. weitzman (1994, 81–83) brings evidence for Jewish use of t-Proverbs 
by medieval rabbis, allowing him to date this translation to the last third 
of the first millennium Ce. The targum of Proverbs, unlike many other 
targumim to the Hagiographa, shows very little midrashic paraphrase 
or expansion. t-Proverbs’ features are described most thoroughly by 
melammed (1972, 18–20, 54–72).

3.4.3. t-Proverbs’ relation to m and s

The main peculiarity of t-Proverbs is that it is directly and extensively 
dependent on the syriac. t-Proverbs transcribes the syriac into square 
script, with dialectal and orthographical adjustments toward western 
Aramaic. t departs from s only to conform to m (as t understands it) or 
to make some minor changes in orthography and lexical choices.

The theory of t-Proverbs’ dependence on s, first proposed by 
Johann A. dathe (1764), is now the consensus. dathe’s hypothesis has 
been supported by Hermann Pinkuss (1894, 110–13), ezra Z. melammed 
(1972), luis díez merino (1984, ch. 3 and p. 307), and robert J. owens 
(1998). The latter surveys and evaluates the various theories.

other theories have fallen by the wayside. siegmund maybaum (1871) 
argued for syriac dependence on the targum but had few followers. s’s 
strong dependence on G (see §3.2.2) shows this to be impossible. Armand 
Kaminka (1931–1932) maintained that the numerous t-G agreements 
are evidence of a common source in a pre-tannaitic Hebrew text. This 
tortuous theory is vitiated, however, by the fact that almost all the t-G 
agreements appear also in the syriac (e.g., 1:21; 6:30; 7:22; 8:13), whereas 
there are a great many instances where s and G agree against t. Pinkuss 
(1894, 110), counts more than one hundred instances of t = s = G; see also 
Kaminka (1931–1932, 178–79). The few cases where t seems closer to G 
than to s are mostly incidental to harmonization of t with m (e.g., 6:7a) 
or due to coincidental agreement in interpretation.
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t-Proverbs is nearly identical to s-Proverbs in about 300 of its 915 
verses (Kaminka 1931–1932, 171). daniel C. snell (1993) counted the 
words that t and s share (setting aside G pluses) and found a 72 percent 
correlation. The thorough study by melammed (1972) found 410 verses 
dependent on s. disagreements of t with s are almost always due to t’s 
attempt to adjust to m. in some cases, t’s syriac source text apparently dif-
fered from the extant s manuscripts.

because t-Proverbs is derived from s and adjusts to m, it has little 
text-critical value. very rarely, t may support a minor variant indepen-
dently. This may happen when t uses a synonym of a word in s without 
thereby adjusting to m. one case is הצבה for חצבה in 9:1.

in the commentary, “s (t)” or “t = s” means that t treats the verse 
in the same way as s, apart from trivial adjustments. since this is usually 
the case, t is mentioned only when an apparent divergence might lead 
one to think otherwise. when there is a ketiv-qere pair, t is aligned in the 
apparatus with the appropriate item as possibly representing the medieval 
source text t used when adjusting s to m. but this datum is really relevant 
only when t and s agree with different members of the pair.

Following are examples of t-Proverbs’ transliteration and modifica-
tion of s-Proverbs into Aramaic script and usages. in these examples, the 
syriac script is transposed into the Aramaic for clarity. A raised colon (:) is 
used for syame (the syriac plural marker).

3.4.3.1. t = m

3:25

m: ואל־תירא מפחד פתאם ומשאת רשעים כי תבא
do not fear a sudden terror or the disaster of wicked men when it comes.

s: לא תדחל מן דלוחיא דמן שליא ומן חאפא דחטיא: מא דאתא
do not fear sudden turmoil or the violence of wicked men when it comes.

t: לא תדחל מן דחליא מן שלייא ומן חיפא דרשיעי כד ייתי 
do not fear sudden terror or the violence of wicked men when it comes.

t might be considered a close translation of m, though it in fact copies s, 
with slight variations (דחליא is semantically closer to m). t uses a west-
ern form of “when” and removes the initial conjunction, in agreement 
with s.
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3.4.3.2. t ≈ m

6:10

m: מעט שנות מעט תנומות מעט חבק ידים לשכב
A bit of sleep, a bit of snoozing, a bit of clasping hands to lie down.…

s: קליל תנום וקליל תדמך וקליל תסים אידך על חדיך
you briefly sleep and briefly slumber and briefly place your hand on 
your breast.…

t: קליל שינתא קליל נומתא קליל תחבק ידך למדמכא 
A little sleep and a little slumber, and you briefly clasp your hands to 
sleep.…

t uses s as a starting point but then adjusts to m. whereas s (influenced 
by G) treats the three actions as verbs, t makes the first two into nouns, 
as in m. The third action, however, it translates as a verb, following s. t 
adjusts to m also by using the same Aramaic verb as in the Hebrew (חבק) 
and adding an equivalent of לשכב, which is lacking in s.

3.4.3.3. t = s ≠ m

26:7

m: דליו שקים מפסח ומשל בפי כסילים
legs dangle from a cripple, and a proverb in the mouth of dolts.

s: אן תתל הלכתא לחגירא תקבל מלתא מן פומה דסכלא
if you could give walking to the cripple, you could receive a word from 
the mouth of the fool.

t: אין תיתל הליכתא לחגירא תקביל מילתא מן פומיה דסיכלא 
if you could give walking to the cripple, you could receive a word from 
the mouth of the fool.

t maintains s’s radical paraphrase exactly, in spite of its difficulty, though 
the Hebrew is not especially difficult.
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11:26

m: מנע בר יקבהו לאום וברכה לראש משביר
He who withholds grain—the nation will curse him, while there will be 
blessing for the head of a distributor.

s: דכלא עבורא באולצנא נשבקיוהי לבעלדבבוהי: ובורכתא תהוא 
על רשה דאינא דמבזן

He who withholds grain in famine will leave it to his enemies, but there 
will be blessing on the head of whoever sells (it).

t: מן דכלא עיבורא באולצנא נשבקוניה לבעלי דבבוי וברכתא תהוי 
 לאינא דמבזין

He who withholds grain in famine will leave it to his enemies, but there 
will be blessing on the head of whoever sells (it).

t copies s’s interpretation of 11:26a (which comes from G) exactly. 
melammed (1972, 71–72) lists twelve cases where t = s ≠ m although m 
is not obscure: 3:27; 11:26; 16:4; 16:6; 16:21; 19:6; 20:4; 20:14; 21:30; 23:4; 
26:10; 31:4. 

25:20a
m: absent

s: איך ססא למאנא ואיך בלטיתא לקיסא הכנא כריותא מהרא 
ללב דגברא

like a moth to a garment and a worm to wood, so does illness trouble 
a man’s heart.

t: היך ססא למנא ואיך בלטיתא בקיסא היכנא כריותא מהרא 
 לביה דגברא

like a moth to a garment and a worm [read בלטיתא; cf. tZ בולטיתא] to 
wood, so does illness trouble a man’s heart.

s took Prov 25:20a from G. t transcribed s 25:20 and kept on going, not 
noticing that this additional stich is missing in m. (He even takes over the 
syriac word for “like,” namely, איך.) Postulating a Hebrew variant in t’s 
Hebrew text for this and only this G/s addition (Healey 1991, 53) is gratu-
itous. This verse is decisive proof of t’s dependence on s.





4. Policies and Procedures

4.1. Anchor bible Proverbs

i often refer to AbP, my Anchor bible Proverbs commentary. The AbP 
includes textual notes at the end of both volumes, which i sometimes cite 
here, usually ad loc. i have sometimes changed my mind since writing 
those notes, and i have even more often developed and sharpened my 
argumentation. i do not usually remark on differences from AbP, for that 
commentary now stands on its own, and the reader might sometimes find 
its decisions preferable. Note that in the present volume, “commentary” 
refers to the textual comments in chapter 5 of the present volume, not the 
AbP.

4.2. translations

i frequently quote verses or stichoi1 of the versions, particularly G, as 
needed for the clarity of the commentary. i translate foreign languages 
(Hebrew, Greek, syriac, Aramaic, and latin) into english. Though i assume 
knowledge of Hebrew on the reader’s part, translation should help readers 
who do not know all the other languages well enough to follow the argu-
ment, and it should provide them with some tools to make critical deci-
sions of their own. moreover, the meaning of the Hebrew and the versions 
is not self-evident. by translating citations, i clarify my own understand-
ing for the reader’s consideration. verses and stichoi that are not translated 
can be presumed to be close representations of m.

1. in this volume, “stich” (or “line,” as in AbP) refers almost always to a compo-
nent of the primary dichotomy, which is usually marked by an ʾatnaḥ. A verse is typi-
cally a couplet (two stichoi). rarer are monostichs and tristichs. one may also speak 
of a quatrain, a unit of two closely associated couplets (e.g., 1:15 + 16). 

-77 -
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4.3. Ambiguity of Citations in the Apparatus

4.3.1. Agreement ≠ support

in the apparatus, the association of a translation with a variant indicates 
that the translation agrees with the variant but does not necessarily add 
evidence in support of its validity or even its existence. The notation “G s,” 
for example, may mean only that s used G. since s sometimes does witness 
independently to variants, it must be cited even if i think that s derives 
from G or that the agreement is coincidental or translation-dependent. 
These matters are considered in the commentary. i have not usually cited 
v and t in the apparatus, because v is dependent on m and G, and t is 
dependent on m and s, so the agreement of v and t with one of their 
sources may be presumed, except in rare cases. Given the willingness of 
all the versions to vary grammatical number and tense, these features will 
usually go unmentioned.

4.3.2. lexical Assumptions

to construct the apparatus i must sometimes make the working assump-
tion that the versions understood the variants as i do. of course, if a word 
occurs frequently enough, the concordance can show how the translators 
understood it, but this is often not the case. words may be difficult and 
sentences obscure. For example: 

 ܐܝܟ) s *כאישון ;mQ בֶּאֱשׁ֥וּן [ mK G (αἱ δὲ κόραι) באישון 20:20
(כ → ב mQ mK G: orth, equal; s t: graph) (איך אתונא) t (ܒܒܬܐ

in the commentary i draw a distinction between אשון (“time”) and אישון 
(“pupil” of the eye) that the translators might not have recognized, but in 
order to align the versions with the variants, i must assume that the dis-
tinction was known to the sources cited. This is only a starting assumption 
and may be modified after further examination.

4.3.3. Atomizing Changes

The change from one word-form to another can take place by a series of 
steps or all at once. For the sake of the analytical description, i try to factor 
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the change into its minimal components, but i do not assume that they 
actually occurred in sequence. For example:

G (ὁ ἐγγυώ *ערב בן בליעל [ (ܣܗܕܐ ܥܘܠܡܐ) m s עד בליעל 19:28
μενος παῖδα ἄφρονα) (graph ר → ד, dittog בב → ב, near dittog ב 
 (בב → ב dittog ,בנ →

in other words, a series of graphic errors led from בליעל בן to עד   ערב 
 in fact, it seems likely that the confusion happened at once, in the .בליעל
moment that a scribe glanced at the letters and misunderstood them. in 
25:27 i emend וחקר כבדם כבוד to וְהקֵֹר דְּבָרִים מְכֻבָּד. i describe the theo-
retical steps leading to m as כבדם → דברם ,וחקר → והקר, but i do not 
think that the changes were discrete. other examples of textual changes 
atomized for descriptive purposes are found in 2:18; 6:5; and 18:6.

4.3.4. written and Perceived, written and remembered

it is very difficult, and sometimes impossible, to distinguish a written, tex-
tual variant from a perceptual or “pseudo” variant, one that did not exist in 
writing, and it must be granted that some of the variants i propose may be 
of the latter sort.2 Nontextual variants are of three sorts:

4.3.4.1. Perceptual variants. if a translator looks at a Hebrew letter or word 
and mistakes it for a similar-looking one, he creates what i would term a 
perceptual variant. This too has a claim to reality. whatever the ontology 
of the perceptual variant, it existed for at least a moment in a translator’s 
mind and (like the lost textual variant) is preserved only in a translation 
(or possibly in a citation elsewhere). The trace at least shows us what could 
have happened in textual transmission and makes the retroversion more 
credible. 

sometimes the relation of the translation to the source enables us to 
make a case for written variation. An example is 13:19b. m: “what dolts 

2. tov (1997, 88–89, 162–71) speaks of pseudo-variants that may have only 
existed in the translator’s mind. He observes that there are hardly any criteria for dis-
tinguishing these from written variants. However, in §3.1.7 i do offer some ways to 
recognize written variants (proposed earlier in Fox 2005). whenever we sense that the 
translator is struggling with his text, it is likely that he has slowed down to focus on 
the physical form of his text. 
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loathe is turning away from evil (מרע).” G: “but the works of the impious 
[pl] are far from knowledge (μακρὰν ἀπὸ γνώσεως).” m’s “from evil” would 
only have enhanced G’s moralism, which permeates the entire translation 
and is underscored in this verse by the addition of “the pious” and “the 
impious.” G’s “from knowledge” comes from מדע, understood as ַמִדֵּע. 
other adjustments were made to accommodate this variant. in this case, 
a perceptual (mental) error is less likely than a graphic one. People are 
likely to see what they expect to see. The translator would be less likely to 
see the מרע and transform it mentally into the difficult מדע. The transla-
tor’s rather strained efforts to accommodate the latter indicate that the ד/ר 
confusion was in his source text and not just a slip of perception.

4.3.4.2. memory variants. memory variants arise in oral transmission but 
can accompany a written text. like scribal errors, these too result in writ-
ten variants. david Carr argues that literary transmission often involves 
“a mix of oral and written dynamics” (2011, 17); the former belong to 
memory variants. These are “the sorts of variation typical of memory-
reconstructive processes: substitution of synonymous terms, radical adap-
tation of the tradition, etc.” (2011, 17). 

Carr takes the book of Proverbs as “a potential illustration” of these 
dynamics (2011, 25–34). He states his conclusions cautiously and empha-
sizes that we cannot know how any particular variant was formed, but he 
believes that there are some indicators of orality. to take one example, 
Prov 16:2 reads יהוה ותכן רוחות  זך בעיניו   כל 21:2a reads ;כל דרכי איש 
 Assuming that 21:2 was written later .דרך איש ישר בעיניו ותכן לבות יהוה
than 16:2, it may be that a scribe had memorized (or simply remembered) 
21:2 but accidentally substituted synonyms. since the changes in meaning 
are slight, “[t]hey are as likely or more likely to be the results of shifts in 
memory as the product of conscious alteration” (28). This assumes that 
conscious alteration produces only significant changes. it may be that a 
scribe chose to vary the earlier proverb slightly, to produce a new one. 
An example that runs counter to Carr’s explanation is 19:9 (שקרים  עד 
 עד שקרים לא ינקה ויפיח) in relation to 19:5 (לא ינקה ויפיח כזבים יאבד
 it is hard to believe that the scribe forget the second stich .(כזבים לא ימלט
of 19:5 while inscribing the intermediate three verses. This must be delib-
erate variation, even though—or perhaps because—the message does not 
change, allowing the second verse to drive home the teaching of the first.

Carr identifies some types of variants as characteristic of memory 
transmission: “exchange of synonymous words, word order variation, 
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presence and absence of conjunctions and minor modifiers, etc.” (2011, 
33). but these are not exclusive to oral transmission or even predominant 
in it. As far as i can tell, there are no diagnostic criteria distinguishing 
memory variants from visual ones—though some variants, such as graphic 
confusions and metatheses of letters, are diagnostic of visual errors. (Aural 
variants too can occur in written transmission, when a scribe dictates the 
text to a copyist.) some variant types could have arisen either way.

The oral-written dichotomy (which Carr himself has done much to 
elide) may not after all be of fundamental importance to interpreting and 
editing a text. A text may be transmitted in different media, including 
speech that is recalled and speech that is recorded in writing. in the end, 
the process is not crucial to the resulting text, which in either case comes 
to us in written form, in documents.

4.3.4.3. “midrashic” variants. A translation might reflect not what the 
translator saw but what he thought it must say. There are mental manipu-
lations that could make sense of a text that is wrong, obscure, or unac-
ceptable. i call them (loosely) “midrashic” because they recall the sorts of 
exegetical rereadings familiar from classical midrash. For example, Pesher 
Habakkuk transforms עמל into מעל (1QpHab 1:5–6), probably without 
having the latter in his source text, and Cd 7:14–15 revises סכות of Amos 
5:3 into סוכת “tabernacle,” which may actually be original. These examples 
and sources are taken from bernard m. levinson (2011, 183), who dis-
cusses the way the septuagint manipulates deut 13:10. For other exam-
ples, see scriba 1995, 148–50 (though these examples could be graphic 
errors); Junker 1936, 162–74; and de waard 1993. There is no clear way to 
identify this sort of pseudovariant, especially since they may well seem to 
be the better, more expected reading.

4.4. what Goes into the Critical text?

For reasons explained in §1.3, i use parentheses in the critical text to mark 
components i consider to have been in proto-m (because they are shared 
by G). i do this only for additions that are, in my view, intrusive in the 
units in which they are embedded. 

An emendation must finally stand on its own. support from the 
ancient translations and even other Hebrew texts can at best show that a 
variant existed, not that it is valid. even a Hebrew variant may be wrong. 
retroverting a variant from the versions adds layers of difficulty, and even 
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if the recovery of the Hebrew source text is successful, the variant may 
be wrong. when no extant variant provides a meaningful reading, i may 
resort to conjecture, which is sometimes necessary but never certain.3 
Fully aware of these obstacles to recovering the text from the sources, i 
will embed variants only when they have a strong enough claim to validity 
that they could stand on their own without versional support.

3. For a vigorous defense of the necessity of conjecture in New testament text 
criticism, see wettlaufer 2012.
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1:1
G translates ישראל  as ὃς ἐβασίλευσεν ἐν Ισραηλ (“who ruled in מלך 

israel”). Compare the rendering of יהודה  by a relative clause in מלכי 
isa 1:1 and 1 Kgs 4:1. G does not represent אשר מלך (= מָלַךְ) בישראל*.

1:3
G: (a) δέξασθαί τε στροφὰς λόγων, (b) νοῆσαί τε δικαιοσύνην ἀληθῆ (c) 

καὶ κρίμα κατευθύνειν. “(a) to receive twistings of words, (b) to under-
stand true righteousness, (c) and to guide justice straight.” G creates 
three stichoi from m’s two.

G 1:3a: στροφὰς λόγων (“twistings of words,” i.e., convoluted say-
ings) is a puzzling translation of מוסר, which is otherwise rendered by 
παιδεία, σοφία, and synonyms. in both sir 39:2–3 (no Hebrew preserved) 
and wis 8:8, στροφή is associated with αἰνίγματα (“enigmas”). sir 6:22 
(Hebrew) reveals an “etymological” interpretation of מוסר in the sense 
of twisted and difficult, probably associating it with סור (“turn aside”) 
(CsP 50). G may also be playing on השׂכל and the homonymous שׂכל 
“cross”; cf. Gen 48:14 (Kuhn).

G 1:3b: G adds ἀληθῆ, an adjectival elaboration of “righteousness” for 
moral emphasis. CsP (64) notes that G often adds adjectives for explica-
tion, e.g., (παιδὶ +) νέῳ in 1:4 and (κλοιὸν +) χρύσεον in 1:9.

G 1:3c: G translates ומישרים as an infinitive, possibly thinking of an 
Aramaic infinitive. de lagarde retroverts κατευθύνειν to למישר, an Ara-
maizing infinitive, but this is distant graphically. G shows considerable 
flexibility in the treatment of grammatical forms.

s has ܡܪܕܘܬܐ ܘܕܚܠܬܐ (“instruction and fear”) for מוּסַר הַשְׂכֵּל. since 
s is flexible in its treatment of the waw-conjunctive, this is not evidence 
for מוסר והשכל (contra bHs), especially since s’s idea that השכל means 
“fear” is peculiar and unparalleled in its other occurrences in Proverbs.

ל׃ לֶךְ יִשְׂרָאֵֽ ד מֶ֗ ה בֶן־דָּוִ֑ שְׁלֵי שְׁלֹמֹ֣ מִ֭  1:1

ל  ר הַשְׂכֵּ֑ קַחַת מוּסַ֣ ה׃ 3 לָ֭ י בִינָֽ ין אִמְרֵ֥ הָבִ֗ ר לְ֝ ה וּמוּסָ֑ עַת חָכְמָ֣ 2 לָדַ֣
ה׃  עַת וּמְזִמָּֽ עַר דַּ֣ נַ֗ ה לְ֝ ת לִפְתָאיִם֣ עָרְמָ֑ ים׃ 4 לָתֵ֣ ט וּמֵישָׁרִֽ דֶק וּ֝מִשְׁפָּ֗ צֶ֥

שָׁל  ין מָ֭ נָב֗וֹן תַּחְבֻּל֥וֹת יִקְנֶֽה׃ 6 לְהָבִ֣ קַח וְ֝ כָם וְי֣וֹסֶף לֶ֑ ע חָ֭ 5 יִשְׁמַ֣
ה  עַת חָכְמָ֥ ית דָּ֑ ת יְ֭הוָה רֵאשִׁ֣ ם׃ 7 יִרְאַ֣ ים וְחִידתָֹֽ כָמִ֗ ה דִּבְרֵי חֲ֝ וּמְלִיצָ֑
שׁ  טֹּ֗ יךָ וְאַל־תִּ֝ ר אָבִ֑ נִי מוּסַ֣ ע בְּ֭ זוּ׃  פ  8 שְׁמַ֣ ים בָּֽ ר אֱוִילִ֥  וּ֝מוּסָ֗
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1:4
G translates פתאים as ἀκάκοις “innocent.” in contexts where the פתי 

has not yet sinned, G uses ἄκακος (1:22; 8:5; 14:15; 21:11). if one has 
sinned, he is an ἄφρων (7:7; 9:4, 16; 14:18; 19:25; 22:3; 27:12). (ἄκακος is 
also used for forms of תמ"ם in 2:21 [some G mss] and 13:6.) in this way 
the translator reinforces moral polarities by dividing an ambiguous class 
into two morally antithetical groups (see Giese 1990, §2.11–13). For m’s 
 G 1:4b has παιδὶ δὲ νέῳ (“the young youth”), adding an adjective to נער
emphasize that the verse refers to the earliest stage of instruction and 
more clearly distinguishing the elementary stage of education in 1:2–4 
from the advanced stage in 1:5–6.

1:7 init + 2 stichoi G (7ab) (anaph)
G: (a) ἀρχὴ [Gb s; var: ἀρετή GA] σοφίας φόβος θεοῦ, (b) σύνεσις δὲ 

ἀγαθὴ πᾶσι τοῖς ποιοῦσιν αὐτήν. (c) εὐσέβεια δὲ εἰς θεὸν ἀρχὴ αἰσθήσεως, (d) 
σοφίαν δὲ καὶ παιδείαν ἀσεβεῖς ἐξουθενήσουσιν. “(a) The beginning [var: 
‘best’] of wisdom is the fear of God, (b) and (it is) a good understanding 
for those who perform it. (c) And piety toward God is the beginning 
of knowledge, (d) but the wicked hold wisdom and instruction in con-
tempt.” Fritsch (1953, 170) regards 1:7ab as oG and 1:7cd as Hexaplaric 
(but unmarked). within 1:7a, the variant ἀρετή is an alternative inter-
pretation of ראשית and not a permutation of the majority reading ἀρχή 
(see AbP 1.67). whether ראשית means “first” or “best” is still a matter 
of dispute.

The prefixed couplet, 1:7ab, is taken from Ps 111[110]:10: רֵאשִׁית 
לְכָל־עשֵֹׂיהֶם טוֹב  שֵׂכֶל  יְהוָה  יִרְאַת   For the phenomenon of) .חָכְמָה 
anaphora, the transfer of material from another part of G, see Heater 
1982, 6 and passim.) CsP considers all four stichoi to be oG, with the 
translator responsible for the quotation from Psalms. However, since the 
addition in G 1:7a differs somewhat from the Greek of Ps 111[110]:10a 
(which reads ἀρχὴ σοφίας φόβος κυρίου), as well as from G-Prov 9:10, 
it was likely transferred in the Hebrew transmission and present in G’s 
source text.

1:8
G: (a) ἄκουε, υἱέ, παιδείαν [Gb; var: νόμους Gsc A] πατρός σου (b) καὶ μὴ 

ἀπώσῃ θεσμοὺς μητρός σου. “(a) Hear, son, the instruction [var: ‘laws’] of 
your father, (b) and do not reject the rules of your mother.”

υἱέ: in accordance with Greek style, G-Proverbs never represents the 
semantically superfluous possessive suffix of the vocative בְּנִי. This and 
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similar differences in the treatment of the vocative belong to translation 
style and will not be noted further, but see the index.

παιδείαν in Gb looks like an adjustment to the expected rendering of 
 CsP regards it as original and bHQ explains it as an assimilation .מוסר
to G 1:8b. by the variant reading νόμους, G is contrasting the “laws” of 
the father with the “rules” of the mother; cf. G 6:20. The weightier word 
is νόμος, being the standard designation of the divine as well as the pater-
nal torah. θεσμός means “custom,” “rule.” (in Jewish Hellenistic literature, 
θεσμός means “custom,” “rule,” “mode of practice,” both pagan [5 Sib. 19] 
and Jewish [t. Naph. 8:10]. θεσμός refers to the torah proper only in the 
mouth of a hostile gentile (4 macc 8:7). (in sir 28:19 read δεσμοῖς with 
Gb s.) The choice of θεσμός ascribes lesser authority to the mother’s words.

s ܢ�ܘܣܐ for מוסר is based on the variant νόμους. Elsewhere s trans-
lates מוסר as ܡܪܕܘܬܐ (“instruction”).

1:9
At the end of 1:9a, G adds δέξῃ (“will receive”) to the end of the sen-

tence. it apparently made more sense to the literal-minded translator to 
say that you will receive a reward, represented by beads, than that torah 
is beads. For m’s וענקים G has κλοιὸν χρύσεον (“golden necklace”), for 
rhetorical heightening. s (sim t) explicates לוית חן (“a wreath of grace”) 
as ܝܐܝܘܬܐ (“beauty”; also in 4:9), perhaps because it does not know the 
meaning of the dis legomena לויה (bHQ).

1:10
G’s βουληθῇς (“[nor] should you consent”) agrees with m’s vocal-

ization תֹּבֵא (from אב"ה “be willing”), as does s’s ܬܛܦܝܣ (“be per-
suaded”). many mss Kr write this plene: תאבה. two mss Kr normal-
ize this as תבוא, i.e., ֹתָּבא (“come”), a reading reflected also in the Greek 
tradition; see bHQ.

י  יךָ׃ 10 בְּנִ֡ ים לְגַרְגְּרתֶֹֽ עֲנָקִ֗ ךָ וַ֝ ם לְראֹשֶׁ֑ ן הֵ֬ י ׀ לִוְיַת֤ חֵ֓ ךָ׃ 9 כִּ֤ ת אִמֶּֽ תּוֹרַ֥
ה  נוּ נֶאֶרְבָ֥ תָּ֥ ה אִ֫ א׃ 11 אִם־יאֹמְרוּ֮ לְכָ֪ ים אַל־תֹּבֵֽ טָּאִ֗ אִם־יְפַתּ֥וּךָ חַ֝

ים כְּי֣וֹרְדֵי  בְלָעֵם כִּשְׁא֣וֹל חַיִּי֑ם וּ֝תְמִימִ֗ ם׃ 12 נִ֭ י חִנָּֽ ם נִצְפְּנָ֖ה לְנָָקִ֣ לְדָ֑
יל  לְךָ תַּפִּ֣ ל׃ 14 גּ֭וֹרָ֣ ינוּ שָׁלָֽ א בָתֵּ֣ א נְמַלֵּ֖ ר נִמְצָ֑ בֽוֹר׃ 13 כָּל־ה֣וֹן יָָקָ֣

ם מְנַע֥  רֶךְ אִתָּ֑ י אַל־תֵּלֵ֣ךְ בְּדֶ֣ נוּ׃ 15 בְּנִ֗ ד יִהְיֶה֥ לְכֻלָּֽ חָ֗ יס אֶ֝ נוּ כִּ֥ בְּתוֹכֵ֑
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[ (ܘܠܕܠܡܐ ܡܘܡ ܐܝܟ ܢܚ̈ܬܝ ܓܘܒܐ) m s ותמימים כיורדי בור 1:12
G (καὶ ἄρωμεν αὐτοῦ τὴν μνήμην ἐκ γῆς) (anaph) *ונכרית מארץ זכרו

For unclear reasons, G has ֹוְנַכְרִית מֵאֶרֶץ זִכְרו in 1:12b. This clause is 
based on Ps 34:17b = Ps 109:15b. G-Prov 1:12b differs from these verses 
in word order, number (“his memory” here, “their memory” in Psalms), 
and lexical choice (ἄρωμεν here, τοῦ ἐξολεθρεῦσαι in Ps 34[33]:17b, and 
ἐξολεθρευθείη in Ps 109[108]:15b). Hence the borrowing was present in 
G’s Hebrew source.

1:13
G τὴν κτῆσιν αὐτοῦ (“his property”): G and s often add possessive 

pronouns, generally for clarity but also sometimes when the Hebrew is 
unambiguous. such additions will henceforth go unmentioned, except 
in the rare cases where they are relevant to determining the source text. 
more often, G removes possessive pronouns it considers unnecessary. 
For examples, see “possessive adjective/pronoun” in the index.

1:14
G: (a) (b) = m; (c) καὶ μαρσίππιον ἓν γενηθήτω ἡμῖν (“and let us have 

one purse”). The last stich is a Hexaplaric doublet of 1:14b. it is marked 
in part by an asterisk in syrH and is lacking in ol.

G (unc) < [ (ܒܪܝ) m s בני 1:15
G does not represent “my son.” both readings are possible in Hebrew. 

The additional “my son” in m does seem to overload the line, but the 
same imbalance is caused by “my son” in m 1:10, and compare the asym-
metries in 3:12, 28. G has the vocative ὑιέ where m lacks בְּנִי in 2:17; 
9:12; 23:22; 24:1; and 27:27. m’s בְּנִי is not represented in G 1:15; 5:20. 
m’s plural is translated with a singular in 5:1; 7:24; 8:32. in the other 
nineteen cases (see index), בני = ὑιέ. when G ≠ m in this regard, there 
is no criterion for determining originality, since either version may have 
added the word to adjust to the common usage.

For m נתיבתם (sg), G, s, and 2 mss Kr have the plural “paths,” per-
haps because the verse is speaking about a plurality of people. This need 
not indicate an original consonantal variant. variation in grammatical 
number is frequent in the versions, including G, v, and s (but less so in 
t, which tends to correct toward m). There is also considerable number 
variation in Hebrew manuscripts. The variations usually have no clear 
motivation. only variations that are significant to interpretation or pres-
ent in ancient manuscripts will be mentioned.
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1:16 m s GA mss ] > Gb s* = oG (homoi כי⌒כי)
oG lacked this verse. (in the mss that have this verse [notably Gsc A], it 

is sometimes placed before, sometimes after 1:17, supporting the likeli-
hood that in those mss it is a later restoration.) de lagarde considers m 
1:16 a later addition based on isa 59:7. Nevertheless, the verse is integral 
to context and original. its literary function is to present an ambiguity 
(whose blood are they really hastening to shed?) that is resolved in the 
continuation. This technique is a feature of the entire passage; see AbP. 
isa 59:7 may draw on Proverbs, or both may draw on a common wisdom 
source. The latter is more likely because, as ehrlich notes, it is unlikely 
that a glossator would remove “innocent” while importing it into isaiah.

1:17
G: οὐ γὰρ ἀδίκως ἐκτείνεται δίκτυα πτερωτοῖς. “For not unjustly are 

nets spread out for birds.” The added negative probably indicates that the 
translator understood the verse as a rhetorical question, which he then 
converted into a negative indicative to the same effect. (For examples 
of this technique in G-Job, see orlinsky 1958, 244–46.) The translator 
understood “birds” as a metaphor for the wicked or gullible youths, 
whose fate is “not unjust.” ἀδίκως corresponds to חנם only here and in 
Prov 1:11 and introduces a moralizing component into the adage. The 
“birds” who are ensnared “not unjustly” must be the fools and criminals 
spoken of in the next verse.

s: ܘܒܥܬܐ ܗܘ ܦܪ̈ܣܝܢ ܡܨܝ̈ܕܬܐ ܥܠ ܦܪܚܬܐ. “And wrongfully [ܒܥܬܐ, 
as in 1:11b, cf. G] do they spread nets on a bird.” s condenses. The pres-
ence of חנם here and in 1:11b led s to assume that both verses refer to 
the ensnaring of victims.

bHs is mistaken in saying that כל is omitted in the versions. in fact, כל 
”.is translated as a unit by a word meaning “birds בעל כנף

ם׃  ימַהֲר֗וּ לִשְׁפָּךְ־דָּֽ ע יָר֑וּצוּ וִֽ גְלֵיהֶם לָרַ֣ י רַ֭ ם׃ 16 כִּ֣ גְלְךָ֗ מִנְּתִיבָתָֽ רַ֝
בוּ  ם יֶאֱרֹ֑ הֵם לְדָמָ֣ ֽף׃ 18 וְ֭ עַל כָּנָֽ י כָל־בַּ֥ עֵינֵ֗ שֶׁת בְּ֝ ה הָרָ֑ נָּם מְזרָֹ֣ י־חִ֭ 17 כִּֽ

יו  צַע אֶת־נֶ֖פֶשׁ בְּעָלָ֣ עַ בָּ֑ צֵֽ רְחוֹת כָּל־בֹּ֣ ן אָ֭ ם׃ 19 כֵּ֗ צְפְּנ֗וּ לְנַפְשׁתָֹֽ יִ֝
הּ׃  ן קוֹלָֽ רְחֹב֗וֹת תִּתֵּ֥ נָּה בָּ֝ כְמוֹת בַּח֣וּץ תָּרֹ֑ ח׃  פ  20 חָ֭ יִקָּֽ
ר׃  יהָ תאֹמֵֽ יר אֲמָרֶ֥ ים בָּעִ֗ י שְׁעָרִ֥ א בְּפִתְחֵ֖ קְרָ֥ אשׁ הֹמִיּ֗וֹת תִּ֫ ֹ֥ 21 בְּר
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1:18
G: (a) αὐτοὶ γὰρ οἱ φόνου μετέχοντες θησαυρίζουσιν ἑαυτοῖς κακά, (b) ἡ 

δὲ καταστροφὴ ἀνδρῶν παρανόμων κακή. “(a) For the very ones who take 
part in murder store up evils for themselves, (b) and the downfall of 
lawbreakers is evil.” μετέχοντες associates m’s יארבו with ער"ב “mix,” etc. 
This is an aural confusion (though perhaps in the mind rather than the 
ear of the copyist) that would be more likely to arise in Hebrew copying 
than in translation. G understands this verse to mean that the bandits 
are harming themselves and states this plainly. (m’s “for their blood” is 
deliberately ambiguous.) דמם is construed as דמים. s follows G’s inter-
pretation.

G 1:18b develops the idea of G 1:18a, emphasizing the disaster await-
ing the wicked. it is too unlike m 1:19 to be a paraphrase of it and thus 
to serve as evidence for reading אחרית there (pace mezzacasa; bHs on 
1:19). (in any case, that word is never translated καταστροφή.) G fre-
quently adds κακός for moral emphasis; see the index.

1:19
G τῇ γὰρ ἀσεβείᾳ (“for by impiety”) is a moralizing expansion and does 

not represent בעולה for m’s בעליו (contrary to Jäger; de lagarde; mez-
zacasa; toy). rather, בעליו is implicit in G’s “their own soul.” Charac-
teristic of G-Proverbs is the frequent use of words emphasizing the reli-
gious dimension of wickedness, in particular by using ἀσέβεια/ἀσεβής as 
the standard translation of רשע (sdeK 1958). This is not an innovation 
but a matter of foregrounding an aspect of the Hebrew word’s semantic 
content.

1:20
G: (a) Σοφία ἐν ἐξόδοις ὑμνεῖται; (b) = m. “(a) wisdom praises her-

self in the exits.” The middle ὑμνεῖται (for תרנה “cries aloud”) is to be 
understood reflexively (sim 8:3), since lady wisdom is singing her own 
praises in this chapter. similarly s ܡܫܬܒܚܐ.

(ח → ה graph) G (τειχέων) *חומיות [ (ܒܪ̈ܝܬܐ) m s המיות 1:21
G: (a) ἐπ’ ἄκρων δὲ τειχέων κηρύσσεται, (b) ἐπὶ δὲ πύλαις δυναστῶν 

παρεδρεύει, (c) ἐπὶ δὲ πύλαις πόλεως θαρροῦσα λέγει. “(a) on the heights 
of the walls she cries, (b) at the gates of the princes she sits constantly, (c) 
at the gates of the city she says boldly” (continues in 1:22).

in G 1:21a, rather than m’s hapax הֹמִיּוֹת (“bustling places,” “cross-
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roads”), G’s τειχέων = חומות or חומיות (“walls”). The latter would be a 
variant plural of חומות, a form attested at Amarna (tur-sinai 1947, 105) 
and in ugaritic and Phoenician (dahood 1963, 5). (bHQ ascribes the 
rendering to ignorance of the meaning of m’s word, but the translator 
caught the gist of המ"ה in 7:11; 9:13; and 20:1 and could have rendered it 
appropriately here.) Nevertheless, m is right, for wisdom is going about 
the busy streets of the city, to people, not on the walls. G 1:21b is taken 
from G 8:3, q.v.

s’s ܒܪ̈ܝܬܐ (“streets”) is a correct interpretation of המיות “bustling 
places.” t saw ܒܪ̈ܝܬܐ but understood it as Aramaic בירתא (“fortress,” 
“palace”). This reading may be earlier than t; see b. ber. 53b: בראש 
.(”at the top of the fortress“) הבירה

1:22
G (continuing 1:21): (a) Ὅσον ἂν χρόνον ἄκακοι ἔχωνται τῆς δικαιοσύνης, 

οὐκ αἰσχυνθήσονται. (b) οἱ δὲ ἄφρονες, τῆς ὕβρεως ὄντες ἐπιθυμηταί, (c) 
ἀσεβεῖς γενόμενοι ἐμίσησαν αἴσθησιν (23a) καὶ ὑπεύθυνοι ἐγένοντο ἐλέγχοις. 
“(a) As long as the innocent possess righteousness, they will not be put 
to shame, (b) but the fools, being desirous of pride, (c) having become 
impious, hated knowledge.” what is notable about G 1:22–23a is not 
the introduction of antithesis (observed by dick 1990, 22) but the way 
the verse is cast as a generalization in intricate Greek syntax. This style 
makes sophia into something of a philosopher.

ים  ם וּ֝כְסִילִ֗ צוֹן חָמְד֣וּ לָהֶ֑ ים לָ֭ תִי וְלֵצִ֗ אֵהֲב֫וּ פֶ֥ י ׀ פְּתָיִם֮ תְּֽ 22 עַד־מָתַ֣

יעָה  י אוֹדִ֖ יעָה לָכֶ֣ם רוּחִ֑ י הִנֵּ֤ה אַבִּ֣ ת֫וֹכַחְתִּ֥ עַת׃ 23 תָּשׁ֗וּבוּ לְֽ יִשְׂנְאוּ־דָֽ
יב׃  ין מַקְשִֽׁ י וְאֵ֣ דִ֗ יתִי יָ֝ נוּ נָטִ֥ רָאתִי וַתְּמָאֵ֑ ם׃ 24 יַעַ֣ן קָ֭ י אֶתְכֶֽ דְבָרַ֣

ם  נִי בְּאֵידְכֶ֣ ם׃ 26 גַּם־אֲ֭ א אֲבִיתֶֽ ֹ֣ י ל י וְ֝תוֹכַחְתִּ֗ 25 וַתִּפְרְע֥וּ כָל־עֲצָתִ֑

אֵידְכֶם  ם וְֽ ה⌉ ׀ פַּחְדְּכֶ֗ א ⌈כְשׁוֹאָ֨ ֹ֤ ם׃ 27 בְּב א פַחְדְּכֶֽ ֹ֣ ג בְּב לְעַ֗ ק אֶ֝ אֶשְׂחָ֑
עֱנֶ֑ה  א אֶֽ ֹ֣ ז יִ֭קְרָאֻנְנִי וְל ה׃ 28 אָ֣ ה וְצוָּקָֽ ם צָרָ֥ לֵיכֶ֗ א עֲ֝ ֹ֥ ה בְּב ה יֶאֱתֶ֑ כְּסוּפָ֣

א  ֹ֣ ת יְ֝הוֹה ל עַת וְיִרְאַ֥ נְאוּ דָ֑ חַת כִּי־שָׂ֣ נְנִי׃  29 תַּ֭ א יִמְצָאֻֽ ֹ֣ נְנִי וְל שַׁחֲרֻ֗ יְ֝
י  יאֹכְלוּ מִפְּרִ֣ י׃ 31 וְֽ אֲצ֗וּ כָּל־תּוֹכַחְתִּֽ י נָ֝ רוּ׃ 30 לאֹ־אָב֥וּ לַעֲצָתִ֑ בָחָֽ
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1:23
G (continuing 1:22): (a) καὶ ὑπεύθυνοι ἐγένοντο ἐλέγχοις. (b) ἰδοὺ 

προήσομαι ὑμῖν ἐμῆς πνοῆς ῥῆσιν, (c) διδάξω δὲ ὑμᾶς τὸν ἐμὸν λόγον. “(a) 
and became subject to reproofs. (b) behold i will extend to you the 
utterance of my breath, (c) and i will teach you my word.” G 1:23a con-
tinues 1:22c, with its syntax ignored for the sake of cohesion. in 1:23a, G 
adds ῥῆσιν (“utterance”) to parallel λόγον (“word”). This addition clarifies 
what is meant by “pouring out” one’s spirit.

1:24
G: (a) ἐπειδὴ ἐκάλουν καὶ οὐχ ὑπηκούσατε (b) καὶ ἐξέτεινον λόγους καὶ 

οὐ προσείχετε. “(a) Then i would call but you did not listen, (b) and i 
would stretch out words but you did not pay attention.” since wisdom 
is chastising fools for their obtuseness, G assumes that she is speaking of 
past events in 1:24–25. The verbs of wisdom’s actions are imperfects, to 
show that her efforts were ongoing.

καὶ οὐχ ὑπηκούσατε turns ותמאנו into its antonym and then negates 
it. Klein (1976, 515–37) and r. Gordon (1999, 3–21), writing about this 
device in the targumim, call it “converse translation.” orlinksy (1958, 
231–38) discusses its use in G-Job. For examples, see the comments on 
9:6b; 11:7a; 11:29a; 15:22a, 32b; 17:4b; 26:20a; 30:3a; 31:30b. in 1:24b, 
G’s substitution of λόγους for ידי is based on the logical assumption that 
wisdom works through words, not gestures.

s’s ܩܠܝ (“my voice”) represents the same interpretation as G but 
expresses it independently. since ܩܠܝ is not an adjustment to G, it is prob-
ably the original, with the variant ܐܝܕܝ (“my hand”) being a later adjust-
ment to m.

(או → וא metath) mK כשאוה [ mQ כשואה 1:27
The ketiv form is not found elsewhere and is clearly a mechanical 

error.
G (a)–(c) = m; (d) ἢ ὅταν ἔρχηται ὑμῖν ὄλεθρος. “(d) or when there 

comes to you destruction.” This is a doublet of 1:27c. ὄλεθρος is a conden-
sation of צרה וצוקה. both are represented in 1:27c, but in reverse order, 
θλῖψις καὶ πολιορκία (the latter associated with מצור).

s omits 1:27aα by homoi פחדכם⌒פחדכם.
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 4QProvb מושכת [ (ܡܗܦܟܢܘܬܐ) m G (ἀνθ’ ὧν γὰρ ἠδίκουν) s משובת 1:32
(graph ב → כ, metath וש → שו)

in 4QProvb מושכת is clearly a mechanical error deriving in two steps 
from משובת (= m).

G: (a) ἀνθ’ ὧν γὰρ ἠδίκουν νηπίους, φονευθήσονται, (b) καὶ ἐξετασμὸς 
ἀσεβεῖς ὀλεῖ. “(a) For inasmuch as they wronged the innocent, they 
shall be murdered, (b) and interrogation will destroy the wicked.” As 
in G 1:17, the translator regards naive youths—such as the son being 
addressed—as potentially the direct victims of the wicked. ἐξετασμός 
associates שלות with שאלה (“question,” etc.) and pictures judicial inter-
rogation. ἐξετασμός in wis 4:6 is part of the final judgment of the sinner.

 G (ῥῆσιν ἐμῆς ἐντολῆς) *אמרי מצותי [ (ܡ̈ܠܝ ܘܦܘܩ̈ܕܢܝ) m s אמרי ומצותי 2:1
(near haplog י → יו)

G reads אמרי מצותי, implicitly vocalized as אִמְרֵי מִצְוָתִי. ῥῆσις = אֵמֶר. 
ῥῆσιν singular = plural אמרי in 4:5 and 7:24 (GA).

(בנ → ב near dittog) G (τῷ υἱῷ σου) *לבנך [ (ܠܒܟ) m s לבך 2:2
G: (a)(b) = m; (c) παραβαλεῖς δὲ αὐτὴν ἐπὶ νουθέτησιν τῷ υἱῷ σου. “(c) 

and you will direct it to admonition for your son.” τῷ υἱῷ σου = ָלְבִנְך. 
This arose by near dittography of the similar-looking ב and נ   (for the 
phenomenon, see Kennedy 1928, 44). This stich has the obelus in syrH 
and is oG.  However, both the verb παραβαλεῖς and the direct object 
αὐτήν in 2:2c presuppose καρδίαν in 2:2b, and that stich too must be orig-
inal. This implies that the translator is accommodating two variants he is 
aware of: לבנך and לבך. Though arising from scribal error, G’s “to your 
son” introduces the interesting idea of the listener’s gaining wisdom to 
teach his own son; see AbP 1.81.

הַרְגֵ֑ם וְשַׁלְוַ֖ת  ת פְּתָיִ֣ם תַּֽ י מְשׁוּבַ֣ עוּ׃ 32 כִּ֤ ם יִשְׂבָּֽ תֵיהֶ֣ ם וּֽמִמֹּעֲצֹ֖ דַרְכָּ֑
חַד  ן מִפַּ֥ שַׁאֲנַ֗ טַח וְ֝ י יִשְׁכָּן־בֶּ֑ עַֽ לִ֭ ם׃ 33 וְשׁמֵֹ֣ ים תְּאַבְּדֵֽ כְּסִילִ֣

ךְ׃  ן אִתָּֽ י תִּצְפֹּ֥ י וּ֝מִצְוֹתַ֗ ח אֲמָרָ֑ נִי אִם־תִּקַּ֣ ה׃  פ  2:1 בְּ֭ רָעָֽ
ם לַבִּינָ֣ה  י אִ֣ ה׃ 3 כִּ֤ בְּךָ֗ לַתְּבוּנָֽ ה לִ֝ ה אָזְנֶ֑ךָ תַּטֶּ֥ חָכְמָ֣ יב לַֽ 2 לְהַקְשִׁ֣

ים  כַמַּטְמוֹנִ֥ סֶף וְֽ נָּה כַכָּ֑ ךָ׃ 4 אִם־תְּבַקְשֶׁ֥ ן קוֹלֶֽ ה תִּתֵּ֥ תְּבוּנָ֗ א לַ֝ תִקְרָ֑
י־יְ֭הוָה  א׃ 6 כִּֽ ים תִּמְצָֽ עַת אֱלֹהִ֣ ת יְהוָ֑ה וְדַ֖ בִין יִרְאַ֣ ז תָּ֭ נָּה׃ 5 אָ֗ תַּחְפְּשֶֽׂ

לְכֵי  ן לְהֹ֣ גֵ֗ יְשָׁרִים תּוּשִׁיָּה֑ מָ֝ ן⌉ לַ֭ ה׃ 7 ⌈וְצָפַ֣ עַת וּתְבוּנָֽ יו דַּ֣ פִּ֗ ה מִ֝ ן חָכְמָ֑ יִתֵּ֣
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G 2:2 is best read as consequent upon verse 1, since verse 2 does not 
start with καί. in this way G turns the understanding of wisdom into a 
reward for accepting the father’s precepts. (For a similar notion in egyp-
tian wisdom, see AbP 1.76–77.)

2:3
G: (a) ἐὰν γὰρ τὴν σοφίαν ἐπικαλέσῃ (b) καὶ τῇ συνέσει δῷς φωνήν 

σου, (c) τὴν δὲ αἴσθησιν ζητήσῃς μεγάλῃ τῇ φωνῇ. “(a) For if you call to 
wisdom, (b) and to understanding give your voice, (c) and seek knowl-
edge in a great voice.” בינה is here translated σοφία (elsewhere in the Hb 
only in Prov 3:5). This rendering is perhaps under the influence of 1:20, 
where the figure that calls out is called σοφία. (בינה is usually translated 
φρόνησις or σύνεσις.) Though 2:3c is lacking in Gb s and given an aster-
isk (incorrectly) in syrH, it is oG. The more literal 2:3b is Hexaplaric 
and missing from important mss (Fritsch 1953, 178; CsP). G 2:3c is a 
second translation of 2:2b.

v has cor tuum (“your heart”) for m G “your voice,” to supplement the 
demand to call to wisdom by the injunction to pay attention to it as well.

t translates אִם as אימא (“mother”) = אֵם, though it was certainly 
using a vocalized Hebrew text. This is a midrashic parsing found in b. 
ber. 57a and elsewhere. it is unusual for t to diverge from both m and s.

G (ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ) (syn) *מפניו [ (ܘܡܢ ܦܘܡܗ) m s מפיו 2:6
G’s “presence/face” for m’s “mouth” suggests to toy that G is avoid-

ing the notion of verbal inspiration of wisdom. but theological inhibi-
tions about such an idea would not have been necessary at a time when 
wisdom could easily be identified with torah. מפיו and מפניו both mean, 
approximately, “from him,” and the latter could appear as an accidental 
synonym variant of the former. on this synonym pair, and this verse in 
particular, see talmon 1975, 350 and n. 109.

ן [ mK וצפן 2:7 mQ (gram, equal) יִצְפֹּ֣
 G (τὴν πορείαν αὐτῶν) *להליכתם [ (ܕܡܗܠܟܝܢ ܕܠܡܐ ܡܘܡ) m s להלכי תם

(div, metath יכ → כי)
The qere and the ketiv are both future tense.
G’s לַהֲלִיכָתָם (“for their going”) arose by graphic error and does not 

make good sense.
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יו [ mK חסידו 2:8  v ≈ (ܕܚܣ̈ܝܘܗܝ) mQ G (εὐλαβουμένων αὐτόν) s חֲסִידָ֣
(sanctorum) ≈ t (דצדיקין) (orth)

The plural, indicated by the qere, is correct. since the singular חסיד 
does not take first- or third-person singular suffixes, the ketiv is a defec-
tiva writing of the plural. v and tl do not represent the possessive suffix.

singular/plural ketiv-qere variants, and ostensive singular/plural ketiv-
qere variants, are frequent, and it is usually difficult to give preference to 
one or the other. Gordis has a list of such ketiv-qere pairs (1971, 86–92). 
usually the qere is a plene guide to reading the defectiva ketiv, as here. 
see §2.2.3.2, n. 21.

2:11
G: (a) βουλὴ καλὴ φυλάξει σε, (b) ἔννοια δὲ ὁσία τηρήσει σε. “(a) Good 

counsel will guard you, (b) and pious understanding will keep you.” G 
makes it clear that only good counsel and pious understanding will pro-
tect you (and not just מזמה, which often refers to a morally dubious 
shrewdness). The faculties mentioned in the Hebrew, both מזמה and 
 can be misused and are not inherently virtuous. (examples of the ,תבונה
former are Ps 10:22; 21:12; of the latter, ezek 28:4.) see AbP 1.34, 37–38.

2:15
G’s αἱ τροχιαὶ αὐτῶν (“their courses”) omits the preposition of במעגלותם 

to tighten the parallelism. v, s, and (consequently) t follow suit.

2:16–20
G replaces m’s warning against the “strange woman”—that is to say, 

the adulteress (see AbP 1.139–41)—with one against “evil counsel,” 

דֶק  בִין צֶ֣ ז תָּ֭ ר׃ 9 אָ֗ ו יִשְׁמֹֽ רֶךְ חֲסִידָ֣ ט וְדֶ֖ נְצרֹ אָרְח֣וֹת מִשְׁפָּ֑ ם׃ 8 לִ֭ תֹֽ
עַת  דַ֗ ךָ וְ֝ ה בְלִבֶּ֑ י־תָב֣וֹא חָכְמָ֣ ים כָּל־מַעְגַּל־טֽוֹב׃ 10 כִּֽ ט וּ֝מֵישָׁרִ֗ וּמִשְׁפָּ֑

ילְךָ  הַצִּ֣ כָּה׃ 12 לְ֭ ה תִנְצְרֶֽ יךָ תְּבוּנָ֥ ר עָלֶ֗ זִמָּה תִּשְׁמֹ֥ ם׃ 11 מְ֭ נַפְשְׁךָ֥ יִנְעָֽ לְֽ
כֶת  לֶ֗ שֶׁר לָ֝ זְבִים אָרְח֣וֹת יֹ֑ עֹ֣ ר תַּהְפֻּכֽוֹת׃ 13 הַ֭ ישׁ מְדַבֵּ֥ אִ֗ ע מֵ֝ רֶךְ רָ֑ מִדֶּ֣

ע׃  תַהְפֻּכ֥וֹת רָֽ ילוּ בְּֽ גִ֗ ע יָ֝ שְּׂמֵחִים לַעֲשׂ֥וֹת רָ֑ שֶׁךְ׃ 14 הַ֭ בְּדַרְכֵי־חֹֽ
ילְךָ  הַצִּ֣ ם׃ 16 לְ֭ ים בְּמַעְגְּלוֹתָֽ ים וּ֝נְלוֹזִ֗ ם עִקְּשִׁ֑ ר אָרְחֹתֵיהֶ֣ 15 אֲשֶׁ֣

יהָ  עזֶֹבֶת אַלּ֣וּף נְעוּרֶ֑ יקָה׃ 17 הַ֭ יהָ הֶחֱלִֽ ה אֲמָרֶ֥ נָּכְרִיָּ֗ ה מִ֝ ה זָרָ֑ מֵאִשָּׁ֣
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mentioned in G 2:17. The “evil counsel” (κακὴ βουλή) in 2:17 is neither 
Hellenistic wisdom (pace Hengel 1974, 1:155; CsP 138) nor the rabbinic 
concept of the evil inclination (as argued by CsP 136–37). when the 
passage is read in the context of G-Prov 2 as a whole, it becomes clear 
that the evil counsel is the urgings and insinuations of the evil man, who 
“speaks nothing reliable” (2:12) and whose influence would dislodge the 
naive from the right path (2:16). “evil counsel” comprises everything 
that such people, male and female, encourage susceptible young men 
to do. An example is quoted in 1:11–14. This is the evil counsel that is 
incidentally personified in G 2:18. such blandishments can be withstood 
only with the support of the βουλὴ καλή “good counsel” (2:11), which 
is the wisdom that comes from teachers and God. Given the conceptual 
reshaping of this passage and the syntactic reformulations (notably, the 
translator overriding the second-person plural setting of the passage), 
Hebrew variants are not retrievable, except for those in 2:18 and, per-
haps, 2:19.

since in 5:3; 6:24–25; and 7:6–17 G recognizes the strange woman as 
an actual woman, he could have read the present passage similarly. The 
decision to view the woman of 2:16–20 as an allegory for all illicit coun-
sel was a deliberate reinterpretation, in the midrashic vein.

2:16
G: (a) τοῦ μακράν σε ποιῆσαι ἀπὸ ὁδοῦ εὐθείας (b) καὶ ἀλλότριον τῆς 

δικαίας γνώμης. “(a) so as to make you far from the straight way (b) 
and alienated from the righteous judgment.” Thinking that the agent of 
 was the evildoers, the translator found it necessary to rewrite להצילך
this and the next verse (bHQ).

2:17
G: (a) υἱέ, μή σε καταλάβῃ κακὴ βουλὴ (b) ἡ ἀπολείπουσα διδασκαλίαν 

νεότητος, (c) καὶ διαθήκην θείαν ἐπιλελησμένη. “(a) my son, let not evil 
counsel capture you, (b) (the counsel) which abandons the teaching of 
youth (c) and forgets the godly covenant.” G starts the new section by 
adding a sentence (G 2:17a), cf. 8:21a. G begins the new line with υἱέ, 
assimilating it to the customary m usage. This happens also in 9:12; 19:20; 
23:22; 24:1; and 27:27. G associates אלוף with אל"ף “learn,” “teach.”

s’s ܡܪܒܝܢܐ (“foster-father”) also associates אלוף with teaching, per-
haps influenced by G. tZ מרביתא (“training”). tl מרביינא (“trainer”), 
from s.
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(ת → ח graph) G (ἔθετο) σ′ (ωρισεν) *שׁתה [ m שחה 2:18
הּ [ ›נתיבתה‹  → מות נת near haplog) (ܒܝܬܗ̇) m G (τὸν οἶκον αὐτῆς) s בֵּיתָ֑
(בי → יב metath ,מות

m makes better sense if we emend ביתה to נתיבתה (“her path”) (bHs), 
which provides a feminine singular subject for שחה. it is the path to the 
woman’s house (rather than the house itself) that is heading down to 
sheol.

τῷ θανάτῳ τὸν οἶκον αὐτῆς, (b) καὶ παρὰ τῷ ᾅδῃ μετὰ τῶν γηγενῶν τοὺς 
ἄξονας αὐτῆς. “(a) For she has placed her house beside death, (b) her 
courses beside Hades with the earthborn.” G reads כי ביתה שתה אל־
 a graphic ,שָׁתָה = ἔθετο .(”for she has set her house toward death“) מות
error facilitated by the difficulty of m’s image of the house sinking down 
to death. However, שית would not govern אל in this sense. (in Job 7:17 
 ;has its expected meaning, “toward.”) in 2:18b, καὶ παρὰ τῷ ᾅδῃ is oG אל
μετὰ τῶν γηγενῶν is from θ′ and εβρ′.

s ܛܥܬ, which bHQ says comes “via” שכחה, is actually an inner-s 
scribal error. The word was taken accidently from s 2:17 (toy). ܐ̈ܣܟܦܬܐ 
(“thresholds”) represents אלמות, associated with אולם “porch” (bHQ).

 G (ἐνιαυτῶν ζωῆς) *שנות חיים [ (ܐܘܪܚܐ ܕܚܝ̈ܐ) m ≈ s ארחות חיים 2:19
(assim)

Neither G 2:19b (with τρίβους εὐθείας “straight paths”) nor the doublet 
in 2:19c (with ἐνιαυτῶν ζωῆς “years of life”) translates m’s “ways of life.” 
de lagarde considers 2:19c original. Perhaps G is conflating two vari-
ants, ארחות ישר and שנות חיים. in G 4:10c (= oG), “ways of life” ≈ m 
“years of life.” both 2:19c and 4:10c are rather awkward and unlikely to 
have been the translator’s innovation. in both cases, the changes prob-

הּ⌉ וְאֶל־ חָה׃ 18 כִּי שָׁחָה אֶל־מָוֶת ⌈נְתִיבָתָ֑ יהָ שָׁכֵֽ ית אֱלֹהֶ֣ וְאֶת־בְּרִ֖
ים׃  יגוּ אָרְח֥וֹת חַיִּֽ שִּׂ֗ א־יַ֝ ֹֽ א יְשׁוּב֑וּן וְל ֹ֣ אֶיהָ ל יהָ׃ 19 כָּל־בָּ֭ רְפָאִים מַעְגְּלֹתֶֽ
ים  י־יְשָׁרִ֥ ר׃ 21 כִּֽ ים תִּשְׁמֹֽ ים וְאָרְח֖וֹת צַדִּיָקִ֣ רֶךְ טוֹבִ֑ לֵךְ בְּדֶ֣ עַן תֵּ֭ 20 לְמַ֗

ים  תוּ וּ֝בוֹגְדִ֗ רֶץ יִכָּרֵ֑ הּ׃ 22 וּ֭רְשָׁעִים מֵאֶ֣ ים יִוָּ֥תְרוּ בָֽ רֶץ וּ֝תְמִימִ֗ יִשְׁכְּנוּ־אָ֑
ר  י יִצֹּ֥ ח וּ֝מִצְוֹתַ֗ י אַל־תִּשְׁכָּ֑ נִי תּוֹרָתִ֣ נָּה׃  פ  3:1 בְּ֭ ⌈יֻסְח֥וּ⌉ מִמֶּֽ

ת  סֶד וֶאֱמֶ֗ ךְ׃ 3 )חֶ֥ יפוּ לָֽ שָׁל֗וֹם יוֹסִ֥ מִים וּשְׁנ֣וֹת חַיִּי֑ם וְ֝ רֶךְ יָ֭ י אֹ֣ ךָ׃ 2 כִּ֤ לִבֶּֽ
ן  ךָ׃ 4 וּמְצָא־חֵ֖ ם עַל־ל֥וּחַ לִבֶּֽ תְבֵ֗ יךָ כָּ֝ ם עַל־גַּרְגְּרוֹתֶ֑ ךָ( קָשְׁרֵ֥ זְבֻ֥ ל־יַעַ֫ אַֽ
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ably occurred in Hebrew copying and were influenced by the same 
phrases elsewhere (שנות חיים in 3:2; 4:10; and 9:11; ארח חיים and the 
like in 2:19; 5:6; 10:17; 15:24).

2:21
G 2:21ab, though absent in Gb mss, are oG (CsP 144–45), while 2:21cd 

are Hexaplaric.

m (vocal, gram) יִסְּחוּ [ CG, bab ms ba יֻסְחוּ 2:22
instead of ּיִסְּחו, a CG ms and one with babylonian vocalization (ba = 

berl. or. 680; cf. bHK, bHQ) vocalize ּיֻסְחו (or ּיֻסְּחו), a G-stem passive. 
bHQ weighs the possibility (likely, i think) that this is the earlier vocal-
ization. with the disappearance of the G-passive, יסחו was vocalized as 
an active G-stem, understood as an impersonal plural. The unvocalized 
form was necessarily treated as a passive in the versions.

3:1
For m’s ומצותי (= s ܘܦܘܩ̈ܕܢܝ), G has τὰ δὲ ῥήματά μου (“my words”). 

elsewhere in Proverbs (4:5; 7:24; 8:8; 17:27), ῥῆμα = (ם)אמרי (always pl). 
Nowhere else does ῥῆμα represent מצוה. still, there is much variation in 
the treatment of words for “words,” “commandments,” and “teachings,” 
since they are functional synonyms, and variations can occur in Hebrew 
or in translation.

3:2
s ܢܬܬܘܣ̈ܦܢ ܠܟ (“will be added to you”) may reflect consonantal יוספו, 

which could be understood as an H-passive (for m’s ּיסִֹיפו “they shall 
add”), but s may simply be compensating for the lack of an explicit sub-
ject.

m G s (add) חסד … יעזבך 3:3
 G (homoi < [ (ܘܟܬܘܒ ܐܢܘܢ ܥܠ ܠܘܚ̈ܐ ܕܠܒܟ) m s כתבם על־לוח לבך
(ך⌒ך

in m, the first line, 3:3a, “let not kindness and faithfulness abandon 
you,” is probably a gloss on the preceding verse (thus meinhold; Plöger; 
AbP). The line intrudes between the pronoun “them” in 3:3b and its ante-
cedents (“teaching” and “precepts”) in 3:1–2. Also, the word חסד (“kind-
ness”) appears only here in Prov 1–9, suggesting that it is not native to 
the usages of this unit. while thematically pertinent in a general way, 3:3a 
adds a message intrusive at this point, namely, that you should regard the 
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blessings that come with piety as the bounty of God’s grace rather than 
as simply your own deserts. (This is the only viable interpretation of this 
line. The חסד in this line can only be God’s kindness toward the pupil, 
not the pupil’s toward others, since חסד is always conferred by a superior 
on an inferior [in status or power]; see AbP 1.145. in any case, a person’s 
own “kindness” and “faithfulness” would not be said to “abandon” him. 
The failure would be for him to abandon them.)

G: (a) ἐλεημοσύναι καὶ πίστεις μὴ ἐκλιπέτωσάν σε, (b) ἄφαψαι δὲ αὐτὰς 
ἐπὶ σῷ τραχήλῳ, καὶ εὑρήσεις χάριν. “(a) let mercies and faithfulness not 
abandon you. bind them on your neck, and you will find favor.” oG 
(Gb s*) lacks 3:3c. The line was supplied (from θ′, according to syrH) in 
various forms and positions in GA mss. since the third stich is entirely 
germane and needed for the parallelism, the omission was almost cer-
tainly accidental, arising from a homoioteleuton from ך at the end of 
3:3b to ך at the end of 3:3c. oG (Gb) joins 3:4a to 3:3c.

s: (a) ܢܫܒܩܘܢܟ ܠܡܐ  ܘܩܘܫܬܐ  ܘܛܝܒܘܬܐ   And peace and“ ܘܫܠ�ܡܐ 
blessing and truth will not abandon you.” s makes the first clause into an 
indicative statement of promise and adds another term to the two bless-
ings in m: “kindness” and “faithfulness.” 3:3bc = m.

(הד → ד near dittog) G (γνώριζε αὐτήν) *הדעהו [ (ܕܥܝܗܝ) m s דעהו 3:6
+ 1 stichos G (later addition)

G: (a) ἐν πάσαις ὁδοῖς σου γνώριζε αὐτήν, (b) ἵνα ὀρθοτομῇ τὰς ὁδούς σου, 
[(c) ὁ δὲ πούς σου οὐ μὴ προσκόπτῃ]. “(a) in all your ways know her, (b) 
that she may make your ways straight, [(c) and your foot not stumble].” 
G probably had (הֹדִעֵהוּ =) הדעהו, because it uses γνώριζειν only for the 
H- and A-stems of ידע (or a synonym), never for the G-stem, and there 
would be no reason for דעהו to throw the translator off track. once he 

ח אֶל־יְ֭הוָה  ם׃  פ  5 בְּטַ֣ ים וְאָדָֽ כֶל־ט֑וֹב בְּעֵינֵי֖ אֱלֹהִ֣  וְשֵֽׂ
ר  ה֗וּא יְיַשֵּׁ֥ הוּ וְ֝ יךָ דָעֵ֑ ן׃ 6 בְּכָל־דְּרָכֶ֥ ינָתְךָ֗ אַל־תִּשָּׁעֵֽ ךָ וְאֶל־בִּֽ בְּכָל־לִבֶּ֑

ע׃  ה וְס֣וּר מֵרָֽ הוָ֗ א אֶת־יְ֝ ם בְּעֵינֶי֑ךָ יְרָ֥ י חָכָ֣ יךָ׃ 7 אַל־תְּהִ֣ רְחֹתֶֽ אֹֽ
ד אֶת־יְ֭הוָה מֵהוֹנֶֽ֑ךָ  יךָ׃ 9 כַּבֵּ֣ שִׁקּ֗וּי לְעַצְמוֹתֶֽ ךָ⌉ וְ֝ י ⌈לְשֵׁרֶ֑ פְאוּת תְּהִ֣ 8 רִ֭

יךָ  תִיר֗וֹשׁ יְקָבֶ֥ ע וְ֝ יךָ שָׂבָ֑ ךָ׃ 10 וְיִמָּלְא֣וּ אֲסָמֶ֣ ית כָּל־תְּבוּאָתֶֽ וּ֝מֵרֵאשִׁ֗
ץ  קֹ֗ ס וְאַל־תָּ֝ ר יְ֭הוָה בְּנִ֣י אַל־תִּמְאָ֑ יִפְרֽצֹוּ׃  פ  11 מוּסַ֣

ה׃  ן יִרְצֶֽ ב אֶת־בֵּ֥ יחַ וּ֝כְאָ֗ ב יְהוָ֣ה יוֹכִ֑ ר יֶאֱהַ֣ ת אֲשֶׁ֣ י אֶ֥ בְּתוֹכַחְתּֽוֹ׃ 12 כִּ֤
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understood the verb in 3:6a as “make known” rather than “know,” he 
took the direct object to be wisdom (hence the feminine αὐτήν). The 
result, “in all your ways, declare [or ‘teach’] it,” accords with G’s assump-
tion that the wisdom mentioned in 3:5 is of the virtuous sort. (G has 
“do not exalt yourself for your wisdom,” rather than m’s “do not rely on 
your wisdom.” The translator assumes that though one should rely on his 
wisdom he should not boast about it.).

some G manuscripts add the thematically related line from 3:23b, ὁ 
δὲ πούς σου οὐ μὴ προσκόπτῃ (asterisked in syrH; omitted in Gb s A). This 
example is significant because it shows that the transference of clauses 
and lines from elsewhere in the book is a reality of scribal practice in the 
Greek tradition and need not be ascribed to the translator.

ךָ [ (ܠܒܣܪܟ) G (τῷ σώματί σου) s *לְשֵׁרֶךָ 3:8 m (vocal) לְשָׁרֶּ֑
m’s “healing … for your navel” does not make good sense. we should 

follow G and s in reading a word for “your flesh.” The minimal change 
would require vocalizing ָלשארך = לְשֵׁרֶך with the א elided (for the phe-
nomenon see GKC §23f ). Also possible are לבשרך or לשארך. G 3:22a, 
which is based on this verse, refers to flesh and indicates that the author 
of that verse saw one of the synomyms for flesh here.

3:9
G: (a) τίμα τὸν κύριον ἀπὸ σῶν δικαίων πόνων (b) καὶ ἀπάρχου αὐτῷ ἀπὸ 

σῶν καρπῶν δικαιοσύνης. “(a) Honor the lord from your honest labors (b) 
and offer to him from your fruits of righteousness.” by adding “honest” 
and “of righteousness,” G makes it explicit that one should make sacrifi-
cial donations only from honest earnings. καρπὸς δικαιοσύνης appears in 
11:30 and 13:2 as well. “All” is omitted in G 3:9b.

3:10
G has πλησμονῆς σίτου (“satisfaction of grain”) for שבע “abundance.” 

A note in syrH says that this word is found in neither the Greek nor the 
Hebrew. bHQ (ref CtAt) considers σίτου to be the original and to rep-
resent שֶׁבֶר “provisions” (mentally if not graphically); and see the com-
ment on 6:16. in spite of syrH, the phrase may be an oG double render-
ing of m’s שבע, with σίτου specifying the type of “abundance” intended.

3:12
where m has וּכְאָב (“as a father”), G’s μαστιγοῖ δέ (“and afflicts”) con-

strues the word as וְיַכְאִב or perhaps וְכֵאֵב, though the d-stem is not 
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actually used in Hebrew (it is in Aramaic). An ’al tiqre’ interpretation in 
mid. Ps. 94:2 says, אל תקרא וכאב אלא וכאב (“do not read וּכְאָב but 
rather וְכֵאֵב). This shows that G’s construal does not require consonantal 
alteration, so G is not evidence for ויכאִב in the source text (contra bHs). 
Perhaps the defectiva spelling was used to allow for a visual pun. G adds 
πάντα, as often, for emphasis.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܐܝܟ ܐܒܐ ܕܪܕܐ ܠܒܪܗ “and like a father who pun-
ishes his son.” s understands ירצה as “punishes,” perhaps influenced 
by the phonemic similarity of רצה and ܪܕܐ and possibly aware of the 
midrashic interpretation mentioned above. t follows s.

(י⌒י homoi) mK מפניים [ mQ מפנינים 3:15
stichoi G (15bc) 2 + [ מפנינים
יךָ [ (מדעם) v (quae desiderantur) t (ܡܕܡ) G (τίμιον) ≈ s *חפצים  חֲפָצֶ֗
m (graph כ → מ)

G: (a) τιμιωτέρα δέ ἐστιν λίθων πολυτελῶν, (b) οὐκ ἀντιτάξεται αὐτῇ 
οὐδὲν πονηρόν. (c) εὔγνωστός ἐστιν πᾶσιν τοῖς ἐγγίζουσιν αὐτῇ, (d) πᾶν δὲ 
τίμιον οὐκ ἄξιον αὐτῆς ἐστιν. “(a) she is more precious than costly stones. 
(b) No evil can oppose her. (c) she is familiar to all who approach her. 
(d) No valuable equals her worth.” stichoi (a) and (d) adjust to m, except 
that stich d witnesses to חפצים. stichoi (b) and (c), which diverge sharply 
from m, have the obelus in syrH and are oG. They cannot be reconciled 
to m, and there is no evident motive for the translator to have composed 
them. m’s sentence was translated in the expected fashion in 8:11b and 
would have presented no problem here. de lagarde (following Grabe) 
emends πονηρόν to ποθητόν (“longed for”), but the latter never corre-
sponds to חפץ. moreover, ἀντιτάσσεσθαι (“resist,” “oppose”) usually con-
notes hostility (cf. 3:34), making πονηρόν a suitable subject.

it is unclear if G 15bc arose in Hebrew or Greek. For the sentiment, see 
sir 6:18–22, a passage influenced by Prov 3:13–18. ben sira advises the 
reader to draw close (קרב) to wisdom, for she yields her bounty to those 

חְרָהּ  י ט֣וֹב סַ֭ יק תְּבוּנָֽה׃ 14 כִּ֤ ם יָפִ֥ אָדָ֗ ה וְ֝ א חָכְמָ֑ דָם מָצָ֣ י אָ֭ 13 אַשְׁרֵ֣

יא ⌈מִפְּנִינִ֑ים⌉ וְכָל־ רָה הִ֭ הּ׃ 15 יְָקָ֣ סֶף וּ֝מֵחָר֗וּץ תְּבוּאָתָֽ  מִסְּחַר־כָּ֑
שֶׁר  הּ עֹ֣ שְׂמאֹולָ֗ ימִינָ֑הּ בִּ֝ רֶךְ יָ֭מִים בִּֽ הּ׃ 16 אֹ֣ שְׁווּ־בָֽ א יִֽ ֹ֣ ים⌉ ל פָצִ֗ ⌈חֲ֝

יהָ שָׁלֽוֹם׃ 18 עֵץ־חַיִּ֣ים  יבוֹתֶ֣ כָל־נְתִ֖ עַם וְֽ יהָ דַרְכֵי־נֹ֑ וְכָבֽוֹד׃  17 דְּרָכֶ֥
ה  ה בְּחָכְמָ֥ הוָ֗ ר׃  פ  19 יְֽ יהָ מְאֻשָּֽׁ תֹמְכֶ֥ הּ וְֽ ים בָּ֑ יא לַמַּחֲזִיָקִ֣ הִ֭
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who accept her discipline but is troublesome to the fool. Prov 3:15c is 
partly echoed in sir 4:24a, כי באומר נודעת חכמה, translated ἐν γὰρ λόγῳ 
γνωσθήσεται σοφία.

where m has חפציך, all the versions reflect חפצים, the form used 
also in 8:11. s’s ܡܕܡ (“anything”) witnesses to חפצים independently of 
G. v’s quae desiderantur (“which are desired”) = חפצים, understood as 
“desired things.” (חפציך could have been rendered “which you desire”; 
cf. isa 58:13.) The suffix of m’s חפציך is the only second-person singular 
in this literary unit (3:13–18 = interlude b in my terminology; see §1.1; 
footnote 1). in chapter 8 (interlude d), which is based on the present 
unit, the addressees are “people” (8:4) or “sons” (8:32), addressed in the 
plural, not an individual student.

3:16 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (16a) (elab)
G: (a) μῆκος γὰρ βίου καὶ ἔτη ζωῆς ἐν τῇ δεξιᾷ αὐτῆς, (b) ἐν δὲ τῇ ἀριστερᾷ 

αὐτῆς πλοῦτος καὶ δόξα. “(a) For length of living and years of life are in 
her right hand, (b) and in her left are wealth and honor.” to “length 
of life,” G adds καὶ ἔτη ζωῆς, a phrase imported from 3:2 in Hebrew or 
Greek. According to Gerleman (1956, 25), this was intended to make the 
line “materially conformable to” (i.e., quantitatively balanced with) its 
parallel (1956, 25, comparing 3:16; 17:15; 23:21). but since many addi-
tions produce imbalance (e.g., 3:23a; 5:22b; 10:22b; 12:4b), the occa-
sional creation of balance can be fortuitous.

3:16a
G: (a) ἐκ τοῦ στόματος αὐτῆς ἐκπορεύεται δικαιοσύνη, (b) νόμον δὲ καὶ 

ἔλεον ἐπὶ γλώσσης φορεῖ. “(a) From her mouth proceeds righteousness, 
(b) and she bears mercy on her tongue.” G 3:16aa resembles isa 45:23a, 
and 16ab is based on Prov 31:26b[25b]. since in both cases the affinity is 
to the Hebrew rather than the Greek, the couplet was probably present 
in the source text (tov 1990b, 49). tov retroverts the couplet to מפיה 
 The addition adds religious virtues to .תצא צדקה ותורת חסד על לשונה
the practical benefits noted in 3:16.

3:18
G: (a) ξύλον ζωῆς ἐστι πᾶσι τοῖς ἀντεχομένοις αὐτῆς, (b) καὶ τοῖς 

ἐπερειδομένοις ἐπ’ αὐτὴν ὡς ἐπὶ κύριον ἀσφαλής. “(a) it is a tree of life for 
them who cleave to it, (b) and for those who lean on her, (she is) as firm 
as [leaning] upon the lord.” G enhances the religious message by assert-
ing that to embrace wisdom is to embrace God.



3:19–26 Proverbs  102

As for ἐπερειδομένοις, G-Proverbs assumes that תמך means “sup-
port,” hence “make/be firm” (as in rH). G is not familiar with the sense 
“grasp,” which is required in Prov 3:18 (ἐπερειδομένοι); 4:4 (ἐρειδέτω); 5:5 
(ἐρείδεται), 22 (N-stem; translated σφίγγεται, as required by context); 
11:16a (emend to ἐρειδει; see the comment), 16b (ἐρείδονται; in G 16d); 
29:23 (ἐρείδει); and 31:19 (ἐρείδει). תמך means “support” in 28:17 and 
is translated, relevantly, ἐν ἀσφαλείᾳ. G’s limited understanding of the 
meaning of תמך sometimes led to infelicities.

de lagarde believes that ὡς ἐπὶ κύριον reflects a dittography, ותמכיה 
 מאושר as “firm” (as in mH מאשר but the unique rendering of ,כיה
“strong”) shows that the translator is deliberately importing a religious 
theme.

in s 3:18b, ܕܡܣܟܝܢ (“who hope”) should be emended to ܕܡܣ�ܟܝܢ  
(dp-stem, “support”), as in 5:5 (Pinkuss). The plural ܛܘܒܝܗܘܢ (= t) 
belongs to the syriac idiom, and it is not evidence for מאשרים, as bHs 
implies.

(ער → רע metath) mmss יערפו [ (ܪܣ) m G (ἐρρύησαν) s ירעפו 3:20
The metathesis found in some mss Kr seems to have been ancient; cf. 

sir 43:22, מערף ענן טל. but only m’s “drip” is meaningful here.

(זל → לז metath) G (παραρρυῇς) *יזלו [ m ילזו 3:21
G translates the difficult ילזו as “(do not) slip aside” (= ּיִזְּלו) (thus 

K95pm), from נזל (“flow”) (cf. baumgartner). G is unlikely to be seeing 
 יליזו and construing it as “flow” because in the nearly identical 4:21 ילזו
is translated ἐκλίπωσιν, which would fit in the present verse, too.

s has ܢܙܠ (“be trivial”); sim t ניזלן. since s does the same in 4:21, this 
is probably an exegetical association with ܙܠܠ “be trivial,” rather than a 
graphic metathesis. it may be a case of “exegetical metathesis”; on the 
phenomenon, see de waard 1993, but also the comment on 11:27.

ים  עוּ וּ֝שְׁחָקִ֗ דַעְתּוֹ תְּהוֹמ֣וֹת נִבְָקָ֑ ה׃ 20 בְּ֭ יִם בִּתְבוּנָֽ מַ֗ ֽן שָׁ֝ רֶץ כּוֹנֵ֥ סַד־אָ֑ יָֽ
הְי֣וּ  ה׃ 22 וְיִֽ ה וּמְזִמָּֽ שִׁיָּ֗ ר תֻּ֝ נִי אַל־יָלֻז֣וּ מֵעֵינֶי֑ךָ נְצֹ֥ ל׃ 21 בְּ֭ יִרְעֲפוּ־טָֽ

א  ֹ֣ רַגְלְךָ֗ ל ךְ לָבֶ֣טַח דַּרְכֶּ֑ךָ וְ֝ ז תֵּלֵ֣ יךָ׃  23 אָ֤ ן לְגַרְגְּרתֶֹֽ חֵ֗ ךָ וְ֝ חַיִּ֣ים לְנַפְשֶׁ֑
ךָ׃ ׃ 25 אַל־ ה שְׁנָתֶֽ עָרְבָ֥ שָׁכַבְתָּ֗ וְֽ ד וְ֝ א־תִפְחָ֑ ֹֽ ב⌉ ל תִגּֽוֹף׃ 24 אִם־⌈תֵּשֵׁ֥
י־יְה֭וָה יִהְיֶה֣  א׃ 26 כִּֽ ֹֽ י תָב ים כִּ֣ שָׁעִ֗ ת רְ֝ ם וּמִשּׁאַֹ֥ חַד פִּתְאֹ֑ ירָא מִפַּ֣ תִּ֭
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3:22 fin m ] + 2 stichoi G (22a) (assim to 3:8)

3:22a רפאות תהי לשרך ושקוי לעצמותיך* G
G: (a) ἔσται δὲ ἴασις ταῖς σαρξί σου, (b) καὶ ἐπιμέλεια τοῖς σοῖς ὀστέοις. 

“(a) And it will be healing for your flesh, (b) and care for your bones” 
(continues in 3:23). This translates 3:8 but in a wording different from 
the Greek of that verse, which is τότε ἴασις ἔσται τῷ σώματί σου καὶ 
ἐπιμέλεια τοῖς ὀστέοις σου. if the translator wished to copy G 3:8, he 
would have reused the wording he had just composed, whereas in trans-
lating he might render the same Hebrew with slight differences. Hence 
this expansion (which embellishes the statement of wisdom’s benefits in 
3:22) was probably in G’s Hebrew source text (tov 1990b, 50), probably 
in the wording of m 3:8. like 3:8, 3:22a also reflects “your flesh.”

3:23
G’s πεποιθώς (“being confident”) and ἐν εἰρήνῃ (“in peace”) are a dou-

blet corresponding to m’s לבטח. The former is closer to m and presum-
ably later, but the latter is lacking in syrH (ܟܕ ܬܟܝܠ ܐܢܬ) and Gv.

ב [ (ܬܬܒ) G (κάθῃ) syrH *תשב 3:24  → ב near dittog) (ܬܕܡܟ) m s תִּשְׁכַּ֥
(כב

G: (a) ἐὰν γὰρ κάθῃ, ἄφοβος ἔσῃ, (b) ἐὰν δὲ καθεύδῃς, ἡδέως ὑπνώσεις. 
“(a) For if you sit, you will be without fear, (b) and if you lie down, you 
will sleep pleasantly.”

m’s “(when) you lie down” in both stichoi is pointlessly repetitious. G’s 
“(when) you sit” fits into a sequence of actions that represent the totality 
of a day’s activities: walking (3:23), sitting down (3:24a), going to sleep 
(3:24b).

s turns the conditional into an indicative, “you will sleep (ܬܕܡܟ), etc.” 
s reflects the repeated תשכב, as in m, but creates variation by rendering 
it differently in each stich.

 כ G (ἐπὶ πασῶν ὁδῶν σου) (graph *במסלתך [ (ܥ�ܟ) m ≈ s בכסלך 3:26
(מ →

G: (a) ὁ γὰρ κύριος ἔσται ἐπὶ πασῶν ὁδῶν σου, (b) καὶ ἐρείσει σὸν πόδα, 
ἵνα μὴ σαλευθῇς. “(a) For the lord will be on all your paths, (b) and will 
keep your foot firm, so that you not be shaken.” For ἐρείσει, de lagarde 
prefers τηρήσει (G297 ≈ v), which, however, looks like a harmonization.

G has ָבִּמְסִלֹּתֶך (“in your paths”); thus toy. ὁδός = מסִלה in Judg 20:31, 
 are very similar in several scripts, early and late. more מ and כ .45 ,32
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problematic is the + ת. Perhaps במסלתך had behind it the lexical variant 
.(in Job 4:6 כסל = כסלה) בכסלתך

G uses σαλεύειν for לכד only here, but proposed corrections of the 
Greek (see de lagarde; baumgartner) are graphically distant. G 3:26b is 
explicating the metaphor of keeping the foot from being trapped.

s ܥ�ܟ indirectly attests to m by paraphrasing בכסלך as “with you,” 
associating כסל with the homograph that means “side” (“at your side” = 
“with you”). Thus v in latere tuo.

(num) (ܐ̈ܝܕܝܟ) mK s ידיך [ (בידך) mQ G (ἡ χείρ σου) t ידך 3:27
The qere is preferable because the expression לאל ידך consistently uses 

the singular of “hand” in the main masoretic tradition (Gen 31:29; deut 
28:32; mic 2:1; Neh 5:5).

G: (a) μὴ ἀπόσχῃ εὖ ποιεῖν ἐνδεῆ, (b) ἡνίκα ἂν ἔχῃ ἡ χείρ σου βοηθεῖν. 
“(a) do not refrain from doing good to the needy, (b) whenever your 
hand may be able to help.” G’s phrasing, especially in translating לבעליו 
(“its possessor”) as ἐνδεῆ (“needy”), turns the proverb into an exhorta-
tion to almsgiving.

s (t) omits מבעליו, perhaps puzzled as to how one could do good to 
its “owner.” (The Hebrew actually means “one to whom it [a benefit] is 
due”; see AbP.)

mK (norm) לְרֵעֶיךָ [ mQ לרעך 3:28
fin ] + 1 stich G (28c) (elab = 27:1b)

The ketiv is a plene writing of a singular noun, namely, רֵעֶה (Gordis 
1971, 180 n. 219; GKC §93ll). (The singular is required by the following 
verse.) The qere derives the word from the more common ַרֵע; cf. the 
ketiv-qere pair in Prov 27:10, where also ַרֵע is the qere.

G: (a) μὴ εἴπης Ἐπανελθὼν ἐπάνηκε καὶ αὔριον δώσω, (b) δυνατοῦ σου 
ὄντος εὖ ποιεῖν, (c) οὐ γὰρ οἶδας τί τέξεται ἡ ἐπιοῦσα. “(a) do not say, ‘Go 

ל  יו בִּהְי֨וֹת לְאֵ֖ כֶד׃ 27 אַל־תִּמְנַע־ט֥וֹב מִבְּעָלָ֑ ר רַגְלְךָ֣ מִלָּֽ ךָ וְשָׁמַ֖ בְכִסְלֶ֑
ן וְיֵשׁ֣  ר אֶתֵּ֗ שׁוּב וּמָחָ֥ ךְ וָ֭ עֲךָ֮⌉ לֵ֣ ר ⌈לְרֵֽ ⌈יָדְךָ֣⌉ לַעֲשֽׂוֹת׃ 28 אַל־תּ֘אֹמַ֤

ךְ׃  ב לָבֶ֣טַח אִתָּֽ ה וְהֽוּא־יוֹשֵׁ֖ שׁ עַל־רֵעֲךָ֣ רָעָ֑ ךְ׃  29 אַל־תַּחֲרֹ֣ אִתָּֽ
קַנֵּא  ה׃ 31 אַל־תְּ֭ א גְמָלְךָ֣ רָעָֽ ֹ֖ ם חִנָּם֑ אִם־ל יב⌉ עִם־אָדָ֣ 30 אַל־⌈תָּרִ֣

אֶת־ י תוֹעֲבַ֣ת יְהוָ֣ה נָל֑וֹז וְֽ יו׃ 32 כִּ֤ ר בְּכָל־דְּרָכָֽ בְחַ֗ ס וְאַל־תִּ֝ ישׁ חָמָ֑ בְּאִ֣
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away and return and tomorrow i will give,’ (b) when you are able to do 
(it), (c) for you do not know what the morrow will bring forth.”

G lacks a word for לרעך, for unclear reasons (bHQ suggests homoio-
arkton). G adds a third stich, 3:28c. This is the equivalent of m 27:1. since 
the Greek of 27:1 is different (γινώσκεις for οἶδας), 3:28c was not taken 
from there but was present in G’s source text and translated separately. 
Judging by m 27:1, G’s source text would have had, approximately, כי לא 
.תדע מה ילד יום  G 3:28c is a deliberate scribal expansion that derives 
from an ancient wisdom tradition. The logical association between doing 
good to other people (3:28ab) and ignorance of the morrow (3:28c) is 
not self-evident. (toy calls 3:28c “a not very appropriate gloss, taken 
from 27:1.”) yet the topos is used often in egyptian wisdom, especially 
to bolster advice to treat others well, on the grounds that one does not 
know what will happen in his own future. see the instructions of Anii 
(21.4–10;  cf. Ael 2.142); Ptahhotep (lines 339–50, especially 343, 345; 
cf. Ael 1.69); Amenemope (§18 = 19.11–15; cf. Ael 2.157); o. Petrie 11 
(vso. 5); and Pap. ramesseum i (A 18). (For egyptological bibliography 
and discussion of sources, see AbP 1.19–23; 1.427–28.)

(ו → י graph) (ܬܕܘܢ) mK G (φιλεχθρήσῃς) s תרוב [ mQ תריב 3:30
G makes 3:30b a warning: “lest (μή) he do some harm to you,” rather 

than m’s “if he has not done you harm,” so as not to seem to tolerate 
revenge.

s omits 3:30b to the same effect (Pinkuss).

3:31
G: (a) μὴ κτήσῃ κακῶν ἀνδρῶν ὀνείδη, (b) μηδὲ ζηλώσῃς τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτῶν. 

“(a) do not aquire the disgrace of evil men, (b) and do not envy their 
ways.” G derives תקנא from קנ"ה (“acquire”). (Compare how G equates 
 and translates it θρόνος in Prov 12:23.) G adds κακῶν כִּסֵא with כסה
to “men” for moral emphasis (or, to the same effect, double-translates 
 G ,תבחר is rendered ὄνειδος, as in 26:6 and Job 19:7. For m’s חמס .(חמס
has ζηλώσῃς. G uses ζηλοῦν for אשר (d-stem) in Prov 4:14b and ראה in 
6:6b. Hence the choice of ζηλώσῃς is probably a deliberate translation of 
 a way of warning against the sin of envy. it does not represent a ,תבחר
variant, תתחר (contra bHs).

3:32
G: (a) ἀκάθαρτος γὰρ ἔναντι κυρίου πᾶς παράνομος, (b) ἐν δὲ δικαίοις οὐ 

συνεδριάζει. “(a) impure before the lord is every transgressor, (b) and he 
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will not sit among the righteous.” Having misidentified the antecedent 
of the suffix of “his counsel” as the transgressor, the translator added 
the negative to make sense of the sentence (cf. 1:17). less likely is de 
lagarde’s surmise (following Grabe) that οὐ is a dittography of the fol-
lowing συ, an event unlikely in uncials. ἀκάθαρτος for תועבה is a pecu-
liarity of G-Proverbs. in translating תועבת יהוה, G-Proverbs often but 
inconsistently prefers the Aramaic-sounding circumlocution “before the 
lord,” using ἔναντι (3:32), ἐνώπιον (11:1; 20:10), or παρά (16:5; 17:15); cf. 
8:7. This usage reduces anthropopathism.

ים [ mK ולעניים 3:34 לַעֲנָוִ֗ (syn, equal) [ (ולענוני) mQ v (et mansuetis) tl וְ֝
Hebrew ענוים (“humble”) and עניים (usually “poor”) are very similar 

graphically and not always distinguishable semantically. The pair occurs 
in the bible eight times, with each member serving sometimes as the 
qere, sometimes as the ketiv (see Gordis 1971, 121). Note especially that 
in Ps 9, עֲנָוִים is the qere in verse 13, while עֲנִיִּים is the qere in verse 19. 
in Proverbs, the pair occurs in Prov 3:34; 14:21; and 16:19, always with 
 as the qere, regardless of the sense required by context. Neither עֲנָוִים
form can be explained as dialectal preference, modernization, or nor-
malization. Possibly a combination of graphic and semantic similarities 
gave rise to scribal variants in both directions. ענוים occurs in Prov-
erbs only in this ketiv-qere pair. עני, which always means “poor,” occurs 
in 15:15 (ὀφθαλμός err); 22:22 (πτωχός); 30:14 (τοὺς ταπεινούς); 31:5 
(τοὺς ἀσθενεῖς), 9 (πένητα), 20 (πένητι). The plural עניים occurs in 30:14 
(ταπεινούς) with no qere. in Proverbs, עני can mean “poor” (as is clear 
in 14:21) and “humble” (as is clear in 3:34 and 16:19). Apparently, עני 
could also mean “humble,” as in isa 66:2; see HAlot 856ab. v’s mites 
and mansuetis as well as t’s ענוני witness to ענוים, at least in Proverbs. G 
does not distinguish the two words.

G, s, t, and v ignore the difficult particle אם, on which see AbP.
instead of the undignified image of God “mocking” (יליץ) humans, G 

ךְ׃  ים יְבָרֵֽ ע וּנְוֵה֖ צַדִּיָקִ֣ ת יְה֭וָה בְּבֵ֣ית רָשָׁ֑ ים סוֹדֽוֹ׃ 33 מְאֵרַ֣  יְשָׁרִ֥
לוּ  ים יִנְחָ֑ בוֹד חֲכָמִ֣ ן׃ 35 כָּ֭ ים⌉ יִתֶּן־חֵֽ יץ ⌈וְ֜לַעֲנִיִּ֗ ים הֽוּא־יָלִ֑ 34 אִם־לַלֵּצִ֥

ב  נִים מ֣וּסַר אָ֑ ים⌉ קָלֽוֹן׃  פ  4:1 שִׁמְע֣וּ בָ֭ ים ⌈מְרִימִ֥ וּ֝כְסִילִ֗
ל־תַּעֲזֽבֹוּ׃  י אַֽ ם תּֽוֹרָתִ֗ תִּי לָכֶ֑ י לֶ֣קַח ט֭וֹב נָתַ֣ ה׃ 2 כִּ֤ עַת בִּינָֽ יבוּ לָדַ֥ הַקְשִׁ֗ וְ֝

תְמָךְ־ י יִֽ אמֶר לִ֗ ֹ֥ נִי וַיּ י׃ 4 וַיּרֵֹ֗ יד לִפְנֵ֥י אִמִּֽ יָחִ֗ ךְ וְ֝ י רַ֥ ן הָיִי֣תִי לְאָבִ֑ 3 כִּי־בֵ֭
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says that God ἀντιτάσσεται “opposes” (used also in 3:15b) mockers. For 
similar reasons, s uses ܘܢܣܚܘܦ (“and he will demolish”), though lady 
wisdom is said to “mock” (ܐܓܚܟ) in s 1:26.

For ולעניים ]ולענוים[ יתן חן s has ܢܪܚܦ ܚܟܝ̈�ܡܐ  -and he pro“) ܘܥܠ 
tects [lit. ‘hovers over’] the wise”). This should be emended to ܘܥܠ ܢܪܨܡ 
-Also in 13:15 s under .(”and will have mercy toward the meek“) ܡܟܝ̈ܟܐ
stands this phrase as “show mercy,” though it translates differently there.

ים [ מרימ‹ים› 3:35 (ימ → ימימ haplog) m  מֵרִ֥
since the versions had little choice but to use plural verbs to match 

the plural “fools,” they do not necessarily represent a plural מרימים in 
their source text. Nevertheless, מרימים is a reasonable conjecture (AbP 
1.163), with m explicable as haplography. הרים can mean “separate,” 
“remove,” hence “take away.” whereas wise sons inherit honor (14:29), 
fools receive society’s contempt as their portion (3:35). see the discus-
sion in AbP 1.169. v treats מרים as a noun, exaltatio. s leaves the sense 
vague: ܢܩܒܠܘܢ ܨܥܪܐ (“receive trouble”).

in 3:21–35, G places greater emphasis on moral and charitable obli-
gations than does m. in G, 3:27 requires charity to the poor. This is a 
possible but not necessary interpretation of m; cf. AbP. in 3:29–30a, G 
precludes the inference that devising evil and quarreling without cause 
sometimes are permitted. in 3:30b, G similarly excludes the inference 
that revenge is permissible.

(ב → פ graph) לבני mmss; cf. sebir לבני [ (ܩܕܡ) m G (ἐν προσώπῳ) s לפני 4:3
For m’s ויחיד  G has ὑπήκοος καὶ ἀγαπώμενος (“obedient and רך 

beloved”). “obedient” is a reasonable paraphrase of רך (lit. “soft”), and 
 ;is translated ἀγαπητός in Gen 22:2, 12, 16; Amos 8:10; Zech 12:10 יחיד
and Jer 6:26.

For m’s לפני, several mss Kr have the awkward לבני (“to the sons of ”), 
a graphic error. (This happened in the reverse direction in Ps 80:3a.) A 
masoretic notation (see baer 1880, 33) identifies this verse as one of 
two verses (along with Ps 80:3) in which סבירין לבני וקריין לפני, that is, 
readers think לבני but pronounce and write לפני. This note attests to the 
antiquity of the mistake but validates the other reading.

4:4–5a מצותי m ] מצות* G (ἐντολάς) (near haplog ו → יו)
m ] > G (unc) וחיה
G (theol) < [ (ܩܢܝ ܚܟ�ܬܐ ܘܩܢܝ ܣܘܟܠܡܐ) m s קנה חכמה קנה בינה

G: (4a) οἳ ἔλεγον καὶ ἐδίδασκόν με, (b) Ἐρειδέτω ὁ ἡμέτερος λόγος εἰς σὴν 
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καρδίαν. (5a) φύλασσε ἐντολάς, μὴ ἐπιλάθῃ. “[The subject is ‘father’ and 
‘mother,’ from the preceding verse] (a) who would say [pl] and teach 
[pl] me: (b) ‘let our word rest firmly on your heart. (5a) Keep the com-
mands, do not neglect (them).’ ” The only meaning of תמ"ך known to the 
translator of G-Proverbs (and G elsewhere, with one or two exceptions) 
is “lean on,” “support”; see the comment on 3:18. by translating דברי as 
“our word” and treating the verbs in 4:4a as plural, G—and this must 
be deliberate—makes both parents the teachers (see AbP 1.82–83). G 
reverses the order of the verbs, putting them in their “logical” sequence: 
saying before teaching. G begins verse 5 with the end of m 4:4b (שמר 
 which was lost for unclear reasons. (it ,וחיה without representing ,(מצות
is supplied in Gmss and syrH.)

much of 4:4b–5a is lacking in Gb (= oG), namely, י וחיה קנה חכמה– 
-The Hexaplaric words κτῆσαι σοφίαν κτῆσαι σύνεσιν were evi .קנה בינה
dently added early in a margin, whence they were copied into Gs after 
μὴ ἐπιλάθῃ and GA after ῥῆσιν ἐμοῦ στόματος. GA adds two lines translat-
ing m 4:5 literally. m 4:5a is supplied in syrH with an asterisk. These 
variants belong to the attempt to harmonize G with m and, contrary 
to mcKane, show nothing about the Hebrew source text. m 4:5a must 
be original because its feminine singular nouns are presupposed by the 
next verse. The first י was lost by near haplography. The reason for the 
(subsequent) loss of וחיה is unclear. bHQ observes that the sentences 
that command one to “get” (קנה) wisdom are omitted in G 4:5, 7; 23:23 
and obscured by a strange translation in 16:16.

bHQ (following CtAt) suggests that the translator hesitates to con-
cede that wisdom is the possession of humanity rather than the sole 
possession of God. This explanation is reasonable, but it must be noted 
that the translator is not consistent in this concern. G is willing to trans-
late יקנה דעת literally in 18:15, though דעת is a synonym of the other 
wisdom words. in any case, i consider 23:23 in its entirety a later intru-
sion in m.

ח  כְמָה קְנֵה֣ בִינָ֑ה אַל־תִּשְׁכַּ֥ חְיֵֽה׃ 5 קְנֵה֣ חָ֭ י וֶֽ ר מִצְוֹתַ֣ ךָ שְׁמֹ֖ י לִבֶּ֑ דְּבָרַ֥
ךָּ׃ 7 רֵא הָ וְתִצְּרֶֽ ךָּ אֱהָבֶ֥ הָ וְתִשְׁמְרֶ֑ י׃ 6 אַל־תַּעַזְבֶ֥ אִמְרֵי־פִֽ ט מֵֽ וְאַל־תֵּ֗

הָ  ה׃ 8 סַלְסְלֶ֥ נְיָנְךָ֗ קְנֵה֣ בִינָֽ ה וּבְכָל־קִ֝ כְמָה קְנֵה֣ חָכְמָ֑ ית חָ֭ שִׁ֣
רֶת  ן עֲטֶ֖ ראֹשְׁךָ לִוְיַת־חֵ֑ ן לְ֭ נָּה׃ 9 תִּתֵּ֣ י תְחַבְָּקֶֽ דְךָ כִּ֣ כַבֵּ֗ ךָּ תְּ֝ וּֽתְרוֹמְמֶ֑
ים׃  ךָ֗ שְׁנ֣וֹת חַיִּֽ י וְיִרְבּ֥וּ לְ֝ ח אֲמָרָ֑ נִי וְָקַ֣ ע בְּ֭ ךָּֽ׃ 10 שְׁמַ֣ רֶת תְּמַגְּנֶֽ תִּפְאֶ֣
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s translates תמך as ܬܬܚܝܠ (“let [my word] become strong”). like G, 
s understands תמך to mean “support,” “rest [something] upon,” hence 
“be strengthened.” we should not retrovert to ְיִסָּמֵך, contrary to Pinkuss.

At the end of 4:4b, s adds ܘܢ�ܘܣܝ ܐܝܟ ܒܒܬܐ ܕܥܝܢܐ (“and [keep] 
my law as the pupil of the eye”), taken from 7:2b. The motive of such 
transferences, though inconsistently applied, seems to be to enhance the 
resemblance of passages that are near doublets, on the assumption that 
what is true in one passage is worth expressing in others.

s lacks אל תשכח. s probably omitted it as being adequately covered by 
.(”and do not turn aside“) ܘܠܡܐ ܬܣܛܐ

4:7 m s ] > G (ideol)
This verse is absent in oG. The possibility that it is a later addition in 

m must be weighed, since it interrupts the exhortations to keep wisdom 
(4:6) and cherish it (4:8). it is unlikely that the translator omitted this 
verse since it is largely a repetition of 4:5 (contrary to sdeK), because 
oG lacks much of that verse anyway. omission of repetitions could 
explain, perhaps, 11:4 (cf. 10:2) but not most of the G minuses. Note 
how 9:16 repeats 9:4 and 19:9 repeats 19:5, in spite of their proximity. 
snell (1993, 23–33) says that G reflects most repetitions while varying 
the wording.

whatever the reason for the absence, if m 4:7 is retained, the four 
verses are organized in a parallel structure:

A. Get wisdom (4:5).
b. Keep wisdom and she’ll reward you (4:6).

A'. Get wisdom (4:7).
b'. Keep wisdom and she’ll reward you (4:8).

G (ὁδοί) (assim) *ארחות [ (ܫ̈ܢܝܐ) m s שנות 4:10
G: (a) Ἄκουε, υἱέ, καὶ δέξαι ἐμοὺς λόγους, (b) καὶ πληθυνθήσεται ἔτη ζωῆς 

σου, (c) ἵνα σοι γένωνται πολλαὶ ὁδοὶ βίου. “(a) listen, son, and receive my 
words, (b) and years of your life will be multiplied, (c) so that the ways of 
life may be many for you.” G 4:10c is oG (and alone present in sahidic, 
per bHQ). The doublet in G 4:10b is closer to m 4:10b and is recen-
sional. The assimilation of “years” to “ways” (אָרְחוֹת) is discussed in the 
comment on 2:19. in 4:10bc, as in 9:11, G and s add “your,” to bring out 
the possessive implicit in לך.
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4:12
G: (a) = m; (b) ἐὰν δὲ τρέχῃς, οὐ κοπιάσεις. “(b) and if you run, you will 

not grow weary.” G replaces m 4:12b with a reminiscence of m-isa 40:31: 
 but in the second-person singular. (G of ,ירוצו ולא ייגעו ילכו ולא ייעפו
that verse is quite different.)

4:14
G translates ואל־תאשר (“do not go”) as μηδὲ ζηλώσῃς (“and do not 

envy”). This construes אשר as the homonymous “declare/consider for-
tunate” and associates it with the admonition not to envy the wicked, as 
in Prov 3:31; 23:17; Ps 37:1. Also α′ and θ′ (μηδὲ μακαρίσῃς) parse the 
verb in this way.

s ܘܠܡܐ ܬܛܢ = G.

4:15
G: (a) ἐν ᾧ ἂν τόπῳ στρατοπεδεύσωσιν, μὴ ἐπέλθῃς ἐκεῖ, (b) ἔκκλινον δὲ 

ἀπ’ αὐτῶν καὶ παράλλαξον. “(a) in whatever place they [sc. the wicked] 
encamp, do not go there, (b) but leave them and pass on.” The first clause 
is puzzling, since in 1:25; 13:18; and 15:32 G correctly understands פרע 
to mean “ignore” or “reject,” though it translates differently at each 
occurrence. No reasonable retroversions can explain G’s treatment of 
the stich. The translator gives a specific locale for the imagined scene, 
perhaps taking a clue from “sleep” in the next verse.

s: (a) ܒܗ ܬܥܒܪ  ܠܡܐ  ܕܫܪܝܢ   m. “(a) And do not = (b) ,ܘܒܐܬܪܐ 
cross through the place they encamp.” s follows G’s puzzling construal of 
.but stays closer to the Hebrew for the rest of the verse פרעהו

לֶכְתְּךָ לאֹ־ יךָ בְּמַעְגְּלֵי־יֽשֶֹׁר׃ 12 בְּֽ דְרַכְתִּ֗ יךָ הִ֝ כְמָה הֹרֵתִ֑ רֶךְ חָ֭ 11 בְּדֶ֣

הָ  צְּרֶ֗ רֶף נִ֝ ר אַל־תֶּ֑ ל׃ 13 הַחֲזֵק֣ בַּמּוּסָ֣ א תִכָּשֵֽׁ ֹ֣ ר֗וּץ ל ךָ וְאִם־תָּ֝ יֵצַ֣ר צַעֲדֶ֑
ים׃  רֶךְ רָעִֽ ר בְּדֶ֣ אַשֵּׁ֗ א וְאַל־תְּ֝ ֹ֑ שָׁעִים אַל־תָּב רַח רְ֭ יא חַיֶּיֽךָ׃ 14 בְּאֹ֣ כִּי־הִ֥

א יִֽשְׁנוּ אִם־ ֹ֣ י ל ה מֵעָלָ֣יו וַעֲבֽוֹר׃ 16 כִּ֤ הוּ אַל־תַּעֲבָר־בּ֑וֹ שְׂטֵ֖ 15 פְּרָעֵ֥

שַׁע  חֲמוּ לֶ֣חֶם רֶ֑ י לָ֭ ילוּ⌉׃ 17 כִּ֣ א ⌈יַכְשִֽׁ ֹ֥ ם אִם־ל נָתָ֗ ה שְׁ֝ נִגְזְלָ֥ עוּ וְֽ א יָרֵ֑ ֹ֣ ל
א֗וֹר עַד־נְכ֥וֹן  ךְ וָ֝ גַהּ הוֹלֵ֥ דִּיקִים כְּא֣וֹר נֹ֑ רַח צַ֭ ים יִשְׁתּֽוּ׃ 18 וְאֹ֣ וְיֵי֖ן חֲמָסִ֣

לוּ׃  פ   ה יִכָּשֵֽׁ דְע֗וּ בַּמֶּ֥ א יָ֝ ֹ֥ ה ל אֲפֵלָ֑ שָׁעִים כָּֽ רֶךְ רְ֭  הַיּֽוֹם׃ 19 דֶּ֣
י הַט־אָזְנֶֽךָֽ׃ 21 אַל־⌈יָל֥וּזוּ⌉ מֵעֵינֶי֑ךָ  אֲמָרַ֗ יבָה לַ֝ י הַקְשִׁ֑ נִי לִדְבָרַ֣ 20 בְּ֭
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 *ישנו ;mK יכשולו [ (דעבדין תיקלא) mQ v (subplantaverint) t יכשילו 4:16
G (κοιμῶνται) (mK: gram; G: distant dittog 4:16 ישנוa)

The ketiv (ּיִכְשׁוֹלו) and the qere (ּיַכְשִׁילו) are different expansions of 
consonantal יכשלו (ketiv = “stumble”; qere = “cause to stumble”). The 
defectiva writing allows for the metathesis that produced G’s ישכבו. The 
qere is preferable, because the sentence calls for an evil act, not a bad 
consequence.

G: (a) οὐ γὰρ μὴ ὑπνώσωσιν, ἐὰν μὴ κακοποιήσωσιν. (b) ἀφῄρηται ὁ ὕπνος 
αὐτῶν, καὶ οὐ κοιμῶνται. “(a) For they will not sleep if they do not do 
evil. (b) Their sleep is removed, and they do not fall asleep.” Probably a 
copyist duplicated ישנו from 4:16a (cf. bHQ), which G translated differ-
ently for variety’s sake. it is also possible that κοιμῶνται = ישכבו (bHs; 
Heidenheim) for יכשולו or, earlier, יכשלו. in either case, the translator 
had to ignore אם־לא.

s has ܥܕܡܡܐ (“until”) for אם־לא (twice). in 4:16bβ, ܕܥܒܕܝܢ  ܥܕܡܡܐ 
 s was apparently trying to make ,(”until they do their will“) ܨܒܝܢܗܘܢ
sense of the awkward intransitive יכשולו or a defectiva יכשלו. s under-
stood “if they do not stumble” to mean that the wicked stumble into sin, 
and only then can they sleep. Pinkuss retroverts s to ימשולו (“rule”); 
that, however, would not produce s.

4:19
G’s σκοτειναί (“dark”) and s’s ܚܫܘܟܐ (“dark”) lack the כ of כאפלה. sev-

eral mss Kr have the more obvious (and prosaic) באפלה (“in darkness”).

יזוּ [ יל‹ו›זו 4:21 (י → ו graph) m יַלִּ֥
m treats the verb in 4:21a as if it were an H-stem from the unattested 

 but this would be transitive, which does not fit the context, and in ,לז"ז
similar passages the verb is intransitive (לו"ז N- or G-stem). m’s spelling 
here is a graphic error, which led to an anomalous pointing. we should 
emend to ּיָלוּזו (לוז G-stem), as in 3:21. θ′ χελευασθήτωσαν = יליזו, which 
he associated with יליץ “mock.” For s ܢܙܠ (“be trivial”), see the comment 
on 3:21.

G (continuing 4:20): (a) ὅπως μὴ ἐκλίπωσίν σε αἱ πηγαί σου, (b) φύλασσε 
αὐτὰς ἐν σῇ καρδίᾳ. “(a) so that your springs not abandon you. (b) Guard 
them in you heart.” The translator misread מעיניך (“from your eyes”) as 
 and made the apparently missing direct object (”your springs“) מַעְיָנֶיךָ
“them” (αὐτάς) refer to the springs rather than to the father’s words. G 
correctly translated מעיניך in the nearly identical 3:21a, and it may be 
that an exegetical tradition led the translator to treat the word as “your 
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springs” in 4:21 in spite of the resulting complication, namely, the impli-
cation that the springs should be preserved in the heart. G must under-
stand “springs” as torah. The teachings of torah or the father are the 
“founts” of life in 10:11; 13:14; 14:27; 16:22. These verses use מקור not 
.but G uses πηγή there as in 4:21 ,מעין

The different preposition of s’s ܒܥܝܢ̈ܝܟ resulted from understanding 
the verb as “be trivial.”

4:22
in G 4:22a, the direct object αὐτάς must again refer to the springs. (The 

variants αὐτῶν in syrH and some manuscripts and αὐτήν in Gb [sc. ῥήσει 
in 4:20] are inner-G adjustments.) καὶ πάσῃ σαρκί (“and for all flesh”) for 
m’s “and for all his flesh” universalizes the benefit of wisdom.

4:25
G: (a) = m; (b) τὰ δὲ βλέφαρά σου νευέτω δίκαια. “(b) and let your eye-

lids assent to righteousness.” G has the gist of m but a different image. 
in Prov 21:1, νεύειν (“to nod,” hence “affirm”) = חפץ (“wish”). G is being 
logical: the eyelids do not actually go straight, but they can gesture affir-
mation. sir 27:22 (G) uses διανεύειν of winking the eye.

G (κατεύθυνε) α′ σ′ θ′ (ἐτοίμαζε) (unc) הכ(י)ן* [ (ܢܬܩ̈ܢܢ) m s יכנו 4:26
G: (a) ὀρθὰς τροχιὰς ποίει σοῖς ποσὶν (b) καὶ τὰς ὁδούς σου κατεύθυνε. “(a) 

make tracks straight for your feet, (b) and make your ways go aright.” G 
lacks “all” in 4:26b, but it seems necessary in the Hebrew both for line 
length and for emphasis. For m’s יכנו (N-stem), G has κατεύθυνε, a tran-
sitive singular imperative; α′, σ′, and θ′ have ἐτοίμαζε, likewise singular 
imperative transitive; and Heb 12:13a has ὀρθὰς ποιεῖτε, a plural impera-
tive transitive. (Hebrews recasts the sentence as plural to fit the context.) 
Thus there is independent evidence for the existence of a variant הָכֵ(י)ן, 
although it is hard to see how this arose from יכנו or the reverse (or why 

א׃  ם וּֽלְכָל־בְּשָׂר֥וֹ מַרְפֵּֽ ם לְמֹצְאֵיהֶ֑ י־חַיִּי֣ם הֵ֭ ךָ׃ 22 כִּֽ ם בְּת֣וֹךְ לְבָבֶֽ מְרֵ֗ שָׁ֝
מְּךָ  ר מִ֭ ים׃ 24 הָסֵ֣ נּוּ תּוֹצְא֥וֹת חַיִּֽ מֶּ֗ י־מִ֝ ךָ כִּֽ ר לִבֶּ֑ שְׁמָר נְצֹ֣ כָּל־מִ֭ 23 מִֽ

יטוּ  כַח יַבִּ֑ ינֶיךָ לְנֹ֣ ךָּ׃ 25 עֵ֭ ק מִמֶּֽ יִם הַרְחֵ֥ פָתַ֗ ה וּלְז֥וּת שְׂ֝ עִקְּשׁ֣וּת פֶּ֑
נוּ׃  יךָ יִכֹּֽ כָל־דְּרָכֶ֥ לֵּס מַעְגַּל֣ רַגְלֶ֑ךָ וְֽ ךָ׃ 26 פַ֭ רוּ נֶגְדֶּֽ יךָ יַיְשִׁ֥ עַפְעַפֶּ֗ וְ֝
י  נִי לְחָכְמָתִ֣ ע׃ 5:1 בְּ֭ ר רַגְלְךָ֣ מֵרָֽ אול הָסֵ֖ ֹ֑ ין וּשְׂמ ל־תֵּט־יָמִ֥ 27 אַֽ
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the change would take place in translation). Perhaps the imperative in 
the second stich was influenced by the imperative in the first.

s: ܐܥܒܪ ܪܓܠܟ ܡܢ ܫ̈ܒܝܠܡܐ ܒܝܫ̈ܐ. ܘܟܠܗܝܢ ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܟ ܢܬܩ̈ܢܢ. (b) = 
m. “(a) remove your foot from bad paths (b) and all your ways will be 
right.” s 4:26a is based on m 4:27b (הסר רגלך מרע) (Pinkuss), not on 
m 4:26a.

4:27 fin ] + 4 stichoi G (27a–27b) (elab)
G: (a) μὴ ἐκκλίνῃς εἰς τὰ δεξιὰ μηδὲ εἰς τὰ ἀριστερά, (b) ἀπόστρεψον δὲ 

σὸν πόδα ἀπὸ ὁδοῦ κακῆς. “(a) do not turn aside to the right or to the left, 
(b) but turn your foot away from the evil way.” see 4:27a, b.

4:27a
G: (a) ὁδοὺς γὰρ τὰς ἐκ δεξιῶν οἶδεν ὁ θεός, (b) διεστραμμέναι δέ εἰσιν αἱ 

ἐξ ἀριστερῶν. “(a) For God knows the ways on the right, (b) but those 
on the left are perverted.” in contrast to 4:27, the added 4:27a equates 
the right and left with good and evil respectively, which is a Greek, not 
a biblical, cliché. This identification disturbs the original metaphor of a 
single true path. The injunction in 4:27 not to incline to the right puzzled 
a Greek scribe, who “corrected” it in 4:27a.

4:27b
G: (a) αὐτὸς δὲ ὀρθὰς ποιήσει τὰς τροχιάς σου, (b) τὰς δὲ πορείας σου ἐν 

εἰρήνῃ προάξει. “(a) And he will make your paths straight, (b) and your 
journeys he will guide in peace.” This sentence rephrases m 4:27 in a 
way that introduces God’s activity (dick 1990, 27) and construes the 
straightness as well-being rather than rectitude.

G 4:27a and 27b are two distinct restatements of 4:27. since the oG 
translator found m 4:27 clear, we may regard both as later scribal inter-
pretations of that verse. both additions are absent in s but are pres-
ent in some manuscripts of v. since 4:27b is directly related to 4:27, it 
was probably the earlier addition. Then a Greek scribe inserted 4:27a 
directly after the verse to which it responds. (my assumption is that a 
scribe who is “responding” to a verse in oG would have inserted his 
addition right next to it. Consequently, whichever of two additions is 
adjacent to it is the later.)

(syn) (ܘܠ�ܡܐܡܪܝ) G (ἐμοῖς δὲ λόγοις) s *לאמרי [ m לתבונתי 5:1
For לתבונתי G has ἐμοῖς δὲ λόγοις = לַאֲמָרַי (s supports this rather than 

 is not translated λόγος elsewhere. This תבונה .(.cf. 4:10, 20; etc ;לדברַי
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synonym interchange is due to assimilation to 4:20b, probably in the 
Hebrew, since the wording in Greek there is somewhat different.

5:2
G: (continuing 5:1) (a) ἵνα φυλάξῃς ἔννοιαν ἀγαθήν. (b) αἴσθησιν δὲ ἐμῶν 

χειλέων ἐντέλλομαί σοι. “(a) so that you may guard good understanding. 
(b) And the knowledge of my lips i command you.” There are three 
differences between m and G. (1) G adds ἀγαθήν (“good”) to מזמות, to 
provide a moralizing enhancement, though ἔννοιαν itself introduces the 
moral connotation that מזמות lacks. (2) G has “my lips” for m’s “your 
lips.” The translator was apparently convinced that שפתיך   is a דעת 
bound phrase, and since the wisdom to be kept was the father’s not the 
son’s, he simply adjusted the possessive to “my.” (3) G translates ינצרו 
as ἐντέλλομαι, though the latter verb always renders צוה. Not finding a 
subject for ינצרו (it is actually “your lips”), the translator takes the “i” 
that he has provided in the possessive of “my lips” and makes the verb 
into something that the father is doing. Confusion with or assimilation 
to the frequent צוה (bHQ) is unlikely, and no variants are indicated. The 
translator is not being “free.” rather, his own misconceptions about דעת 
.lead him astray, step by step שפתיך

-G (μὴ πρόσεχε φαύλῃ γυναικί; cf. v [ne inten *אַל תַּקְשִׁיב לְאֵשֶׁת אִוֶּלֶת 5:3
deris fallaciae mulieris], rab) ] > m s (unc)
(near syn ,נ → ר phon) G (γυναικὸς πόρνης) *זנה [ (ܢܘܟܪܝܬܐ) m s זרה

G: (a) μὴ πρόσεχε φαύλῃ γυναικί, (b) μέλι γὰρ ἀποστάζει ἀπὸ χειλέων 
γυναικὸς πόρνης, (c) ἣ πρὸς καιρὸν λιπαίνει σὸν φάρυγγα. “(a) do not 
hearken to the base woman, (b) for honey drips from the lips of the har-
lotrous woman, (c) who for a season anoints your throat.”

m lacks a sentence after 5:2. The motivation in 5:3a (“For the strange 
woman’s lips drip honey”) does not motivate the exhortation in 5:1–2 to 
listen to wisdom and hold fast to it. The other strange woman passages 
follow up the exhortation to gain wisdom with a sentence promising 
protection from the woman’s temptations: “to save you from a strange 
woman, an alien who speaks smooth words” (2:16); “to guard you from 
another man’s wife, from the smooth talk of the alien” (6:24); “to guard 

רוּ׃  יךָ יִנְצֹֽ עַת שְׂפָתֶ֥ דַ֗ ר מְזִמּ֑וֹת וְ֝ י הַט־אָזְנֶֽךָֽ׃ 2 לִשְׁמֹ֥ תְבוּנָתִ֗ יבָה לִ֝ הַקְשִׁ֑
ק  ה וְחָלָ֖ י זָרָ֑ טּפְֹנָה שִׂפְתֵ֣ פֶת תִּ֭ י נֹ֣ 3 ⌈אַל תַּקְשִׁיב לְאֵשֶׁת אִוֶּלֶת⌉ כִּ֤
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you from a strange woman, an alien who speaks smooth words” (7:5). 
literary considerations justify the conjectural addition of a sentence to 
fill the logical gap between verses 2 and 3.

midrash Proverbs begins a homily on 5:3 with בני הזהר מאשה זונה 
(“my son, beware of a whoring woman”). This sentence is not cited as 
part of the verse proper, but it closely resembles G and suggests that a 
sentence like this was known even if it was not in the text the midrash 
uses. one might supply a couplet along the lines of 7:5: לִשְׁמָרְךָ מֵאִשָּׁה 
 to keep you from the strange woman, from“) זָרָה מִנָּכְרִיָּה אֲמָרֶיהָ הֶחֱלִיקָה
the alien who speaks smooth words”). Thus toy, scott, whybray (1994, 
23), AbP, and others. An alternative is to retrovert G 5:3a to (approxi-
mately) אַל תַּקְשִׁיב לְאִשָּׁה זוֹנָה. other linking sentences that use the veti-
tive (אל + impf) are 1:10; 3:27; and 4:14. it is, to be sure, possible that 
the translator himself provided the linking sentence for the same reason 
i do, and it is possible that he reformulated an existing Hebrew sentence. 
However, i am using G as evidence for the linking sentence because 
it is not purely conjectural, as it would be to use 7:5 here (thus AbP). 
my basic claim is that there was such a sentence; the precise wording is 
harder to recover. Perhaps φαύλῃ γυναικί = אשת אִוֶּלֶת, on the pattern of 
 in 29:9. some v mss איש אויל = in 9:13; cf. ἀνὴρ φαῦλος אשת כסילות
have a similar sentence at the end of 5:2: ne intenderis fallaciae mulieris 
(with variants) (“Pay no heed to the wiles of a woman”). The mechanism 
of the loss is unclear.

in G 5:3b, γυναικὸς πόρνης (“harlotrous woman”) represents זנָֹה, 
which is an error for זרה (likewise in 23:27; see Kaminka 1931–32, 
178; and compare Prov 5:3 with 6:7; 7:4; and probably 21:6). Though 
the graphic resemblance between נ and ר is not great, it seems certain 
that the letters were occasionally interchanged. נ/ר interchange can also 
be induced by the phonetic resemblance between the liquids נ and ר. 
examples are 2) נבוכדנאצר → נבוכדראצר Kgs 25:22; sim 2 Kgs 24:1, 
etc.). This is a phonetic change, not a scribal error. see also רחום/נחום 
(Neh 7:7; ezra 2:2); ויתר (2 sam 22:33)/ויתן (Ps 18:33); תאנה (Ps 91:10)/
 see also Kennedy 1928, 100–101. in the present ;(11QPsApa) תרא[ה]
case (and in Prov 23:27), another catalyst for זנה/זרה interchange could 
be the pragmatic synonymity of the terms in the context of the strange 
woman.

in 5:3c, G has a puzzling ἣ πρὸς καιρόν (“who, for a season”) for m’s 
 though the two are not compatible and no interpretive motive ,וחלק
presents itself. Nor is a graphically similar variant evident for either the 
Greek or the Hebrew. de lagarde emends πρὸς καιρόν to πρὸ ἐλαίου = 
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-The latter, however, is already represented by G λιπαίνει (“lubri .משמן
cates”).

For m’s חכה (“her palate”), G has σὸν φάρυγγα (“[lubricates] your 
palate,” i.e., kisses you), and may have read חככה (“your palate”)—a dit-
tography of כ. However, this is uncertain, since G will add (and subtract) 
possessive pronouns fairly freely.

s explicates the metaphor of palate as ܿܡ̈ܠܝܗ (“her words”), cf. s 2:16; 
7:5. in s, the adjective חלק is understood to mean “smooth” only here; 
elsewhere s usually construes the word etymologically, from the notion 
of “divide,” and translates it with a form of ܦܠܓ.

5:4
G: (a) ὕστερον μέντοι πικρότερον χολῆς εὑρήσεις (b) καὶ ἠκονημένον 

μᾶλλον μαχαίρας διστόμου. “later, however, you will find her more bitter 
than gall, (b) and sharper than a two-edged sword.” G rephrases 5:4a to 
avoid a misunderstanding. m’s “but her end is as bitter as gall” might 
be thought to mean that she herself dies a hard death, whereas it is the 
fool’s death that is relevant to context. This is an example of how G-Prov-
erbs guides and limits interpretation without necessarily distorting the 
meaning or imposing an ideological shift. The comparative degree of the 
adjectives “more bitter” and “sharper than” serves for literary intensifica-
tion (cf. 6:6). However, כ and מ are very similar in many square scripts, 
and the variants מלענה and מחרב are possible. s too uses the compara-
tive (ܡܢ ܣܝܦܐ ,ܡܢ ܓܕ̈ܕܐ, “from wormwood,” “from the sword”).

5:5
G: (a) τῆς γὰρ ἀφροσύνης οἱ πόδες κατάγουσιν (b) τοὺς χρωμένους αὐτῇ 

μετὰ θανάτου εἰς τὸν ᾅδην, (c) τὰ δὲ ἴχνη αὐτῆς οὐκ ἐρείδεται. “(a) For the 
feet of folly lead (b) those who consort with her down to Hades with 
death. (c) Her steps are not firm.” G substitutes “folly” for m’s suffixed 
“her.” de lagarde and Jäger explain ἀφροσύνη as a synecdoche for the 
foolish woman. This is possible, but the use of the abstraction favors an 
allegorical identification of the woman described here with folly itself, 
and this is reinforced by 5:19. 

גְלֶיהָ  רֶב פִּיּֽוֹת׃ 5 רַ֭ ה כְּחֶ֣ דָּ֗ לַּעֲנָה֑ חַ֝ ה כַֽ אַחֲרִיתָהּ מָרָ֣ הּ׃ 4 וְֽ מֶן חִכָּֽ מִשֶּׁ֣
יִּים פֶּן־תְּפַלֵּ֑ס נָע֥וּ  רַח חַ֭ כוּ׃ 6 אֹ֣ יהָ יִתְמֹֽ א֗וֹל צְעָדֶ֥ וֶת שְׁ֝ ירְֹד֣וֹת מָ֑

ס֗וּרוּ  י וְאַל־תָּ֝ נִים שִׁמְעוּ־לִ֑ ה בָ֭ ע׃  פ  7 וְעַתָּ֣ א תֵדָֽ ֹ֣ יהָ ל עְגְּלֹתֶ֗ מַ֝
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Though both G and s translate ירדות (“go down”) as causal, “bring 
down” (cf. G 7:27), they do not reflect a variant (מורידות*?). both ver-
sions seek to make it clear that not only does the wicked woman die; she 
kills. in Jer 9:17, both G and s treat the G-stem of ירד as causative. even 
Naḥmias construes ירדות in the present verse as causative and compares 
1 sam 23:6 and Jer 9:17.

G’s assumption that תמך means “lean on,” hence “be supported,” “be 
firm,” rather than “grasp” (see the comment on 4:4) causes a number 
of tangles. The translator is obliged to supply a negative (here, in οὐκ 
ἐρείδεται) so as to avoid an intolerable statement, namely that folly’s steps 
are firm. He joins “sheol” to the first clause (5:5b) rather than taking it 
as the direct object of תמך. to make sense of מות שאול, he treats מות as 
an adverb of means rather than location.

such contortions show that it is inadequate to characterize G as “free” 
just because it differs from m (or, more precisely, our interpretation 
of it). The translator is trying to render his Hebrew text as precisely as 
possible. when his linguistic assumptions differ from the ones current 
today, his translation may still be bound to the Hebrew text as he under-
stood it; see §3.1.4 in the introduction.

s understands תמך as “support” (ܡܣ�ܟܐ) but takes “sheol” as its sub-
ject: ܫܝܘܠ ܗܠܟ̈ܬܗܿ ܡܣ�ܟܐ (“sheol supports her steps”).

5:6
G: (a) ὁδοὺς γὰρ ζωῆς οὐκ ἐπέρχεται, (b) σφαλεραὶ δὲ αἱ τροχιαὶ αὐτῆς 

καὶ οὐκ εὔγνωστοι. “(a) For she goes not upon the ways of life. (b) Her 
courses are slippery and not well-known.” σφαλεραί “slippery” means 
more precisely “likely to make one stumble.” she goes on paths that 
are rough or slippery. G produces a more obvious metaphor than m’s 
“her courses wander.” m’s לא תדע was parsed as second-person singu-
lar (“you do not know”) and converted into an adjectival construction: 
“not well-known.” in other words, the paths are foreign or alien; hence 
one who treads them stumbles (5:6a) and gets lost (5:6b). Compare the 
image in 9:12b.

s: ܘܠܡܐ ܕܪܟܐ ܒܐܘܪܚܐ ܕܚ̈ܝܐ. ܬܘܫܐ ܐܢܘܢ ܓܝܪ ܫܒܝ̈ܠܝܗܿ ܘܠܡܐ ܝܕܝܥܝܢ. 
“(a) And she does not tread on the way of life, (b) for her paths are 
a trackless wasteland and not known.” The singular “way” = m (and 
adjusts to the usual metaphor of the two ways, one of which is the way 
to death). s learned “not well-known” from G but dealt with the difficult 
metaphor of paths “wandering” independently.
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5:7
G changes “sons” to the singular υἱέ for the sake of consistency with 

5:1; similarly in 7:24 and 8:32.

5:8
G: (a) = m; (b) μὴ ἐγγίσῃς πρόθυραις [GA] οἴκων αὐτῆς. “Do not approach 

the front doors of her house.” (The variant used in rahlfs, πρὸς θύραις 
[Gb s etc.], is ungrammatical and corrupt [Zuntz 1956, 129].) πρόθυραις 
(often for פתח) is emphatic: don’t approach even her outer doors. The 
plural οἴκων is not due to “scribal inadvertence” (toy) but used in refer-
ence to a residential complex; cf. 7:8.

5:9
For m’s הודך (“your glory”), G has ζωήν σου (“your life”). since it is 

unclear how one could leave his “glory” in a foreigner’s house, G con-
strued הוד (uniquely) as life, influenced by the parallel “your years” 
(contrary to bHs and AbP, which emend to חייך).

s has ܚܝܠܟ (“your wealth” or “your strength”). Pinkuss believes that 
s read הונך (“your wealth”), which ܚܝܠܡܐ sometimes means. it is more 
likely that s intended “your strength” as a clarification of m’s “your 
glory.” strength, referring here to sexual power, is a metonymy for off-
spring; see AbP 1.195.

For m’s לאכזרי, G has the plural ἀνελεήμοσιν (“to cruel men”), under 
the influence of the parallel plural. G often smoothes out sudden shifts in 
number. s also uses the plural: ܠܡܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܡܐ ܡܪܚ�ܢܝܢ. tZ has לבר עממין 
(“to a foreigner”) and tl has לנוכרין (“to aliens”). These may reflect an 
association of אכזר with זר (“foreign”) (as in rashi to Job 19:13), under 
the influence of Prov 5:10.

הּ׃  תַח בֵּיתָֽ ב אֶל־פֶּ֥ קְרַ֗ ךָ וְאַל־תִּ֝ ק מֵעָלֶ֣יהָ דַרְכֶּ֑ י׃ 8 הַרְחֵ֣ מֵאִמְרֵי־פִֽ
ךָ  ים כּחֶֹ֑ ן־יִשְׂבְּע֣וּ זָרִ֣ י׃ 10 פֶּֽ יךָ לְאַכְזָרִֽ ךָ וּ֝שְׁנֹתֶ֗ ים הוֹדֶ֑ ן לַאֲחֵרִ֣ 9 פֶּן־תִּתֵּ֣

ךָ׃  שָׂרְךָ֗ וּשְׁאֵרֶֽ ךָ בִּכְל֥וֹת בְּ֝ י׃ 11 וְנָהַמְתָּ֥ בְאַחֲרִיתֶ֑ ית נָכְרִֽ יךָ בְּבֵ֣ עֲצָבֶ֗ וַ֝
מַעְתִּי  לאֹ־שָׁ֭ י׃ 13 וְֽ ץ לִבִּֽ חַת נָאַ֥ ר וְ֝תוֹכַ֗ יךְ שָׂנֵא֣תִי מוּסָ֑ אָמַרְתָּ֗ אֵ֭ 12 וְֽ

ע  מְעַט הָיִ֣יתִי בְכָל־רָ֑ י׃ 14 כִּ֭ יתִי אָזְנִֽ י לאֹ־הִטִּ֥ מְלַמְּדַ֗ לִֽ י וְ֝ בְּק֣וֹל מוֹרָ֑
ךָ׃  ים מִתּ֥וֹךְ בְּאֵרֶֽ נֹזְלִ֗ ךָ וְ֝ יִם מִבּוֹרֶ֑ ה׃ 15 שְׁתֵה־מַ֥ ל וְעֵדָֽ בְּת֖וֹךְ קָהָ֣

הְיוּ־לְךָ֥  יִם׃ 17 יִֽ רְחֹב֗וֹת פַּלְגֵי־מָֽ יךָ ח֑וּצָה בָּ֝ 16 ⌈פֶּן⌉ יָפ֣וּצוּ מַעְיְנֹתֶ֣
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ܢܦܫܟ) G (καὶ μεταμεληθήσῃ) s *ונחמת [ m ונהמת 5:11  graph) (ܬܬܘܝܟ 
(ח → ה

G has καὶ μεταμεληθήσῃ (“and you repent”) = ָּוְנִחַמְת, as does s (“and 
your soul repents”). ἐπ’ ἐσχάτων translates באחריתך. it should be noted 
that G-Proverbs frequently omits the possessive suffix of 14:13) אחרית; 
20:21 [G 20:9b]; 25:8; 29:21) and once (24:14) adds a suffix of its own.

For m’s ושארך  ܒܣܪܐ G has σάρκες σώματός σου and s has בשרך 
 both meaning “the flesh of your body.” This is probably a ,ܕܓܘܫ�ܟ
correct interpretation of the hendiadys.

5:13
whereas m divides the line between מורי and ולמלמדי, G (παιδεύοντός 

με καὶ διδάσκοντός με) joins the words as direct objects of “i did not 
listen” and consequently creates an imbalance between the two parts of 
the verse.

5:15
G: (a) πῖνε ὕδατα ἀπὸ σῶν ἀγγείων, (b) καὶ ἀπὸ σῶν φρεάτων πηγῆς. “(a) 

drink water from your vessels, (b) and from the wells of your spring.” it 
is difficult to align G with m, except in the basic image of drinking from 
one’s own water sources. בור is not translated by ἀγγείον elsewhere; נזלים 
is ignored (perhaps considered as included in “water”); σῶν φρεάτων 
πηγῆς is a double translation of בארך  are בארך and בורך and ;מתוך 
treated as plurals. The motives for these divergences from m are hard 
to discern. baumgartner understands “vessels” as an allusion to a wife, 
noting that a wife is called a cup (כוס) in b. Ned. 20b and perhaps a 
vessel (σκεῦος) in 1 Thess 4:4. Certainly this is the intention of the verse’s 
metaphor in the Hebrew, but the plural of “vessels” and “wells” runs con-
trary to it.

(יפוצו → פניפוצו near haplog) G ? (μή) ] > m s *פן 5:16
(ו → י graph) (ܢܪܕܘܢ) G (διαπορευέσθω) s ≈ *פלגו [ m פלגי

it is uncertain if μή (Gb s*) represents פן (“lest”), which is missing but 
seems called for in m, or if the translator was forced to supply a negative 
particle to make sense of the verse (thus bHQ), an expediency taken in 
1:17a; 3:32b; 5:5c; et al. (it is removed in Gsc A 5:16.) פן is usually trans-
lated ἵνα μὴ in G-Proverbs, but it is represented by a simple μή in 25:10. 
i would supply it in any case as a conjectural emendation. The translator 
construes מעינתיך (“your springs”) as מֵעֵינֹתֶיך (“from your springs”). He 
must then supply a subject (“the waters”) from 5:15. Gerleman (1956, 
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18) offers this verse as an example of a Greek predilection for antithetical 
parallelism. The antithesis arose, however, either because G had פן in his 
source text or because he wished to keep the reader from thinking that a 
man’s “waters” (sexual powers) should be spilt outside.

in 5:16b, m has פלגי (“channels of ”). (Hence: “through the plazas, as 
channels of water.”) G reads an erroneous פלגו. A literal translation would 
have been, “in the plazas, water flows.” to make sense of this form, G 
translated it as a jussive and added possessive pronouns to define whose 
“water” this was. Hence: εἰς δὲ σὰς πλατείας διαπορευέσθω τὰ σὰ ὕδατα 
(“and let your water flow in your plazas”). in other words, your spring 
should not flow outward (5:16b) but rather should flow in your territory. 
That is to say, you should avoid adultery so that your descendants will be 
in your own home, not the cuckold’s. since פלגי would have caused no 
difficulties, the translators are probably trying to accommodate a more 
difficult פלגו.

s: ܘܢܫܬܦܥܘܢ ܡܝ̈ܟ ܒܫ̈ܘܩܝܟ ܘܒܫ̈ܘܩܝܟ ܢܪܕܘܢ. “(a) And your waters 
will overflow in your streets (b) and in your streets they will flow.” s com-
bines m’s “your springs” and “your waters” into ܡܝ̈ܟ (“your waters”), 
which are probably to be understood as the male generative powers or 
as the semen itself (isa 48:1; rH). s (lacking a negative in 5:16b) under-
stands the spilling of waters as a blessing, namely fecundity, not as some-
thing to be avoided. since s is independent of G in this verse, its ܢܪܕܘܢ 
(“will flow,” “let [them] flow”) is some support for the variant פלגו, a 
verb treated loosely as a future/jussive.

5:17
G: (a) ἔστω σοι μόνῳ ὑπάρχοντα, (b) καὶ μηδεὶς ἀλλότριος μετασχέτω σοι. 

“(a) let her belong to you alone, (b) and let no stranger partake with 
you.” G adds a verb in 5:17b. (in Hebrew, the force of the verb יהיו carries 
into the second clause.) m’s זרים is treated as singular, probably reflect-
ing the assumption of a singular paramour.

s: ܥ�ܟ ܢܫܬܘܬܦܘܢ  ܠܡܐ  ܘܢܘܟܪ̈ܝܐ  ܒܠܚܘܕܝܟ.  ܠܟ   (a)“ .ܘܢܗܘܘܢ 
And let them be to you alone, and strangers not partake with you.” s too 
supplies “partake” in the second clause but maintains the plural of m. 
since s would not need this verb, it is probably getting it from G. This is 
another example of s combining elements of the two versions.

ךָ׃  שֶׁת נְעוּרֶֽ ח מֵאֵ֥ י־מְקוֹרְךָ֥ בָר֑וּךְ וּ֝שְׂמַ֗ ךְ׃ 18 יְהִֽ ים אִתָּֽ ין לְזָרִ֣ ךָ וְאֵ֖ לְבַדֶּ֑
הּ תִּשְׁגֶּ֥ה  אַהֲבָתָ֗ ת בְּ֝ דֶּיהָ יְרַוֻּךָ֣ בְכָל־עֵ֑ ן דַּ֭ ת־חֵ֥ ֽיַעֲלַ֫ ים וְֽ 19 אַיֶּלֶ֥ת אֲהָבִ֗



121  Proverbs 5:17–19

 v (cum (ܥܡ ܐܢܬܬ) rab mmss G (μετὰ γυναικός) s באשת [ m מאשת 5:18
muliere) (graph ב → מ)

G: (a) ἡ πηγή σου τοῦ ὕδατος ἔστω σοι ἰδία, (b) καὶ συνευφραίνου μετὰ 
γυναικὸς τῆς ἐκ νεότητός σου. “(a) your fount of water—let it be for you 
alone, (b) and rejoice with the wife of your youth.” where m has ברוך, G 
has σοι ἰδία (“to you alone”). This was accidentally introduced into this 
verse by the translator or copyist, from the preceding verse. לבדך (“for 
you alone”) (baumgartner ref vogel) is graphically distant from ברוך.

For m’s ושמח מאשת (“get pleasure from the wife [of your youth]”), 
G has καὶ συνευφραίνου μετά (“and rejoice with”) = ושמח ב —a reading 
supported by the above-mentioned sources and found in mid. shoḥer 
tov, ad loc. see AbP 1.202.

5:19
G: (a) ἔλαφος φιλίας καὶ πῶλος σῶν χαρίτων ὁμιλείτω σοι, (b) ἡ δὲ ἰδία 

ἡγείσθω σου καὶ συνέστω σοι ἐν παντὶ καιρῷ. (c) ἐν γὰρ τῇ ταύτης φιλίᾳ 
συμπεριφερόμενος πολλοστὸς ἔσῃ. “(a) A doe of affection and a filly of 
your graces, let her be together with you. (b) And may your own one 
guide you and associate with you at all times, (c) because, consorting in 
the affection of this one, you will become very great.”

There are some significant variants in implicit vocalization: (1) ָדּדֶֹיה 
(G ἡ δὲ ἰδία) for m ָדַּדֶּיה. The translator correctly understood דדיה “her 
love” to mean her lovemaking, which he euphemized as “your own one”; 
cf. s ܿירֹוּךָ (2) .ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗ (G ἡγείσθω σου; ≈ s ܝܠܦ), for m ָתִּשְׂגֶּה (3) .יְרַוֻּך (G 
πολλοστὸς ἔσῃ), for m תִּשְׁגֶּה.

G a: This stich is expansive. it adds a possessive pronoun to חן—“your 
graces” (σῶν χαρίτων)—as well as a verb, ὁμιλείτω σοι (“let her be together 
with you”). The idea of being “together with” is taken from stich c.

G b: ἡ δὲ ἰδία corresponds to דדיה, which G understood as ָדּדֶֹיה (“her 
love”) and construed as an abstract-for-concrete metonymy meaning 
her—your wife herself, who is “your own one.” it is the opposite of τῆς 
μὴ ἰδίας (“the one who is not your own”) = נכריה in 5:20. baumgartner 
suggests that ἡ δὲ ἰδία (“your own one”) = לבדה, for m’s דדיה, but that 
is graphically distant.

The clause ἡγείσθω σου  shows that the translator is not only think-
ing of a mortal woman, because he would not have considered it desir-
able to let a man’s wife “lead” him. The verb ἠγεῖσθαι, especially with the 
genitive, implies rule and control as well as guidance. in G it commonly 
translates words for various types of rulers and chiefs, particularly מושל. 
without displacing the literal sense of the verse, the translator implies an 



5:19–23 Proverbs  122

allegorization of the woman as personified wisdom, an idea inspired by 
the implicit vocalization of ָירֹוּך as “guide you”; see below. mK188 intro-
duces this vocalization into the orthography as יורוך.

G adds συνέστω σοι, perhaps to elaborate on the idea of “leading you.” 
ὁμιλείτω σοι has the obelus in syrH and is oG. συνέστω too may be origi-
nal, because it does not look like an adjustment to m’s ָיְרַוֻּך. oG clearly 
wishes to emphasize the notion of being with this woman, as is shown by 
ὁμιλείτω σοι in 5:19a. skehan (1946, 291) proposes that ὁμιλείτω σοι and 
συνέστω σοι translate תנחה אתך and תשיחך of 6:22, which, he believes, 
originally belonged after 5:19 (in the order 6:22bca). but G in 5:19 does 
not correspond to the proposed wording, and the theory is convoluted. 
still, it is likely that the translator was influenced by the idea of wisdom 
guiding a man and being with him, expressed in 6:22 and often implicit; 
e.g., 3:3; 4:5; 7:3–4; 8:35.

συμπεριφερόμενος is based on תִּשְׁגֶּה “go astray,” for which G provides 
a more decorous “go about with” (baumgartner). The second render-
ing, πολλοστὸς ἔσῃ, parses the word as תשׂגא = תִּשְׂגֶּה (“you will become 
great”) (Cappelli; bHQ recognizes this as a doublet). G prefers spiritual 
to sexual allusions and neutralizes them in 5:19–20.

G’s reading is supported by Zalcman, who argues that שׁג"ה elsewhere 
has negative connotations, whereas here תִּשְׂגֶּה would refer to the bless-
ing of a large family. Αnd indeed there may be a visual pun residing in 
the consonantal תשגה, suggesting that a man loyal to his wife will both 
“lose himself ” in his wife and increase. As for תִּשְׁגֶּה, we should be open 
to the possibility of playful misuse of words, especially in sexual con-
texts. Further, the parallel line urges the youth to “slake [his] thirst on 
her lovemaking [דדֹים],” a phrase recalling Cant 5:1b, where the lovers 
are told to “get drunk” on love; see further AbP.

G 5:19b and 19c are probably an oG doublet preserving two inter-
pretations of m 5:19b. As G understands it, the Hebrew would be vocal-
ized as אַיֶּלֶת אֲהָבִים וְיַעֲלַת־חֵן, דּדֶֹיהָ ירֹוּךָ בְכָל־עֵת בְּאַהֲבָתָה תִּשְׁגֶּה/תִּשְׂגֶּה 
.תָמִיד

כַח ׀  י נֹ֨ ק נָכְרִיָּֽה׃ 21 כִּ֤ ק חֵ֣ ה וּ֝תְחַבֵּ֗ מָּה תִשְׁגֶּה֣ בְנִ֣י בְזָרָ֑ יד׃ 20 וְלָ֤ תָמִֽ
יו יִלְכְּדֻנ֥וֹ ⌈ ⌉  ווֹנוֹתָ֗ ס׃ 22 עַֽ יו מְפַלֵּֽ כָל־מַעְגְּלֹתָ֥ ישׁ וְֽ עֵינֵי֣ יְה֭וָה דַּרְכֵי־אִ֑

ב אִוַּלְתּ֣וֹ  ר וּבְרֹ֖ ין מוּסָ֑ ךְ׃ 23 ה֗וּא יָ֭מוּת בְּאֵ֣ טָּאת֗וֹ יִתָּמֵֽ י חַ֝ וּבְחַבְלֵ֥
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s: ܙܒܢ܂ ܒܟܠ  ܝܠܦ  ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗܿ  ܕܪܚ�ܬܐ܂  ܘܕܝܨܬܐ  ܕܪܚ�ܬܐ   ܐܝܠܬܐ 
ܪܥܝ  A doe of love and an ibex of love—(b) learn her (a)“ .ܘܒܪܚ�ܬܗܿ 
ways at all times and take pleasure in [or ‘pasture in’] her love.” in s 
5:19b, “her ways” looks like a euphemism for דדיה, understood as “her 
lovemaking.” At the same time, “her ways” is probably a reflex of the 
underlying allegorical identification of the woman with wisdom, and 
the metaphor of “love” is explained as “ways,” calling to mind wisdom’s 
ways (3:17; 4:11; 8:32; 9:6). s sums up באהבתה תשגה תמיד as ܿܘܒܪܚ�ܬܗ 
 taking the image, though not the exact ,(”and feed upon her love“) ܪܥܝ
phrase, from Cant 6:2. Pinkuss retroverts to דרכיה, but that is graphi-
cally dissimilar.

Following s’s line of interpretation, t reads אילתא דרחמותא ודיצתא 
 A gazelle of love“ :דחסדא הוונא איליף בכל זמן וברחמותה תגרם תדירא
and a doe of kindness, learn good behavior (הוונא איליף) at all times and 
in her love grow strong (תגרם tl Z; var: תגרס tP110, ‘study’).” The latter 
variant is in line with rabbinic interpretation of torah study as love and 
is probably original. on t’s interpretation and its rabbinic sources, see 
AbP 1.393.

G (equal) < [ (ܒܪܝ) m s בני 5:20
G: (a) μὴ πολὺς ἴσθι πρὸς ἀλλοτρίαν (b) = m. “(a) be not great with 

another woman.” G again implicitly points תִּשְׁגֶּה as תִּשְׂגֶּה. “be great” 
here means to have many progeny. G’s τῆς μὴ ἰδίας correctly construes 
 as any woman other than a man’s own wife. on +/- “my son,” see נכריה
the comment on 1:15.

ע + [ ילכדנו 5:22 (gloss, explic) (G <) (ܥܘܠܡܐ) m s אֶת־הָרָשָׁ֑
G: (a) παρανομίαι ἄνδρα ἀγρεύουσιν, (b) σειραῖς δὲ τῶν ἑαυτοῦ ἁμαρτιῶν 

ἕκαστος σφίγγεται. “(a) transgressions hunt a man, (b) and each one is 
bound in the cords of his own sins.” G supplies “a man” and “each one” 
for explicitness. it lacks את־הרשע (“the evildoer”). The absence is origi-
nal. “The evildoer” is an epexegetical gloss clarifying the object of ילכדנו 
(“will trap him”). it is not really necessary, since, by the basic principle 
of retribution, a person’s iniquities trap him, and not others, and in any 
case the direct object “a man” is already present in the preceding verse.

s: ܒܚ̈ܘܒܘܗܝ ܢܬܬܚܕ ܥܘܠܡܐ. ܘܒܚܒܠܡܐ ܕܚ̈ܛܗܘܗܝ ܢܬܦܟܪ. “(a) The evil-
doer will be caught by his transgressions, (b) and by the rope of his sins 
he will be bound.” s puts the sentence in the passive to solve the syntacti-
cal difficulty of m and also to match the passive of 5:22a.
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 v (manum (ידך) t (ܐܝܕܟ) mmss G (σὴν χεῖρα) αλ′ (χεῖρά σου) s כפך 6:1
tuam) ] ָיך m (num) כַּפֶּֽ

we should read the singular כפך. The gesture accompanying an agree-
ment uses one hand, not two. The consistent witness of the versions sup-
ports the singular, though, to be sure, a translator could have chosen the 
more natural singular “your hand” even if he had כפיך in his source text. 
Possibly m is a plene writing of the singular; see sperber 1966, 261 and 
the comment on 3:28.

G-Proverbs chapter 6: see the detailed study of van der louw 2007, 
249–356, whose observations are used extensively in the comments on 
this chapter. van der louw describes the particulars of the translational 
transformations in Prov 6 and examines its literary-aesthetic features, 
notably rhyme and assonance.

G: (a) Υἱέ, ἐὰν ἐγγυήσῃ σὸν φίλον, (b) παραδώσεις σὴν χεῖρα ἐχθρῷ. “(a) 
son, if you go surety for your friend, (b) you will deliver your hand to 
an enemy.” ἐχθρός translates זר only here. The translator assumes that 
6:1b is the consequence of 6:1a and that the זר here cannot be the same 
person who was called “your friend” in the preceding verse. The transla-
tor understood the verse to mean that going surety for a friend would 
turn him into your enemy.1 No further explanation is needed for ἐχθρός, 
such as the similarity of זר to צר (noted by bHQ). CsP observes that 
sir 6:5–17 uses the same words in speaking of a “friend” (φίλος) who 
turns into an “enemy” (ἐχθρός). As for παραδώσεις σὴν χεῖρα, striking 
hands in making a bargain was not a Greek usage and required explana-
tion (van der louw 2007, 259). every time the idiom appears, G tries a 
different formulation; see the comments on 17:18 and 22:26.

6:2
G: (a) παγὶς γὰρ ἰσχυρὰ ἀνδρὶ τὰ ἴδια χείλη, (b) καὶ ἁλίσκεται χείλεσιν 

1. in fact, a זר is anyone outside the sphere of affiliation relevant to context, while 
a ַרֵע is another person within the pertinent sphere of affiliation. in the present pas-
sage, the ַרֵע is an acquaintance, probably someone living in one’s proximity, while the 
 ;is an outsider, not necessarily a foreigner, who needs someone to vouch for him זר
see AbP 1.137–38.

ךָ⌉׃  עְתָ לַזָּר֣ ⌈כַּפֶּֽ ךָ תָָּקַ֖ בְתָּ לְרֵעֶ֑ נִי אִם־עָרַ֣ יִשְׁגֶּֽה׃  פ  6:1 בְּ֭
י  את אֵפ֤וֹא ׀ בְּנִ֡ ֹ֥ ה ז יךָ׃ 3 עֲשֵׂ֨ דְתָּ בְּאִמְרֵי־פִֽ לְכַּ֗ יךָ נִ֝ שְׁתָּ בְאִמְרֵי־פִ֑ 2 נוָֹקַ֥
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ἰδίου στόματος. “(a) For a strong trap for a man are (his) own lips, (b) and 
he is caught by the lips of his own mouth.” Having made 6:1b the apo-
dosis, G cannot resume the protasis in 6:2 but rather turns the verse into 
a proverbial generality (van der louw 2007, 262). “lips” is supported 
by s’s ܣ̈ܦܘܬܟ, a reading independent of G (G: χείλεσιν ἰδίου στόματος 
≠ s ܒ��ܠܠܡܐ ܕܣ̈ܦܘܬܟ [“by the utterance of your lips”]). Perhaps both 
versions had שפתיך, a synonym variant. in any case, it should be noted 
that G (or its source text), which often varies words so as not to have 
the same item in both members of a parallelism, here places a word in 
parallel to itself—χείλη // χείλεσιν—even though the translator avoids 
the repetition of באמרי פיך.

6:3
G: (a) ποίει, υἱέ, ἃ ἐγώ σοι ἐντέλλομαι, καὶ σῴζου. (b) ἥκεις γὰρ εἰς χεῖρας 

κακῶν διὰ σὸν φίλον. (c) ἴθι [Gb s A mss; var: ἴσθι Gmss] μὴ ἐκλυόμενος, (d) 
παρόξυνε δὲ καὶ τὸν φίλον σου, ὃν ἐνεγυήσω. “(a) do, son, what i com-
mand you, and be safe, (b) for you have come into the hands of bad men 
through your friend. (c) Go without being lax [var: “be not lax”] (d) and 
also importune your friend, for whom you have gone surety.” (van der 
louw [2007, 263] argues for the minority variant ἴσθι.) The issue facing 
modern commentators and ancient translators is, who is doing what to 
whom? in the following, note that G 6:3cd corresponds to m s 6:3c.

in 6:3a, G omits אפוא but consequentiality is still implied by ἃ ἐγώ σοι 
ἐντέλλομαι.

in G 6:3b, G has a double rendering of m’s רעך, with κακῶν associat-
ing רעך with רַע (“bad”) and σὸν φίλον reading ָרֵעֶך = m. G assumes that 
the source of the trouble is evil men (namely, the moneylenders) rather 
than the friend, who is the borrower. The double rendering refers back 
to the parties in 6:1 by G’s understanding (and is therefore the trans-
lator’s doing). The gloss in G 6:3d, “for whom you have gone surety,” 
shows that the translator is carefully sorting out the various parties in 
the transaction.

in 6:3c, m’s undignified advice, “go and grovel,” is replaced by a warn-
ing to avoid being lax (or despondent, ἐκλυόμενος). rather, you should 
go so far as to anger your neighbor by demanding to be released from 
your pledge. A retroversion of μὴ ἐκλυόμενος to תתרפה אל (CsP; van 
der louw 2007, 265) should be avoided, because it must add a negative 
particle and assume an uncommon graphic change, ה → ס. The transla-
tor derives the notion of persistence from the next verse while guessing 
at the meaning of the rare verbs.
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in G 6:3d, the singular τὸν φίλον σου represents m’s רעיך, which looks 
like a plural but may be a plene writing of the singular, cf. 2 sam 12:11; 
for the phenomenon, see sperber 1966, 261.

s: ܥܒܕ ܗܟܢܐ ܒܪܝ ܘܐܬܦܨܐ. ܡܛܠ ܕܥܠ ܐ̈ܦܝ ܚܒܪܟ ܢܦܠܬ ܒܐ̈ܝܕܝ 
 ,do thus, my son (a)“ .ܒܥܠܕܒܒܟ. ܓܪܓ ܗܟܝܠ ܚܒܪܟ ܕܥܪܒܬ ܥܠܘܗܝ
and save yourself, (b) because for the sake of your friend you have fallen 
into the hands of your enemy. (c) Therefore coax your friend, for whom 
you have gone surety.”

s’s treatment of this verse gives insight into its flexible use of G. First, 
on its own, s ignores אפוא. Then it follows G in some regards, too spe-
cific to be chance resemblances: (1) like G, s attempts to identify the 
parties in the scenario. (2) s understands the misfortune in 6:3b as fall-
ing into hostile hands and adds a phrase, “of your enemy” (≈ G’s “of bad 
men”) to clarify this. (3) it combines the rare verbs in m 6:3c, התרפס 
and רהב, into one; and (4) it adds “for whom you have gone surety” in 
6:3c to define the friend’s role. At the same time, s diverges from G. (1) 
in 6:3a, s = m ≠ G. (2) in 6:3b, s identifies the lenders as “your enemy” 
rather than “bad men.” Perhaps this reduces the moralizing element, for 
the lenders are hostile to the borrower (when he defaults) but are not 
necessarily evil. (3) s combines the two verbs in 6:3c differently, sum-
marizing them as “coax.” G did not understand the Hebrew verbs; s did. 
(4) s omits לך (“go”) in 6:3b. Thus we see a translator who calls upon G 
for exegetical guidance but has independent control of the Hebrew and 
enough confidence to use it flexibly.

6:4
G μηδὲ ἐπινυστάξῃς (“nor drowse off ”) construes ותנומה as a verb, 

probably because the verb is gapped in the second stich in the Hebrew. 
For suppletion of gapped verbs see CsP 159 and van der louw 2007, 
267. examples are 1:12, 33; 2:9; 5:10. Compensating for gapping may 
involve adding a new verb or treating a noun like a verb.

 m (near haplog and graph 1מִיָּד֑ [ (ܡܢ ܢܫܒܐ) G (ἐκ βρόχων) s *ממצוד 6:5
(paleo wcmm → ym מי → ממצו
mmss G (ἐκ παγίδος) (syn var) מִפַּח [ m מיד יקוש

ן שֵׁנָה֣  יךָ׃ 4 אַל־תִּתֵּ֣ ב רֵעֶֽ ס וּרְהַ֥ תְרַפֵּ֗ ךְ הִ֝ ךָ לֵ֥ אתָ בְכַף־רֵעֶ֑ י בָ֤ ל כִּ֘ הִנָּצֵ֗ וְֽ
י ⌈מִמָּצ֑וֹד⌉ וּ֝כְצִפּ֗וֹר מִיַּד֥  נָּצֵל כִּצְבִ֣ יךָ׃ 5 הִ֭ ה לְעַפְעַפֶּֽ לְעֵינֶי֑ךָ וּ֝תְנוּמָ֗
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G (continuing 6:4): (a) ἵνα σῴζῃ ὥσπερ δορκὰς ἐκ βρόχων, (b) καὶ ὥσπερ 
ὄρνεον ἐκ παγίδος. “(a) so that you may save yourself like a gazelle from 
traps and (b) like a bird from a snare.”

m’s מיד (“from a hand”), followed by v’s in manu, is problematic. it is 
not a good parallel to מיד יקוש (“from a fowler’s hand”) in 6:5b. more-
over, one does not catch a gazelle by hand. G (ἐκ βρόχων) and s (ܡܢ 
 which G translates ,(”from a trap“) ממצוד witness to (מן נישבא t = ܢܫܒܐ
with change of number, as often. ben sira provides an early witness to the 
presence of a word for trap in Prov 6:5a. sir 27:20b reads, καὶ ἐξέφυγεν 
ὡς δορκὰς ἐκ παγίδος (no Hebrew preserved). This verse draws on the 
phraseology of Prov 6:5 independently of G-Proverbs. in Prov 22:25, 
βρόχος = מוקש. in 7:21, βρόχος corresponds to חלק (“smoothness”), 
which is the snare for the gullible youth. (Note the plural for singular 
correspondence, as is also presupposed in the retroversion suggested 
here.) βρόχος is not used elsewhere in a translated text. מצוד sometimes 
means, or is thought to mean, “fortress.” G understands it to mean “trap” 
only in Qoh 7:26, where it is translated θηρεύματα (“snares”). The mor-
phological variant מצודה is likewise always construed as “fortress” or 
the like, except in Ps 66:11, where it is translated παγίς. Thus there is 
little evidence from elsewhere as to how G-Proverbs would have trans-
lated מצוד, but βρόχος would have been a reasonable rendering, as παγίς 
would have been in sir 27:20b.

The transformation of ממצוד into מיד would have required several 
changes: י → יו ;י → צ ;מ → ממ. This would have happened in a single 
misreading rather than serially, since the intervening steps are not 
meaningful. The presence of מיד in 6:5b could have occasioned this 
error. There is considerable graphic similarity between י and צ in the 
paleo script (y, c, hence paleo dwcmm → dym). (For the phenomenon, 
see talmon 1981, 392–400.) since there are a number of graphic variants 
elsewhere in G-Proverbs that presuppose the square script, i assume that 
G was translated from the square script but that the book was trans-
mitted in paleo for some time after the proto-m and proto-G traditions 
diverged. in AbP i emended מיד to מציד (“from a hunter”). This is closer 
graphically but more distant from G and s.

in G 6:5b, ἐκ παγίδος possibly reflects מפח, a synonym variant for m’s 
-This would be a secondary simplification in the Hebrew trans .מיד יקוש
mission behind oG. it is supported by syriac ܦܚܐ -is else יקוש) .ܡܢ 
where translated ܬܩܘܠܬܐ.) The fact that several mss Kr have מפח in 
the second stich shows that the hypothesized change was feasible.
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6:6
(a) Ἴθι πρὸς τὸν μύρμηκα, ὦ ὀκνηρέ, (b) καὶ ζήλωσον ἰδὼν τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτοῦ 

(c) καὶ γενοῦ ἐκείνου σοφώτερος. “(a) Go to the ant, o sluggard, (b) and 
seeing its ways, emulate (him) (c) and become wiser than that one.” G 
turns the couplet into a tristich, adding “emulate” to make the practi-
cal lesson clear. G uses the comparative degree, σοφώτερος (“wiser”), 
because to the literal-minded translator, it is hardly adequate to be 
merely as wise as the ant. The comparison assumes that the ant is wise, a 
notion that could have been learned from Prov 30:24–25, where too the 
comparative is used. The use of animals as moral examples that humans 
should surpass is a Hellenistic topos (van der louw 2007, 271).

s: ܕܠܝܬ ܠܗ ܚܨܕܐ ܘܝܠܦ  ܘܚܙܝ ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗ܂  ܠܫܘܫ�ܢܐ   (a)“ .ܐܬܕܡܡܐ 
emulate the ant and observe its ways, (b) and learn that it has no har-
vest.” s 6:6 combines and condenses m 6:6–7. see the comment on 6:7. 
s’s ܐܬܕܡܡܐ (“emulate”) is based on G’s ζήλωσον (there is no reason to 
suppose a separate and unknown source for this word absent from the 
Hebrew), but otherwise s is independent of G and also diverges from 
m. it omits “o sluggard” and joins וחכם to the next sentence, in 6:6b. it 
treats the latter word as Aramaic חכם (which often means “learn”) and 
translates, “and learn (ܘܝܠܦ) that it has no harvest, etc.”

(ר → נ graph) (ܚܨܕܐ [6:6]) G (γεωργίου) s ≈ *קציר [ m קצין 6:7
G’s γεωργίου (“field”) must represent קָצִיר (“harvest”). The error would 

have been occasioned by נ/ר phonetic similarity (see the comment on 
5:3), reinforced by the appearance of קציר in the next verse. The transla-
tor must have understood “harvest” as a metonymy for field. γεώργιος 
corresponds to שָׂדֶה in Prov 24:30 and 31:16. Cook (CsP) thinks that 
γεωργίου was derived from “immediate context,” but immediate context 
actually calls for קצין, which G could have translated easily enough if it 
were present. (קצין was translated βασιλεῦσιν [“kings”] in 25:15.) van 
der louw, more subtly, argues that “field” was the shortest way to sum-
marize the difference between crops of ants and crops of men, namely, 
that ants do not own land (2007, 274). but this is not the distinction 
relevant to this passage. The virtue at issue in this verse is the kind of 
wisdom that enables one to work diligently even when lacking supervi-

ר  ם׃ 7 אֲשֶׁ֖ ה דְרָכֶ֣יהָ וַחֲכָֽ ה עָצֵ֑ל רְאֵ֖ ךְ־אֶל־נְמָלָ֥ יָקֽוּשׁ׃  פ  6 לֵֽ
יר  קָּצִ֗ ה בַ֝ הּ אָגְרָ֥ יִץ לַחְמָ֑ ין בַּקַּ֣ ל׃ 8 תָּכִ֣ ר וּמֹשֵֽׁ ין שׁטֵֹ֥ הּ קָצִ֗ ין־לָ֥ אֵֽ
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sion, and “field” is not relevant to it. moreover, “field” is not well coor-
dinated with the other two items that the ant lacks, while the repeated 
μηδέ leads us to expect three items in the same category. more likely, G is 
making do with a graphic error, which produces a certain awkwardness. 
in any case, “harvest” is confirmed by s.

s treats 6:6–7 quite differently from G, and its ܚܨܕܐ (“harvest”) would 
not have derived from G’s “field.” Hence s independently witnesses to 
 ;in Proverbs [6:8; 10:5; 20:4 ܚܨܕܐ is consistently translated קציר) .קציר
25:13; 26:1] and usually elsewhere.) t חצדא = s.

6:8 fin ] + 6 stichoi G (8a–c) (elab)

6:8a–c
G inserts an epigram here: (a) ἢ πορεύθητι πρὸς τὴν μέλισσαν, καὶ μάθε 

ὡς ἐργάτις ἐστὶν τήν τε ἐργασίαν ὡς σεμνὴν ποιεῖται [var: ἐμπορεύεται Gv], 
(b) ἧς τοὺς πόνους βασιλεῖς καὶ ἰδιῶται πρὸς ὑγίειαν προσφέρονται, ποθεινὴ 
δέ ἐστιν πᾶσιν καὶ ἐπίδοξος. (c) καίπερ οὖσα τῇ ῥώμῃ ἀσθενής, τὴν σοφίαν 
τιμήσασα προήχθη. “(a) or go to the bee, and learn how diligent she is 
and how seriously she performs work—(b) (she) whose products kings 
and commoners use for health, and who is desired and well-known to 
all. (c) Though weak in strength, having honored wisdom she excels.” 
in 6:8a, ἐμπορεύεται (“traffics in”) in Gv is arguably original (thus Zuntz 
1956, 136).

The epigram in G 6:8a–c is an original Greek composition, written in 
an ornate Greek style not typical of G-Proverbs. it was inserted here by 
association with the ant. it is unlikely that it was created for this con-
text. whereas Prov 6:6–8 describes the ant as an example of indepen-
dent enterprise whose efforts benefit itself, the G addition lauds the bee 
for her value to others. The epigram’s opening, “or go to the bee,” is an 
editorial attempt to link it to the preceding parable. The epigram’s author 
is probably not the oG translator. it is unlikely that a translator would 
pause in the middle of his work to compose a long, not entirely relevant 
epigram in a different style.

Admiration for the bee is characteristically Greek. Aristotle praises 
the industriousness (ἐργάτις) of the bee, which he describes immediately 
after the ant (Historia animalium 622b; noted by Gerlemann 1956, 31). 
Cook (CsP 166) holds that the hapax ἐργάτις shows that the translator 
had access to Aristotle. van der louw (2007, 278) disputes the parallel 
and observes that Aristotle mentions the bee alongside the hornet and 
the wasp as the most industrious animals (622b) and later character-
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izes different kinds of bees (627a). Nevertheless, the motif of the bee’s 
industry was known and assumed. The G translator too is aware of this 
motif, even if direct influence from Aristotle is hard to prove. van der 
louw’s idea that this is the pharaonic bee (2007, 278) is certainly wrong, 
because the bee in Proverbs lacks royal features. it works for others, not 
to aggrandize its own power, and is not a warrior.

The point of praising the bee in Prov 6:8a–c is that its wisdom compen-
sates for its physical weakness (Giese 1992b, 411). This epigram teaches 
that the combination of work and wisdom can overcome a lack of power. 
Accordingly, even an impoverished wise man can supplant an ungodly 
rich one (411). Cook believes that the translator is interpreting a “dual-
ism” between the rich and the poor in a “religious way” (CsP 168). but 
this contrast is well in the background and cannot be the purpose of the 
addition, nor is there a particularly religious message here.

ben sira (11:3) says of the bee: “The bee is the weakest [var: ‘small-
est’] among flying animals, but her fruit is the best of products of sweet 
things.” Pseudo-Phocylides too uses this topos in emphasizing the bee’s 
industry (ll. 171–174). This immediately follows an epigram on the ant, 
in ll. 164–170, indicating dependency on G-Proverbs. sa‘adia uses a 
variant of the bee-topos: “The ants as well as the bees, by nature lacking 
the faculty of intelligence, gather their food at the appropriate season.”

 → מעט שנות G (ὀλίγον δὲ κάθησαι) (near dittog *מעט שבת + [ שנות 6:10
(orth ,מעט שנות מעט שבת

G: (a) ὀλίγον μὲν ὑπνοῖς, ὀλίγον δὲ κάθησαι, μικρὸν δὲ νυστάζεις, (b) 
ὀλίγον δὲ ἐναγκαλίζῃ χερσὶν στήθη. “(a) you sleep a while, you sit a while, 
you drowse a bit, (b) and you embrace your breast with (your) hands a 
while.” Following the cue of the next verse, G uses the second person 
here, too.

G converts שנות and תנומות into verbs. This recalls G 6:4, but the 
motive differs. Here the translator wants to make it clear that the verse 
presents the sluggard’s thoughts. After ὀλίγον μὲν ὑπνοῖς (m מעט שנות), 
G adds ὀλίγον δὲ κάθησαι = שֶׁבֶת  a ,(de lagarde, baumgartner) מְעַט 
near dittography of מעט שנות (originally מעט שנת?). van der louw’s 

ט  ךָ׃ 10 מְעַ֣ י תָּק֥וּם מִשְּׁנָתֶֽ תַ֗ ב מָ֝ ל ׀ תִּשְׁכָּ֑ י עָצֵ֥ הּ׃ 9 עַד־מָתַ֖ מַאֲכָלָֽ
ךְ  א־כִמְהַלֵּ֥ ב׃ 11 וּבָֽ יִם לִשְׁכָּֽ ק יָדַ֣ ט ׀ חִבֻּ֖ ט תְּנוּמ֑וֹת מְעַ֓ נוֹת מְעַ֣ שֵׁ֭

וֶן  ישׁ אָ֑ לִיַּעַל אִ֣ ם בְּ֭ ןֽ׃  פ  12 אָדָ֣ ישׁ מָגֵֽ רְךָ֗ כְּאִ֣ ךָ וּ֝מַחְסֹֽ רֵאשֶׁ֑
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literary objections to the retroversion (2007, 282) are irrelevant, because 
the variant is a copyist’s error. G treats the verbal nouns in this sentence 
as second masculine singular verbs. The identical sentence is rendered 
differently in G 24:33. s also translates the nouns as verbs (2nd masc sg 
impf) but has nothing corresponding to ὀλίγον δὲ κάθησαι. in 6:10, t = 
m; in 24:33, t = s.

6:11 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (11a) (elab)
G: (a) εἶτ’ ἐμπαραγίνεταί σοι ὥσπερ κακὸς ὁδοιπόρος ἡ πενία (b) καὶ 

ἡ ἔνδεια ὥσπερ ἀγαθὸς δρομεύς. “(a) Then poverty will come upon you 
like a bad wayfarer (b) and your need like a good runner.” by adding 
“bad” and “good,” G creates a contrast, absent in m, between κακὸς 
ὁδοιπόρος (“bad wayfarer”—i.e., a highwayman) and ἀγαθὸς δρομεύς 
(“good runner”). This must have happened in the process of translation, 
since כמהלך רע* would not have an appropriate sense. Cook sees this 
antithesis as further evidence of the translator’s penchant for a “dual-
ism of good versus bad” (CsP 171). This penchant is undeniable—for 
m as well as G. Here, however, the antithesis is superficial and devoid of 
moral content. The antithesis is also asymmetrical, for the bad wayfarer 
is not necessarily speedy—and the good runner is presumably good only 
in his speed—otherwise his visit would not be a threat. The actual rela-
tionship between the stichoi is one of heightening: Not only will poverty 
come unexpectedly (6:11a); it will come quickly (6:11b) (van der louw 
2007, 288). The Hexaplaric sources render etymologically: α′ ε′ ὡς ἀνὴρ 
ἀσπίδος; σ′ (ὡς) ἀνὴρ καθωπλισμένος; θ′ ὡς ἀνὴρ δορυφόρος. see the doublet 
in 24:34.

s = m but translates איש מגן as ܓܒܪܐ ܟܫܝܪܐ (“diligent [or ‘vigorous’] 
man”) (= t).

6:11a
G: (a) ἐὰν δὲ ἄοκνος ᾖς, ἥξει ὥσπερ πηγὴ ὁ ἀμητός σου, (b) ἡ δὲ ἔνδεια 

ὥσπερ κακὸς δρομεὺς ἀπαυτομολήσει. “(a) but if you are tireless, your 
harvest will be there like a fountain, (b) but your neediness will depart 
like a bad runner.” ἥκειν more precisely means “be present,” hence, “will 
be there” (van der louw 2007, 285). The second part of 6:11aa has the 
obelus in syrH. Fritsch (1953, 179) believes that all of G 6:11a is oG, 
while 6:11 is Hexaplaric. but “bad runner” in 6:11ab shows an awareness 
of the Greek of 6:11b, which itself diverges from the Hebrew. G 6:11a 
plays on the structure and terms of G 6:11 (cf. tov 1990b, 46). Perhaps 
misunderstanding 6:11, the addition provides a positive contrast to that 
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verse (van der louw 2007, 291). Here, “bad runner” must be a runner 
with a bad message; it is not really the antithesis of the “good runner” in 
6:11 (who is simply fast). G 6:11a is likely a later addition based on a mis-
understanding of the preceding verse. v has 6:11a in some mss. s omits.

6:12
G: (a) Ἀνὴρ ἄφρων καὶ παράνομος (b) πορεύεται ὁδοὺς οὐκ ἀγαθάς. “(a) A 

foolish and lawless man (b) goes in ways that are not good.”
ἀνὴρ ἄφρων καὶ παράνομος combines the two phrases אדם בליעל and

 is consistently rendered ἄφρων, one of the בליעל ,in G-Proverbs) .איש און
translator’s favorite words.) For m’s “goes (in) crookedness of mouth,” an 
idiom not in Greek, the translator substitutes a more predictable image: 
πορεύεται ὁδοὺς οὐκ ἀγαθάς (“goes on paths that are not good”).

s summarizes עקשות פה as ܒܥܫܝܩܘܬܐ (“in oppressiveness”), a word 
that nicely combines the ideas of oppression and slander. This seems like 
a genuine case of exegetical metathesis or simply of homoiophony.

עֵינָיו [ mK G (ὀφθαλμῷ) בעינו 6:13 (בעינוי) v (oculis) t (ܒܥܝ̈ܢܘܗܝ) mQ s בְּ֭
(orth)
 num or) (ברגלוי) mQ t בְּרַגְלָיו [ v (pede) (ܒܪܓܠܗ) mK G (ποδί) s ברגלו
orth, equal)

The two qerayin in this verse are marked in mA but not (contrary to 
bHs) in ml. mpl marks בעינו as חסר (defectiva), meaning that it regards 
the word as a plural. G treats it as singular, s as plural. G and s saw ברגלו 
and understood it as singular. in both cases the ketiv is a defective writ-
ing of the plural; see the comments on 2:8 and 6:3. The gesture involves 
the singular eye in Prov 10:10a and Ps 35:19 but the plural eyes in Prov 
16:30. G associates the hapax מֹלֵל (“shuffle”) with the common Aramaic 
”.hence σημαίνει “signs ,(”speak“) מַלֵּל

in 6:13c, διδάσκει δὲ ἐννεύμασιν δακτύλων (“He teaches with hints of his 
fingers”) assumes that מרה means “teaches,” though it actually means 
“points.” since it would not make sense to say “teaches with his fingers,” 
the translator must add a seemingly appropriate modifier: “with hints.” 
This is another example of how G’s apparent freedoms are often attempts 
to deal with a difficult or misunderstood Hebrew text. The translation 
implies that the scoundrel teaches others his wicked ways.

יו׃  ה בְּאֶצְבְּעתָֹֽ רֶ֗ ו מֹ֝ עֵינָו מֹלֵ֣ל בְּרַגְלָ֑ ץ בְּ֭ ה׃ 13 קרֵֹ֣ ךְ עִקְּשׁ֥וּת פֶּֽ ה֝וֹלֵ֗
ן  חַ׃ 15 עַל־כֵּ֗ ת ⌈מְדנִֹ֥ים⌉ יְשַׁלֵּֽ ע בְּכָל־עֵ֑ שׁ רָ֣ הְפֻּכ֨וֹת ׀ בְּלִבּ֗וֹ חֹרֵ֣ 14 תַּֽ
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ים [ mK מדנים 6:14 mQ (dial? norm) מִדְיָנִ֥
The ketiv מדנים and the qere מִדְיָנִים are variant forms of the frequent 

pair ketiv מדונים qere מדינים, which occurs in Prov 18:19; 21:9 (see com-
ment); 21:19; 23:29; 25:24; 26:21; and 27:15. מדנים appears alone in 6:19 
and 10:12. (The oriental reading is מִדְיָנִים for both the qere and the 
ketiv.) The plural of this word is a peculiarity of Proverbs. (The singular 
occurs in 2 sam 21:20.) The only form of the singular is מדון, which does 
not have a plural outside ketiv-qere pairs. The plural is מדינים (occurring 
in the above-listed ketiv-qere pair as well as in Prov 19:13). The read-
ing מדינים appears in the body of the text of many mss Kr in all of the 
above-listed verses. This indicates that the qere מדינים is a variant active 
in manuscript transmission. The pair is too frequent to be explained as 
scribal error in either direction, but its cause and significance have not 
been accounted for.

Given the consistency with which the ketiv uses מדונים and the qere 
 the likely explanation is dialectal. i would hypothesize that the ,מדינים
form מדונים, produced simply by pluralizing the singular מדון, belongs 
to a colloquial register, while the literary form was מדינים (similar to the 
distinction between “formulas” and “formulae,” “cherubs” and “cheru-
bim,” and the like). i maintain the ketiv forms (מדנים and מדונים) in the 
eclectic text. Given the rarity of these plurals, i am inclined to consider 
them the earlier forms, with מדינים a normalization. As for vocalization, 
 is either מדנים .מְדוֹנִים should be vocalized ,מָדוֹן as a plural of ,מדונים
 i use the latter rather than .מדונים a defectiva form of ,מְדנִֹים or מְדָנִים
assume a third form of the plural.

it is not usually possible to determine which reading the versions rep-
resent, because either the ketiv or the qere could be rendered by words 
for strife and offensiveness. sometimes, as here, it is possible to deter-
mine the underlying Hebrew.

G renders 6:14c as ὁ τοιοῦτος ταραχὰς συνίστησιν πόλει (“such a one 
causes troubles to a city”). “troubles” and “to a city” are a doublet, both 
translating the qere מדינים. The first renders it “troubles”; the second 
associates it with מדינה in its Aramaic sense, “city.” Certainly the trans-
lator knew what מדינים means. The second translation is not a mistake 
but a midrash. it locates the events mentioned in this verse in the public 
sphere, in distinction to 6:19, which speaks of dissension in the private 
sphere. The translator seems to have in mind the ταραχάι that often 
wracked Alexandria (van der louw 2007, 300).

s ܘܡܬܗܦܟ (“and he turns about [in his heart]”), treats תהפכות as 
a verb, thereby connoting scheming or unreliability rather than per-
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versity. s-Prov 2:16 says of the strange woman that she ܿܡܗܦܟܐ ܡ̈ܠܝܗ 
(“turns her words about”). to מדנים ישלח s adds ܒܝܬ ܬܪ̈ܝܢ (“between 
two people”) for clarity.

(ו → י graph) G (καὶ συντριβή) *ושבר [ (ܢܬܬܒܪ) m s ישבר 6:15
Having ושבר in 6:15b, the translator saw a sentence that on the face 

of it meant “suddenly and a breaking and there is none to heal.” The dif-
ficulty of this text, and the apparent pairing with “breaking,” led him to 
assign a unique meaning to פתע, namely, “breach,” “wound,” perhaps by 
association with פצע (bHQ). elsewhere διακοπή renders פרץ or מפרץ. 
There is no reason to assume that פתע ושבר was the translator’s mis-
reading (van der louw 2007, 301) rather than a scribal error.

 ] paleo ,ר → ע G (συντρίβεται) (graph *ושבר [ (ܘܕܫܒܥ) m s ושבע 6:16
→ r)
mK (num, orthog) תועבות [ (ܐܣܠܝܬ) mQ G (ἀκαθαρσίαν) ≈ s תוֹעֲבַת

G: (a) ὅτι χαίρει πᾶσιν, οἷς μισεῖ ὁ κύριος, (b) συντρίβεται δὲ δι’ ἀκαθαρσίαν 
ψυχῆς. “(a) For he rejoices in all things that the lord hates, (b) and he is 
shattered through impurity of soul.” G 6:16–19 continue the description 
of the villain begun in 6:12.

instead of ושבע, G read ושבר, which he parsed as וְשֻׁבַּר (“shattered”). 
The letters were similar in some varieties of the archaic script: r/[. 
other examples are 3:10 (שׁבר/שׂבע); לשמע/לשמר) 19:27—but uncer-
tain); 15:4 (שבר/שבע); and possibly 8:3. bHQ explains the interchange 
here as phonetic (applying this explanation only to 15:32 and 19:27). 
The problem with the phonetic explanation is that some of the exam-
ples involve ׂשׁ/ש confusion (exhibited also in ׂשׁשׁ/שׂש in 6:16), which 
requires that the words were read visually, not heard. For possible exam-
ples of ע/ר interchange, see lsF §131.

since his source text had ושבר, the translator assumed that 6:16b refers 
to the wicked man, for it is he who can be said to be “shattered.” There-

נָּה  א׃  פ  16 שֶׁשׁ־הֵ֭ ין מַרְפֵּֽ ר וְאֵ֣ שָּׁבֵ֗ תַע יִ֝ תְאֹם יָב֣וֹא אֵיד֑וֹ פֶּ֥ פִּ֭
יִם  יָדַ֗ קֶר וְ֝ מוֹת לְשׁ֣וֹן שָׁ֑ ת⌉ נַפְשֽׁוֹ׃ 17 עֵינַ֣יִֽם רָ֭ בַע ⌈תּוֹעֲבַ֥ שֶׁ֗ שָׂנֵא֣ יְהוָ֑ה וְ֝
מַהֲר֗וֹת לָר֥וּץ  יִם מְ֝ וֶן רַגְלַ֥ רֵשׁ מַחְשְׁב֣וֹת אָ֑ ב חֹ֭ י׃ 18 לֵ֗ שׁפְֹכ֥וֹת ⌈דַּם⌉־נָָקִֽ
ים׃  פ   ין אַחִֽ ים בֵּ֣ דָנִ֗ חַ מְ֝ קֶר וּמְשַׁלֵּ֥ זָבִים עֵ֣ד שָׁ֑ יחַ כְּ֭ רָעָה׃ 19 יָפִ֣  לָֽ
ם עַל־לִבְּךָ֣  ךָ׃ 21 קָשְׁרֵ֣ ת אִמֶּֽ שׁ תּוֹרַ֥ טֹּ֗ יךָ וְאַל־תִּ֝ נִי מִצְוַת֣ אָבִ֑ ר בְּ֭ 20 נְצֹ֣
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fore תועבת נפשו (“the loathing of his [sc. God’s] soul”) must describe 
the wicked man, the object of God’s loathing.

lacking “seven,” G did not recognize שש as a numeral but construed 
it as ׂשָׂש (“he rejoices”). van der louw believes that the translator over-
rode the number sequence to avoid the suggestion that the lord hates 
(only) six things, “whereas the torah makes it clear that there are many 
more things He hates” (2007, 304). but to say that there are six things 
God hates would not preclude others, any more than Prov 30:18 implies 
that only four things are beyond human understanding. All these differ-
ences in G were triggered by a slight scribal error, not by interpretive 
choices (such as van der louw tries to trace). The translator will often 
ignore syntactical constraints in favor of representing the individual 
word meanings as he understands them; see the note on 5:5.

s had תועבת, which he construed as תוֹעֶבֶת, hence: ܐܣܠܝܬ (“loathes”); 
thus t and v. several mss Kr have the defectiva writings, including 
 probably arose as an adjustment תועבות The writing .תועבת and תעבת
to the plural subject.

י [ G (αἷμα δικαίου) *⌈דַּם⌉־נָקִי 6:17 (vocal) (ܕܡܡܐ ܙܟܝܐ) m s דָּם־נָָקִֽ
whereas m’s vocalization דָּם־נָקִי construes the phrase to mean “inno-

cent blood,” G’s αἷμα δικαίου understands it as a bound form, דַּם־נָקִי 
(“blood of the innocent”), which is probably correct; see AbP 1.85.

6:18
G combines ממהרות and לרוץ into the intensified ἐπισπεύδοντες 

(“rushing”) (van der louw 2007, 310).

6:19
to distinguish this verse from similar ones about מדינים, G situates 

the present warning in the context of private strife—κρίσεις, meaning 
“lawsuits” (van der louw 2007, 311–13). see the comment on G 6:14.

6:20
G: (a) Υἱέ, φύλασσε νόμους πατρός σου (b) καὶ μὴ ἀπώσῃ θεσμοὺς μητρός 

σου. “son, keep the laws of your father, (b) and do not reject the rules 
of your mother.” G treats תורת as a plural to provide an antecedent for 
 αὐτούς in the next verse in spite of the gender incongruity in the/(קשר)ם
Hebrew (van der louw 2007, 314). since the singular νόμος is used for 
parental instruction unequivocally in 4:1 and 13:14 and sometimes else-
where, the human origin of the teaching in this verse is not the reason G 



6:21–24 Proverbs  136

renders it as plural (contrary to van der louw 2007, 314). in fact, there 
is little to choose between m’s vocalization of the word as a singular and 
G’s as a plural. in any case, the teaching(s) here cannot be distinguished 
from the  called νόμος in the singular in 6:23. on G’s parallelism תורה 
between the νόμος of the father and the less authoritative θεσμός of the 
mother, see ΑΒP 1.368.

6:22
G: (a) ἡνίκα ἂν περιπατῇς, ἐπάγου αὐτήν, καὶ μετὰ σοῦ ἔστω. (b) ὡς δ’ ἂν 

καθεύδῃς, φυλασσέτω σε, (c) ἵνα ἐγειρομένῳ συλλαλῇ σοι. “(a) whenever 
you go about, lead it and let it be with you. (b) whenever you lie down, let 
it guard you, (c) so that when you are awake, it may converse with you.”

ἐπάγου αὐτήν =  αὐτήν refers to wisdom, implicit in the .(s ≈) תַּנְחֶהָ 
context, and not necessarily to any particular word for it, such as ἐντολή 
in the next verse. G understands אתך as “with you” (ְאִתָּך), which it 
expands into καὶ μετὰ σοῦ ἔστω to explain in what sense “you”—the boy 
being addressed—can “lead” wisdom. Having parsed the third feminine 
singular verb wrongly as second masculine, the translator adjusted the 
rest of the verse to his preconception.

in G, the imperatives make the verse into a continuation of the exhorta-
tion rather than a promise of reward. The addition of ἵνα in 6:22c implies 
that the purpose of wisdom’s protection is her “conversation” with her 
disciples, this being the study of wisdom. wisdom is a reward in and of 
itself; see the comment on 2:2. v: gradiantur tecum (“let them go with 
you”) = G.

s: ܘܡܡܐ ܕܡܗܠܟ ܐܢܬ܂ ܐܩܦ ܐܢܘܢ ܠܟ ܘܥ�ܟ ܢܗܘܘܢ܂ ܛܪ ܐܢܘܢ 
 And when (a)“ .ܕܢܢܛܪܘܢܟ܂ ܘܡܡܐ ܕܐܬܬܥܝܪܬ ܗܢܘܢ ܢܗܘܘܢ ܠܟ ܪܢܝܐ
you go about, join them to you and let them be with you. (b) Keep them 
that they may keep you. (c) And when you wake up, they will be to you 
(as) a meditation.” s diverges from both m and G. s carries forward the 
plural of “my commandments” in 6:21. like G, s implicitly vocalizes 
 and adds “and let them be with you”—which might reflect תַּנְחֶהָ אִתָּךְ
אתך  is not represented. This must have been lost בשכבך m’s .ותהיה 
accidentally, in transmission or in translation, since the word is perti-

שָׁכְבְּךָ  ךְ בְּֽ ה אֹתָ֗ ךָ׃ 22 בְּהִתְהַלֶּכְךָ֙ ׀ תַּנְחֶ֬ ם עַל־גַּרְגְּרתֶֹֽ נְדֵ֗ יד עָ֝ תָמִ֑
צְוָה וְת֣וֹרָה א֑וֹר  י נֵ֣ר מִ֭ ךָ׃ 23 כִּ֤ יא תְשִׂיחֶֽ הֲקִיצ֗וֹתָ הִ֣ יךָ וַ֝ ר עָלֶ֑ תִּשְׁמֹ֣
ת  חֶלְקַ֗ ךָ⌉ מֵֽ שֶׁת ⌈רֵעֶ֑ שְׁמָרְךָ מֵאֵ֣ ר׃ 24 לִ֭ ים תּוֹכְח֥וֹת מוּסָֽ יִּ֗ רֶךְ חַ֝ וְדֶ֥
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nent to context: lying down and rising up. in 6:22c, s’s ܪܢܝܐ (“medita-
tion,” “object of meditation”) associates Hebrew תשיחך with one sense 
of שיח (“conversation,” “meditation”). tl: תיתדבר עמך (“it will accom-
pany” [lit. ‘be led’] with you”). tl realizes that there is only one verb in 
this clause but still assumes that אתך means “with you.” tZ תדבר עמך 
(“lead [her] with you”) adjusts to m’s תַּנְחֶה but still implicitly vocal-
izes ְאִתָּך (though the editor undoubtedly was working from a vocalized 
text). since tl is adjusting further to m, it is secondary. in any case, 
context and parallelism favor m’s vocalization.

6:23
G: (a) ὅτι λύχνος ἐντολὴ νόμου καὶ φῶς, (b) καὶ ὁδὸς ζωῆς ἔλεγχος καὶ 

παιδεία. “(a) For a commandment of law is a lamp and a light, (b) and 
reproof and instruction are the way of life.” The expected and natural 
translation of m is “For the precept is a lamp and the teaching a light, 
and the reproof of discipline is the way of life.” G construes the verse 
in a forced fashion. if retroverted precisely, G 6:23a would be נר  כי 
 but to retrovert to this would ,מצות תורה ואור ודרך חיים תוכחת ומוסר
require assuming a number of unmotivated variants. CsP suggests that 
the restructuring, especially in ἐντολὴ νόμου, is the translator’s attempt to 
make a clearer reference to the mosaic law. However, such an allusion 
could be seen in m, too, and subsequent Jewish interpreters did just that. 
van der louw (2007, 320) says that G reformulated the sentence in order 
to avoid an awkward literal translation: ὅτι λύχνος ἐντολὴ νόμου καὶ φῶς. 
However, the expected literal translation would be ὅτι λύχνος ἐντολὴ καὶ 
νόμος φῶς, which is a compound verbless sentence no more awkward 
than G’s 6:23a as it stands. The reasons for G’s variations from m in both 
parts of the sentence remain unclear.

ע [ רע‹ךָ› 6:24 (מ → כמ near haplog) (ܒܝܫܬܐ) m s רָ֑
Though m’s “woman of evil” is grammatically possible, this is not the 

way רַע is used elsewhere in Proverbs. we should read ָמאשת רֵעֶך; note 
the possessive pronoun in 6:29 and compare exod 20:17. The emenda-
tion provides a better parallel to נכריה. m’s vocalization would have been 
occasioned by the loss of כ by haplography with the similar-looking מ of 
the following word.

G: (a) τοῦ διαφυλάσσειν σε ἀπὸ γυναικὸς ὑπάνδρου (b) καὶ ἀπὸ διαβολῆς 
γλώσσης ἀλλοτρίας. “(a) to guard you from a married woman, (b) and 
from the slander of the tongue of a stranger.” G vocalizes ַמֵאֵשֶׁת רֵע (lit. 
“wife of neighbor”; cf. ּרֵעֵהו רָע in 6:29) rather than אֵשֶׁת   .lit) מֵאֵשֶׁת 
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“from a woman/wife of evil” = “from an evil woman/wife”). G’s vocaliza-
tion fits the context better, but a possessive is still needed.

G understands חלקת (“smoothness”) as διαβολῆς—slander rather 
than flattery or seduction. G is perhaps influenced by the homonym חלק 
“division” (van der louw 2007, 322). various idioms using חלק in regard 
to speech are associated with dishonesty (G-Ps 5:10; 12[G 11]:3, 4). in 
Prov 28:23, however, G uses λωσσοχαριτοῦντος (“flattering”).

s ܐܢܬܬܐ ܒܝܫܬܐ (“evil woman”) = m ≠ G. s also understands חלקת 
as slander (ܡܡܐܟܠ ܩܪܨܐ).

6:25
G: (a) μή σε νικήσῃ κάλλους ἐπιθυμία, (b) μηδὲ ἀγρευθῇς σοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς (c) 

μηδὲ συναρπασθῇς ἀπὸ τῶν αὐτῆς βλεφάρων [Gb s A mss; μηδὲ συναρπασάτω 
σε τοῖς βλεφάροῖς αὐτῆς Gv 252]. “(a) let not the desire of beauty over-
come you, (b) nor let yourself be caught by your eyes, (c) nor let yourself 
be seized by her eyelids [var: ‘nor let her catch you by her eyelids’].” in 
6:25a, G is deliberately paraphrastic. The Hebrew would have presented 
the translator with no difficulties. whereas m demands that the listener 
“not covet her beauty,” G assumes that the desire is a reality, and though 
you cannot prevent the feeling of desire, you can refuse to let it control 
your actions. similarly, the mekilta to exod 20:17 interprets the tenth 
commandment as prohibiting the carrying out of forbidden desires. G 
has “your eyes” in 6:25b because it is concerned with the male’s desire, as 
G 6:25a shows, rather than the woman’s wiles.

Although syrH gives 6:25b the obelos, it is more likely that 6:25b is oG 
and G 6:25c a later revision toward m (de lagarde), with συναρπασθῇς 
in diathesis. CsP believes that either the original translator or a later 
hand added 6:25c as an explication of the second line, but that is not 
what it does.

יהָ׃  חֲךָ֗ בְּעַפְעַפֶּֽ קָּֽ ךָ וְאַל־תִּ֝ ד יָ֭פְיָהּ בִּלְבָבֶ֑ לָשׁ֥וֹן נָכְרִיָּֽה׃ 25 אַל־תַּחְמֹ֣
ה  ישׁ נֶ֖פֶשׁ יְקָרָ֣ שֶׁת אִ֑ חֶם וְאֵ֥ ר לָ֥ ד־כִּכַּ֫ ה עַֽ ה זוֹנָ֗ י בְעַד־אִשָּׁ֥ 26 כִּ֤

א  ֹ֣ יו ל שׁ בְּחֵיק֑וֹ וּ֝בְגָדָ֗ ישׁ אֵ֬ ה אִ֓ תָצֽוּד׃  פ  27 הֲיַחְתֶּ֤
א תִכָּוֶֽינָה׃  ֹ֣ יו ל רַגְלָ֗ ים וְ֝ ישׁ עַל־הַגֶּחָלִ֑ פְנָה׃ 28 אִם־יְהַלֵּ֣ךְ אִ֭  תִשָּׂרַֽ

הּ׃ 30 לאֹ־יָב֣וּזוּ  עַ בָּֽ ל־הַנֹּגֵ֥ ה כָּֽ נָּקֶ֗ א יִ֝ ֹ֥ הוּ ל שֶׁת רֵעֵ֑ בָּא אֶל־אֵ֣ ן הַ֭ 29 כֵּ֗

יִם  נִמְצָא יְשַׁלֵּ֣ם שִׁבְעָתָ֑ ב׃ 31 וְ֭ י יִרְעָֽ פְשׁ֗וֹ כִּ֣ א נַ֝ י יִגְנ֑וֹב לְמַלֵּ֥ גַּנָּב כִּ֣ לַ֭
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s: ܘܠܡܐ ܬܫܒܝܟ ܒܥܝܢ̈ܝܗܿ.  ܘܠܡܐ ܬܬܨܝܕ  ܒܠܒܟ.  ܫܘܦܪܗܿ   ܠܡܐ ܬܪܓ 
 do not desire her beauty in your heart, (b) and let her not (a)“ .ܒܬܡܪ̈ܝܗܿ
trap you with her eyes, (c) and let her not capture you with her eyelids.” 
s again maneuvers between m and G. The second translation in 6:25c is 
based on the variant in Gv 252 = m (bHQ).

6:26
G: (a) τιμὴ γὰρ πόρνης ὅση καὶ ἑνὸς ἄρτου, (b) γυνὴ δὲ ἀνδρῶν τιμίας 

ψυχὰς ἀγρεύει. “(a) For the cost of a whore is as little as a loaf of bread, 
(b) but a woman of men hunts precious souls.” γυνὴ δὲ ἀνδρῶν is difficult. 
if translated “a woman of men” (van der louw 2007, 324; cf. sd), the 
phrase is peculiar; even more so Nets’s “a men’s lady.” still, it represents
 γυνή can refer to a married woman because the husband is .אשת איש
contextually present in 6:24.

s ܿܕܘܡܝܗ (“the likeness [of a harlot]”) should be emended to ܿܕܡܝܗ 
(“the price [of a harlot]”) (Pinkuss).

6:30
G: (a) οὐ θαυμαστὸν ἐὰν ἁλῷ τις κλέπτων, (b) κλέπτει γὰρ ἵνα ἐμπλήσῃ 

τὴν ψυχὴν πεινῶν [GA mss; var: πείνωσαν Gb s v]. “(a) it is not surprising if 
one who steals is caught, (b) for he steals in order to fill his soul, when 
he hungers [var: ‘when it (the soul) is hungry’].” “is caught” is imported 
from the next verse to improve the logic, since a thief must be caught 
before people take note of him. baumgartner postulates that G had כי 
-it is, however, the translator who is intro .כי יגנב a corruption of ,ילכד
ducing a moralism here. He adds the notion of the thief ’s being caught 
and changes the public’s lack of contempt into lack of surprise. G did not 
want to allow for the possibility that a thief could ever avoid capture and 
disgrace.

s follows G, with ܕܟܦܢܐ reflecting the variant πείνωσαν.

6:31
G: (a) ἐὰν δὲ ἁλῷ, ἀποτείσει ἑπταπλάσια, (b) καὶ πάντα τὰ ὑπάρχοντα 

αὐτοῦ δοὺς ῥύσεται ἑαυτόν. “(a) but if he is caught, he will repay seven-
fold, (b) and he will save himself by giving all his possessions.” m’s “all 
his wealth” was considered too grand for this context, so the translator 
rendered הון as “all his possessions” and dropped “his house” as (con-
sequently) redundant. G adds “will save himself ” to make the contrast 
with the adulterer explicit: the thief, but not the adulterer, can save his 
life (van der louw 2007, 334).
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6:32
G condenses this verse into a single stich and identifies the direct 

object of יעשנה as משחית/ἀπώλειαν rather than the act of adultery (van 
der louw 2007, 334). v = G.

6:34
According to van der louw (2007, 337–40), G 36:32–35 envisions a 

trial before a formal court—a κρίσις rather than נקם—that punishes the 
adulterer but does not kill him. even if the trial itself could be settled 
by compensation (unlike in m), the husband’s wrath would never be 
assuaged.

7:1 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (1a) (elab)

7:1a
G: (a) υἱέ, τίμα τὸν κύριον, καὶ ἰσχύσεις, (b) πλὴν δὲ αὐτοῦ μὴ φοβοῦ 

ἄλλον. “(a) son, honor the lord and you will be strong, (b) and besides 
him fear no other.” This addition interrupts the exhortation with an 
irrelevant thought and is secondary. Notably, m-Proverbs never men-
tions the possibility of worshiping other gods. The elaboration may have 
been introduced in Greek or Hebrew, perhaps as וחזק יהוה  את   כבד 
-The idea is frequently expressed, but see espe .ומבלעדיו אל תירא אחר
cially isa 44:8 for the sentiment.

7:2
For m ותורתי in 7:2b, G has τοὺς δὲ ἐμοὺς λόγους (“my words”), as in 

4:10. This is a synonym variant that could occur in either the Greek or 
the Hebrew (as דברי or אמרי); cf. 3:1b.

פְשׁ֗וֹ ה֣וּא  ית נַ֝ שְׁחִ֥ ה חֲסַר־לֵ֑ב מַֽ ף אִשָּׁ֣ ן׃ 32 נֹאֵ֣ אֶת־כָּל־ה֖וֹן בֵּית֣וֹ יִתֵּֽ
ה  י־קִנְאָ֥ ה׃ 34 כִּֽ א תִמָּחֶֽ ֹ֣ חֶרְפָּת֗וֹ ל א וְ֝ ֽגַע־וְקָל֥וֹן יִמְצָ֑ נָּה׃ 33 נֶֽ יַעֲשֶֽׂ
א־ ֹֽ פֶר וְל ם׃ 35 לאֹ־יִ֭שָּׂא פְּנֵי֣ כָל־כֹּ֑ חְמ֗וֹל בְּי֣וֹם נָָקָֽ א־יַ֝ ֹֽ בֶר וְל חֲמַת־גָּ֑
י  י וּ֝מִצְוֹתַ֗ ר אֲמָרָ֑ נִי שְׁמֹ֣ חַד׃  פ  7:1 בְּ֭ י תַרְבֶּה־שֹֽׁ ה כִּ֣ אבֶ֗ ֹ֝ י

ם  י כְּאִישׁ֥וֹן עֵינֶיֽךָ׃ 3 קָשְׁרֵ֥ י וֶחְיֵה֑ וְ֝תוֹרָתִ֗ ר מִצְוֹתַ֣ ךְ׃ 2 שְׁמֹ֣ ן אִתָּֽ תִּצְפֹּ֥
תְּ  תִי אָ֑ חָכְמָה אֲחֹ֣ ר לַֽ ךָ׃ 4 אֱמֹ֣ ם עַל־ל֥וּחַ לִבֶּֽ תְבֵ֗ יךָ כָּ֝ עַל־אֶצְבְּעתֶֹ֑

יהָ  ה אֲמָרֶ֥ נָּכְרִיָּ֗ ה מִ֝ ה זָרָ֑ שְׁמָרְךָ מֵאִשָּׁ֣ א׃ 5 לִ֭ ע לַבִּינָ֥ה תִקְרָֽ וּ֝מֹדָ֗
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7:3
instead of “on your fingers,” s has ܒܨܘܪܟ (“on your neck”), assimilat-

ing to 3:3b, because “neck” is used in similar imagery in 3:22 and 6:21.

7:5
G (continuing 7:4): (a) ἵνα σε τηρήσῃ ἀπὸ γυναικὸς ἀλλοτρίας καὶ 

πονηρᾶς, (b) ἐάν σε λόγοις τοῖς πρὸς χάριν ἐμβάληται. “(a) so that it may 
keep you from a woman strange and wicked, (b) if she should assail you 
by words (meant) to charm.” since G does not have a distinct equivalent 
for נכריה, it avoids repetition of ἀλλοτρίας by replacing it with a modifier 
that underscores the woman’s corruption: καὶ πονηρᾶς. (נכריה is handled 
in various ways, with ἀλλότρια // ἀλλότρια only in 23:27.) G paraphrases 
7:5b, emphasizing that the woman’s smooth words are really an assault. 
The same sentence is handled very differently in 2:16b.

7:6–17
G: The scene of the strange woman in Prov 7 is conceived differently 

in G. many differences from m, especially in 7:6–17, stem from the 
translator’s notion that it is the strange woman, not the male teacher 
(the father), who is looking out the window. The woman in G’s scene 
goes forth from her house (though this is not stated) and meets the pass-
erby in 7:10.

G. boström (1935, 120–23) proposes that the woman looking out the 
window is Aphrodite Parakyptousa, the Aphrodite who leans out the 
window. in fact, the woman is not that goddess—isn’t even modeled 
on her—for the speaker in G 7:6–17 is hidden behind a lattice and is 
not on view to passersby. boström believes that G preserves elements 
of the original text, while m was changed for the sake of discretion, to 
avoid revealing the strange woman as the Aphrodite figure. (boström 
makes several emendations to achieve this effect.) but if the author was 
warning against the Aphrodite cult, why would later scribes obscure the 
danger it presents?

Few of G’s divergences here can be ascribed to textual processes; in 
any case, variants are very hard to recover because of the paraphrastic 
nature of the translation in this passage. G’s interpretation of the chapter 
is discussed in detail in AbP 1.403–6.

s: Throughout this section s shows strong G influence but differs in 
many particulars. in spite of having recourse to m, s has the woman 
looking through the window in 7:6–8. t, as usual, uses s as the basis and 
adjusts toward m, in this case restoring the first-person narrator. v does 
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the same. For the details of this adaptation see AbP ad loc. since this 
section is tightly knit, i will translate all of G to provide context. Note 
that sentences often continue from one verse to the next.

7:6
G: (a) ἀπὸ γὰρ θυρίδος ἐκ τοῦ οἴκου αὐτῆς (b) εἰς τὰς πλατείας 

παρακύπτουσα. “(a) For from the window, out of her house, (b) she peers 
onto the plazas.” G defines the perspective as the strange woman’s.

s: ܡܛܠ ܕܡܢ ܟܘܬܐ ܕܒܝܬܗܿ ܘܡܢ ܟܣܣܛܪܘܢ ܐܕܝܩܬ. “For from the 
window of her house and from the balcony she looked out.” (ܟܣܣܛܪܘܢ 
can mean “upper room” as well as “balcony.”)

7:8
G: (a) παραπορευόμενον παρὰ γωνίαν ἐν διόδοις οἴκων αὐτῆς. “Passing by 

the corner on the thoroughfares of her houses.” The plural “her houses” 
is used of the woman’s dwelling in 5:8 and of the domain of the woman 
of strength in 31:27, in reference to a stately residential complex. G con-
denses the verse and collapses the parallelism. G does not recognize 
the suffix on the unusual ּפִּנָּה (on which see GKC §91e, though GKC is 
uncertain on the point). יצעד (m 7:8b) is used in the next sentence (and 
subsequently corrupted).

s (continuing 7:7): ܿܕܥܒܪܝܢ ܒܫܘܩܐ. ܥܠ ܓܢܒ ܙܘܝܬ̈ܐ ܕܫܒܝ̈ܠܝ ܒܝܬܗ. 
“who pass in the street at the corners of the paths.” s also joins יצעד to 
the next sentence, though it handles this verse very differently from G 
and assumes that the text continues to describe the plurality of youths 
mentioned in 7:7.

רֶב [ ›בַּעֲרבֹ‹ 7:9 (vocal) (ܒ�ܥܪ̈ܒܝ) m G (ἑσπερινῷ) s בְּעֶ֥
G: (a) καὶ λαλοῦντα [corr: ἀλύοντα] ἐν σκότει ἑσπερινῷ, (b) ἡνίκα ἂν 

ἡσυχία νυκτερινὴ ᾖ καὶ γνοφώδης. “(a) And speaking [corr: “wandering”] 

ם  רֶא בַפְּתָאיִ֗ פְתִּי׃ 7 וָאֵ֤ י נִשְָׁקָֽ ד אֶשְׁנַבִּ֣ י בְּעַ֖ י בְּחַלּ֣וֹן בֵּיתִ֑ יקָה׃ 6 כִּ֭ הֶחֱלִֽ
הּ  רֶךְ בֵּיתָ֣ צֶל פִּנָּ֑הּ וְדֶ֖ שּׁוּק אֵ֣ ר בַּ֭ ב׃ 8 עבֵֹ֣ ים נַעַ֣ר חֲסַר־לֵֽ ינָה בַבָּנִ֗ בִ֤ אָ֘
שָּׁה  ה׃ 10 וְהִנֵּה֣ אִ֭ יְלָה וַאֲפֵלָֽ ב⌉ י֑וֹם בְּאִישׁ֥וֹן לַ֗ ד׃ 9 בְּנֶשֶֽׁף־⌈בַּעֲרֹ֥ יִצְעָֽ
הּ לאֹ־ בֵיתָ֗ רֶת בְּ֝ יא וְסֹרָ֑ רַת לֵֽב׃ 11 הֹמִיָּה֣ הִ֣ ה וּנְצֻ֥ ית ז֝וֹנָ֗ לִקְרָאת֑וֹ שִׁ֥

צֶל כָּל־פִּנָּה֣ תֶאֱרֽבֹ׃  עַם בָּרְחֹב֑וֹת וְאֵ֖ עַם ׀ בַּח֗וּץ פַּ֥ יהָ׃ 12 פַּ֤ יִשְׁכְּנ֥וּ רַגְלֶֽ
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in the evening darkness, (b) when (there is) nocturnal silence and dark-
ness.”

According to bHQ, λαλοῦντα is used for variety. However, that verb 
is a masculine accusative participle and would refer to the object of 
the woman’s “seeing” in 7:7, namely, the boy. This makes it appear that 
he is speaking, though his words are not quoted and have no further 
relevance. He is not “conversing” (Nets) or “calling,” “uttering a cry” 
(bHQ). instead, we should emend to  ἀλύοντα (“be fretful, distraught,” 
Jäger). This renders יצעד  in a way that suggests the woman’s agitation.

m’s vocalization בְּעֶרֶב יוֹם (an unparalleled phrase) means “at the eve-
ning of day.” A more natural vocalization is בַּעֲרבֹ יוֹם (lit. “when the day 
was becoming evening”). For the locution, see Judg 19:9.

7:10
G: (a) ἡ δὲ γυνὴ συναντᾷ αὐτῷ, εἶδος ἔχουσα πορνικόν, (b) ἣ ποιεῖ νέων 

ἐξίπτασθαι καρδίας. “(a) The woman meets him, having a whorish 
appearance, (b) which makes the hearts of youths fly off.” G 7:10b is a 
guess at ונצרת לב (actually, “guarded of heart”). The translator probably 
found the phrase illogical because “guarding” (נצר) one’s heart should 
be a virtue (4:23). ἐξίπτασθαι = ἐκπέτασθαι (“fly away,” “flee”). For the 
youths’ hearts to fly off means that they lose all sense.

s: ܘܢܦܩܬ ܐܢܬܬܐ ܠܡܐܘܪܥܗ ܒܐܣܟܝ�ܡܐ ܕܙܢܝܬܐ. ܕܡܦܪܕܐ ܠܒܗܘܢ 
 And a woman comes out to meet him, in the appearance (a)“ .ܕܥ̈ܠܝ�ܡܐ
of a harlot, (b) who [or ‘which’] makes the heart of youths flee.” s follows 
G’s guess, with no reference to m. ܡܦܪܕܐ (“scatters” or “disturbs”) is 
an interpretation of the hapax ἐξίπτασθαι, not a rendering of נצרת. The 
phrase ܦܪܕ ܠܒܐ occurs also in s 22:15; see the comment. t ≈ s. saʿadia 
translates the verse similarly (as noted by bHQ), but this comes via t.

7:12
G: (a) χρόνον γάρ τινα ἔξω ῥέμβεται, (b) χρόνον δὲ ἐν πλατείαις παρὰ 

πᾶσαν γωνίαν ἐνεδρεύει. “(a) For sometimes she roams outside, (b) and 
sometimes in the plazas, next to every corner she lies in wait.” ῥέμβεται 
(“roams”) provides a verb for the first two phrases in order to explain 
what the woman does “outside” and “in the plazas,” thereby making it 
clear that she does not lie in wait there but only near the corners. This 
modification is typical of G’s “interpretive” translation technique: not 
introducing notable theological shifts, but rather subtly tweaking and 
disambiguating the Hebrew text in order to bring to view what, in the 
translator’s view, is truly present.
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s follows G but omits “every” because, logically, the woman cannot lie 
in wait at every corner. tl seems to be dealing with the same problem 
differently, translating not simply “at every corner” but כל פנתא דיאיא 
(“at every suitable corner”) ≈ tZ.

7:13
G: (a) εἶτα ἐπιλαβομένη ἐφίλησεν αὐτόν, (b) ἀναιδεῖ δὲ προσώπῳ 

προσεῖπεν αὐτῷ. “(a) Then she seized and kissed him, (b) and with a 
shameless face she spoke out to him.”

7:14
G: (a) Θυσία εἰρηνική μοί ἐστιν, (b) σήμερον ἀποδίδωμι τὰς εὐχάς μου. 

“(a) i have a peace offering; (b) today i pay my vows.” The present tense 
indicates that she is about to bring the offerings.

s omits עלי.

7:15
G: (a) ἕνεκα τούτου ἐξῆλθον εἰς συνάντησίν σοι, (b) ποθοῦσα τὸ σὸν 

πρόσωπον εὕρηκά σε. “(a) For this reason i went forth to an encounter 
with you. (b) longing for your face, i found you.” G has a bipartite struc-
ture lacking in m.

s: ܡܛܘܠ ܗܢܐ ܢܦܩܬ ܠܡܐܘܪܥܟ. ܕܡܣܟܝܐ ܗܘܝܬ ܠ�ܚܙܝܟ ܘܐܫܟܚܬܟ. 
“(a) For this (reason) i went out to meet you, (b) for i was expecting to 
see you, and i found you.” s also creates a bipartite verse.

t 7:15b: “for i was expecting to perceive [לרגשא] (you) and i said, 
i will guide you [אידברינך].” t presents the woman as an alternative 
teacher who will lead the youth away from wisdom.

ים  י שְׁלָמִ֣ אמַר לֽוֹ׃ 14 זִבְחֵ֣ ֹ֣ יהָ וַתּ נֶ֗ זָה פָ֝ 13 וְהֶחֱזִ֣יקָה בּ֖וֹ וְנָשְׁ֣קָה־לּ֑וֹ הֵעֵ֥

יךָ  נֶ֗ ר פָּ֝ ךָ לְשַׁחֵ֥ ן יָצָ֣אתִי לִקְרָאתֶ֑ י׃ 15 עַל־כֵּ֭ מְתִּי נְדָרָֽ יּ֗וֹם שִׁלַּ֥ י הַ֝ עָלָ֑
יִם׃ 17 נַ֥פְתִּי  טֻב֗וֹת אֵט֥וּן מִצְרָֽ י חֲ֝ דְתִּי עַרְשִׂ֑ רְבַדִּים רָבַ֣ ךָּ׃ 16 מַ֭ וָאֶמְצָאֶֽ
ה  תְעַלְּסָ֗ קֶר נִ֝ דִים עַד־הַבֹּ֑ ה נִרְוֶה֣ דֹ֭ ים וְקִנָּמֽוֹן׃ 18 לְכָ֤ הָלִ֗ ר אֲ֝ י מֹ֥ מִשְׁכָּבִ֑

רוֹר־ רֶךְ מֵרָחֽוֹק׃ 20 צְֽ ךְ בְּדֶ֣ לַ֗ ישׁ בְּבֵית֑וֹ הָ֝ ין הָאִ֣ י אֵ֣ ים׃ 19 כִּ֤ בָּאֳהָבִֽ
הּ  ב לִקְחָ֑ טַּתּוּ בְּרֹ֣ א בֵיתֽוֹ׃ 21 הִ֭ ֹ֥ סֶא יָב כֵּ֗ ח בְּיָד֑וֹ לְי֥וֹם הַ֝ כֶּסֶף לָָקַ֣ הַ֭
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7:16
G: (a) κειρίαις τέτακα τὴν κλίνην μου, (b) ἀμφιτάποις δὲ ἔστρωκα τοῖς 

ἀπ’ Αἰγύπτου. “(a) i have covered my bed with bedclothes, (b) and i 
have spread (it) with double-linens from egypt.” G’s ἔστρωκα (“I have 
spread”) does not represent הִטִּיתִי (bHs et al.). הטיתי is unlike m graph-
ically, and הטה is not rendered by στρωννύειν elsewhere. G is an attempt 
to make sense of the hapax חטבות with the aid of the parallel רבדתי. s’s 
.G = (”i have spread it“) ܩܪܡܬܗܿ

7:17
G: (a) διέρραγκα τὴν κοίτην μου κρόκῳ, (b) τὸν δὲ οἶκόν μου κινναμώμῳ. 

“(a) i have sprinkled my bed with saffron, (b) my house with cinnamon.” 
The translator, thinking that אהלים (actually: “aloes”) means “tents,” and 
knowing that the woman does not live in one, translates it as “house” (as 
happens also in G-Gen 9:21, 27; 31:33; etc.) and ignores the plural for 
the sake of tighter parallelism with τὴν κοίτην μου.

7:18
G: (a) ἐλθὲ καὶ ἀπολαύσωμεν φιλίας ἕως ὄρθρου, (b) δεῦρο καὶ 

ἐγκυλισθῶμεν ἔρωτι. “(a) Come and let us delight ourselves with love-
making till morning; (b) come and let us roll up in love.” εγκυλίειν has 
the abstract sense of “be involved in,” but the etymological connotation 
of physically rolling is vividly germane here. עלס is not understood thus 
elsewhere (see Job 20:18; 39:13), nor is the cognate עלץ.

v translates דדים as uberibus (“breasts”). α′, σ′, and θ′ have τιτθῶν; cf. the 
comment on 5:19. s understands it, correctly, as ܪܚ�ܬܐ (love-making).

7:20
G: (a) ἔνδεσμον ἀργυρίου λαβὼν ἐν χειρὶ αὐτοῦ, (b) δι’ ἡμερῶν πολλῶν 

ἐπανήξει εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ. “(a) He has taken a bag of silver in his hand; 
(b) after many days he will come back to his home.” G’s “after many days” 
is a contextual guess for the rare כסא. α′, correctly: εἰς ἡμέραν πανσελήνου 
(“at the day of the full moon”).v in die plenae lunae.

s ܘܠܝ̈ܘܡܬܐ ܗܘ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ (“and after many days”) = G. s chooses to 
imitate G, though it is likely that he knew the meaning of כסא/כסה, 
because syriac has the exact cognate, and it is used to translate כסה (= 
 was active in the syriac lexicon and used even in ܟܣܐܐ .in Ps 81:4 (כסא
verses where Hebrew כסא does not appear (1 Kgs 12:32, 33; 2 Chr 7:10; 
esth 9:21).
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7:21
G: (a) ἀπεπλάνησεν δὲ αὐτὸν πολλῇ ὁμιλίᾳ, (b) βρόχοις τε τοῖς ἀπὸ χειλέων 

ἐξώκειλεν αὐτόν. “(a) she led him astray by much conversation, (b) and 
by snares from (her) lips she drove him aground.” (ὁμιλία can also mean 
“instruction.”) G replaces the benign-sounding חלק (“smoothness”) 
with the scarier image of traps, perhaps influenced by the imagery (but 
not the wording) of 6:2. The translator had already eliminated smooth-
ness of speech from the woman’s features in 7:5. The motif of the seduc-
tress’s smooth speech is lacking also in G 2:16. it seems that the transla-
tor thought that verbal smoothness was not an unambiguous indicator 
of danger and deceit, because mellifluous rhetoric can be a worthy talent.

בַח [mA טֶבַח 7:22 (טַ → טֶ graph) ml טָ֣
כֶס [ ›וּכְעָכסֹ‹ m (vocal) וּ֝כְעֶ֗
ר [ (ܠܡܐܣܘܪܐ) G (ἐπὶ δεσμούς) s *מוֹסֵר m (vocal) מוּסַ֥
יל M [ (in s 23 ܐܝܠܡܐ) G (ἔλαφος in G 23) s *איל  ,וי → י near dittog) אֱוִֽ
context)

m is incomprehensible. The various attempts to translate without 
emendation are along the lines of the KJv: “or as a fool to the correc-
tion of the stocks.” david Qimḥi and other traditional commentators 
paraphrase: as they bring a fool running to prison and put him in chains 
 but all such proposals are unwarranted by the Hebrew. Following .[עכס]
a widely accepted emendation, supported by G, we can translate “like a 
stag [איל] bounding [ֹוּכְעָכס] to bonds [מוֹסֵר].” This is in harmony with 
the other similes. For עכס meaning “prancing” or the like, see isa 3:16.

G: (a) ὁ δὲ ἐπηκολούθησεν αὐτῇ κεπφωθείς, (b) ὥσπερ δὲ βοῦς ἐπὶ 
σφαγὴν ἄγεται (c) καὶ ὥσπερ κύων ἐπὶ δεσμοὺς. “(a) And he followed her, 
begulled, (b) as an ox is led to slaughter, (c) and as a dog to bonds.” G 
resulted from m by the following steps:

(1) κεπφωθείς for פתאם (“suddenly”): The κέπθφος is a pigeon or 
seagull, so english “be gulled” works precisely. to arrive at this sense, 
the translator probably associated פתאם (whose meaning he knew; see 
6:12) with פתאים (“callowness,” “naiveté”) and translated it by an elegant 

שׁוֹר אֶל־⌈טֶבַח⌉  ם כְּ֭ תְאֹ֥ יהָ פִּ֫ ךְ אַחֲרֶ֗ נּוּ׃ 22 ה֤וֹלֵ֥ יהָ תַּדִּיחֶֽ פָתֶ֗ לֶק שְׂ֝ בְּחֵ֥
א־ ֹֽ ח וְל ר צִפּ֣וֹר אֶל־פָּ֑ יָב֑וֹא ⌈וּכְעָכסֹ⌉ אֶל־⌈מוֹסֵר אַיָּֽל⌉׃ 23 ⌈ ⌉ כְּמַהֵ֣
ה  י־בְנַפְשׁ֥וֹ הוּא ⌈עַד יְפַלַּח חֵץ כְּבֵדֽוֹ⌉׃  פ  24 וְעַתָּ֣ ע כִּֽ דַ֗ יָ֝
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word that suggests the youth is as naive as a bird. For this motif, see the 
next verse and Prov 1:17; Hos 7:11; and Qoh 9:12.

(2) ὥσπερ κύων ἐπὶ δεσμούς: For the obscure עכס, the translator substi-
tuted a Greek cliché, “a dog to bonds” (Gerleman 1956, 33). ἐπὶ δεσμούς 
implicitly vocalizes מוֹסֵר (“bond”; cf. isa 28:22; 52:2; Ps 116:16).

(3) ἔλαφος (G 7:23): G read איל (“stag”) for m’s אויל (“fool”) and 
spliced it, in violation of the syntax, to 7:23. m’s vocalization מוּסַר and 
the change from איל to אויל, though probably accidental, were induced 
also by the context: The entire chapter describes a fool and speaks of the 
“discipline” he undergoes.

s: ܘܗܘ ܐܙܠ ܗܘܐ ܒܬܪܗܿ ܐܝܟ ܫܒܪܐ. ܘܐܝܟ ܬܘܪܐ ܕܐܙܠ ܠܘܬ 
-And he went after her like a sim (a)“ .ܛܒܚܐ. ܘܐܝܟ ܟܠܒܐ ܠܡܐܣܘܪܐ
pleton (b) and like an ox who goes toward slaughter, (c) and like a dog 
to bonds.” where m and G diverge, s basically follows G. s associates 
 as “and like a dog,” which could only וכעכס translates ,פתי with פתאם
have come from G, and attaches (איל →) אויל to the next verse. ܐܝܠܡܐ 
= ἔλαφος.

For the verse as a whole, see the comment after 7:23.

בֵד֗וֹ [ transp to end of 7:23 ‹עד יפלח חץ כבדו› 7:23 ץ כְּֽ ח חֵ֡ ד יְפַלַּ֪  m init עַ֤
(displ; accents)

G (continuing 7:22): (a) ἢ ὡς ἔλαφος τοξεύματι πεπληγὼς εἰς τὸ ἧπαρ, 
(b) σπεύδει δὲ ὥσπερ ὄρνεον εἰς παγίδα. (c) οὐκ εἰδὼς ὅτι περὶ ψυχῆς τρέχει. 
“(a) or as a stag struck by an arrow in the liver. (b) And he hurries as a 
bird to a snare, (c) not knowing that he runs for [= at the cost of] life.”

As noted, G reads איל and attaches it to the following 7:23. s’s ܐܝܠܡܐ 
supports this reading. to make sense of the impossible syntax that 
resulted when איל was removed from 7:22, G turned 7:23b into the main 
clause. in 7:23c, τρέχει (“runs”) was added to provide a verb for the indef-
inite “he” (m הוא) at the end of the verse.

The three stichoi in 7:23 are out of order. verse 23a interrupts the 
sequence of three similes. Also, if the stag (the proposed original read-
ing) is killed by an arrow, the trap and bonds are irrelevant. moreover, a 
trapped stag would be butchered by a knife, not an arrow. or, if we stick 
with m, the comparison between a fool going to his punishment (7:22c) 
until (sic!) he is killed by an arrow (7:23a), on the one hand, and a bird 
hurrying to a trap (7:23b), on the other, is awkward and hardly mean-
ingful. meinhold suggests that 7:23a is a later interpolation, though it 
is hard to see why the interpolator would have considered it helpful. 
it is likely that 7:23a was displaced from the end of verse 23, which is 



7:24–8:3 Proverbs  148

its natural place (Hitzig 1858; delitzsch 1874–75; and others). when 
7:23a is moved to the end of 7:23, the verse effectively culminates in the 
youth’s death, pictured in a dramatic image. other tropes for the death 
of fools are a storm (1:27), a sword (5:4), and ropes (5:22). by the above-
suggested changes, 7:22–23 should be read:

הולך אחריה פתאם
כשור אל טבח יבוא
וכעכס אל מוסר איל
כמהר צפור אל פח

ולא ידע כי בנפשו הוא
עד יפלח חץ כבדו

22 impulsively he follows her,
 like an ox going to slaughter,
 like a stag bounding to bonds,
23b like a bird rushing to a trap.
23c He wasn’t aware that he’d pay with his life—
23a till an arrow split his liver.

The masoretic accent scheme does not apply to the rearranged verses.

7:24
G adjusts m’s “sons” to “son” for the sake of consistency, as in 5:7 and 

8:32.

7:25
oG lacks 7:25b. Apparently the translator (or copyist) was misled by 

the repeated אל into thinking that he had already translated (or copied) 
that sentence. it is restored in Hexaplaric manuscripts (according to 
syrH, from θ′) and present in the other versions.

ךָ  י׃ 25 אַל־יֵשְׂ֣טְ אֶל־דְּרָכֶ֣יהָ לִבֶּ֑ יבוּ לְאִמְרֵי־פִֽ הַקְשִׁ֗ י וְ֝ נִים שִׁמְעוּ־לִ֑ בָ֭
ים כָּל־ עֲצֻמִ֗ ילָה וַ֝ ים הִפִּ֑ ים חֲלָלִ֣ י־רַבִּ֣ יהָ׃ 26 כִּֽ תַע בִּנְתִיבוֹתֶֽ אַל־תֵּ֝

וֶת׃  פ   רְד֗וֹת אֶל־חַדְרֵי־מָֽ הּ יֹ֝  הֲרֻגֶֽיהָ׃ 27 דַּרְכֵ֣י שְׁא֣וֹל בֵּיתָ֑
ים עֲלֵי־ הּ׃ 2 בְּראֹשׁ־מְרוֹמִ֥ ן קוֹלָֽ ה תִּתֵּ֥ א וּ֝תְבוּנָ֗ ה תִקְרָ֑ א־חָכְמָ֥ ֹֽ 8:1 הֲל

ים  רֶת מְב֖וֹא פְתָחִ֣ ים לְפִי־קָ֑ בָה׃ 3 לְיַד־שְׁעָרִ֥ ית נְתִיב֣וֹת נִצָּֽ רֶךְ בֵּ֖ דָ֑
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7:27
As in 5:5, G parses ירדות as a causative: κατάγουσαι (“lead down”).
s: ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܐ ܕܒܝܬܗܿ ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܐ ܐܢܝ̈ܢ ܕܫܝܘܠ܂ ܕܢܚ̈ܬܢ ܠܬܘ̈ܢܐ ܕܡܘܬܐ. 

“(a) The ways of her house are the ways of sheol, (b) which go down 
to the chambers of death.” The first “ways” smoothes out the awkward 
predication (the Hebrew means, lit., “her house is the ways, etc.”). 
This may have happened in Hebrew transmission, producing נתיבות 
,ביתה  hence “The paths of [i.e., “to”] her house are the ways of [i.e., 
‘to’] sheol.” A conjectural emendation worth considering, which takes 
its start from this retroversion, is דרכי שאול נתיבותיה (“her paths are 
the ways to sheol”). This is a clearer image than m’s “her house is the 
ways to death” (although the latter is defended in AbP); see the com-
ment on 2:18.

8:1
G: (a) Σὺ τὴν σοφίαν κηρύξεις, (b) ἵνα φρόνησίς σοι ὑπακούσῃ. “(a) you 

[sg] shall call wisdom, (b) so that prudence may respond to you.” The 
translator misconstrued תקרא as second person. Consequently, the 
audience of chapter 8 becomes the youth who is addressed in chapter 
7. in 8:1b, G’s “respond to you” for m’s more indefinite “gives forth her 
voice” is influenced by the mutuality formula of 8:17: “i love those who 
love me, and those who seek me find me.”

s: ܢܥܢܝܟ  For this reason call“ .ܡܛܠ ܗܢܐ ܚܟ�ܬܐ ܐܟܪܙ ܘܣܘܟܠܡܐ 
wisdom, and understanding will answer you.” s follows G closely. (s’s 
Greek text read διο σὺ τὴν σοφίαν κηρύξον, with a number of G mss, 
including G23 147 157 1089.) s also connects the verse to the preceding 
chapter. The conjunction of purpose in s and the cited G mss (also 
the Armenian) makes the call to lady wisdom into a rejection of the 
strange woman’s appeal.

8:2
G: (a) ἐπὶ γὰρ τῶν ὑψηλῶν ἄκρων ἐστίν, (b) ἀνὰ μέσον δὲ τῶν τρίβων 

ἕστηκεν. “(a) For she is upon the high heights, (b) and stands between 
the roads.” G omits עלי דרך, perhaps by condensation with נתיבות (with 
τῶν τρίβων representing עלי דרך as well as נתיבות). G, s, v, and t cor-
rectly parse בית as Aramaic “between.”

s adds ܚܟ�ܬܐ (“wisdom”) as the subject in 8:2a for clarity and trans-
poses עלי דרך with בית נתיבות for no apparent reason.
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8:3
G: (a) παρὰ γὰρ πύλαις δυναστῶν παρεδρεύει, (b) ἐν δὲ εἰσόδοις ὑμνεῖται. 

“(a) For by the gates of the princes she sits; (b) in the entrances she 
praises herself.” G 8:3a = 1:21b; 8:3b ≈ 1:20a.

The puzzling δυναστῶν for שערים (subsequently taken into 1:21b) 
apparently represents שרים, either in writing or in the translator’s inter-
pretation. The first could occur by near haplography ר → ער in the 
archaic script. on the similarity of these letters, see the comment on 
6:16. Alternatively, “princes” may have seemed appropriate in this chap-
ter, because they are said to rule by wisdom in 8:15 and should be part of 
wisdom’s explicit audience.

The unfamiliar קרת is ignored. This word is handled differently at 
each occurrence (8:3; 9:3, 14; 11:11); see de waard 2006, 262–64.

s ܩܪܝܐ  לפי is a misunderstanding of (”calls by her mouth“) ܒܦܘܡܗܿ 
(actually “at the opening”) as if it meant “by [her] mouth.” s derives קרת 
from קרא, even though syriac has the cognate ܩܪܝܬܐ (abs ܩܪܐ) (“city”), 
a meaning recognized in 11:11a, where it is translated as ܡܕܝܢܬܐ. it 
is translated ܩܪܝܐ (“calls”) again in 9:14 (s 9:15) and Job 29:7 and by 
.in Prov 9:3 (”they say“) ܘܢܐܡܪܘܢ

8:4
G inserts καὶ προίεμαι (“and i send forth,” sc. “my voice”) before 8:4b 

for the sake of syntactic parallelism with “i call” in 8:4a.
s prefixes ܘܐܡܪܐ (“and she says”) to the verse to introduce wis-

dom’s words, because the translator does not understand (8:3) תרנה as 
a verbum dicendi.

8:5
For הבינו לב (lit. “understand heart”), G has ἔνθεσθε καρδίαν (“take in 

heart,” i.e., “absorb wisdom,” “become intelligent”). This is commonly 
assumed to represent הכינו לב (Jäger, de lagarde, bHs, etc.), but ἔνθεσθε 

ינוּ פְתָאיִם֣  ם׃ 5 הָבִ֣ י אֶל־בְּנֵי֥ אָדָֽ א וְ֝קוֹלִ֗ ים אֶקְרָ֑ תָּרֽנָֹּה׃ 4 אֲלֵיכֶ֣ם אִישִׁ֣
י  פָתַ֗ ח שְׂ֝ ר וּמִפְתַּ֥ ים אֲדַבֵּ֑ י־נְגִידִ֣ מְעוּ כִּֽ ינוּ לֵֽב׃ 6 שִׁ֭ ים הָבִ֥ ה וּ֝כְסִילִ֗ עָרְמָ֑
דֶק כָּל־ שַׁע׃ 8 בְּצֶ֥ י רֶֽ ת שְׂפָתַ֣ י וְתוֹעֲבַ֖ מֶת יֶהְגֶּה֣ חִכִּ֑ י־אֱ֭ ים׃ 7 כִּֽ מֵישָׁרִֽ

ים  ישָׁרִ֗ ין וִֽ כחִֹים לַמֵּבִ֑ שׁ׃ 9 כֻּלָּ֣ם נְ֭ ל וְעִקֵּֽ ם נִפְתָּ֥ הֶ֗ ין בָּ֝ י אֵ֥ אִמְרֵי־פִ֑
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(which means “place in,” “incorporate,” “instill”) is closer in sense to 
 cf. t. Naph. 2:2 and 3 macc 5:28, where the verb ;הכינו than to הבינו
means to implant something in the mind. G varies the verbs rather than 
repeating הבינו (mcKane).

s reformulates the difficult לב ܒܠܒܗܘܢ as הבינו   will“) ܢܣܬܟܠܘܢ 
understand [or ‘may they understand’] in their hearts”), again using a 
future for an imperative and making this a purpose clause dependent 
on the preceding. The result of this reformulation is that, unlike in m, 
wisdom does not speak to the foolish (who in any case would ignore her 
call) but addresses people in general.

8:6
G’s ἀνοίσω (“i will bring forth”) is a smoothing of the seemingly awk-

ward predication in m, שפתי  and the opening of my lips is“ ,ומפתח 
straight things”; compare the adjustment in G 6:34.

8:7
G: (a) ὅτι ἀλήθειαν μελετήσει ὁ φάρυγξ μου, (b) ἐβδελυγμένα δὲ ἐναντίον 

ἐμοῦ χείλη ψευδῆ. “(a) For my throat speaks truth, (b) and abominable 
before me are deceitful lips.” since G assumed that שפתי is a plural con-
struct (“lips of deceit” = “deceitful lips”), it was obliged to add “before 
me,” because “abomination is deceitful lips” would not make sense. G’s 
circumlocution “abominable before me” reduces anthropopathism when 
said of God and recalls Aramaic קדם (see on 3:32). Here it is applied to 
wisdom, as if she were a god.

s has ܦܘܡܝ (“my mouth”), the usual term for the organ of speech, for 
.(”my palate“) חכי

8:9
G’s ἐνώπια (“in front of ”) parses נכחים (actually, “honest”) as an adjec-

tive from the adverb נֹכַח (“before”).
s renders נכחים as ܓܠܝ̈ܢ (“are revealed”), working directly from the 

Hebrew text but taking exegetical guidance from G. s 8:9b reads ܘܬܪ̈ܨܝܢ 
 and they are straight to the one who“) ܐܢܝ̈ܢ ܠܡܐܝܢܐ ܕܨܒܐ ܠ�ܕܥ ܐܢܝ̈ܢ
wishes [var: “those who wish”] to know them”). This means that wis-
dom’s words are accessible to anyone desirous of wisdom and not only 
to the educated.
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י [ (מרדותא) tl (ܡܪܕܘܬܐ) G (παιδείαν) s *מוסר 8:10 -m v (discipli מוּסָרִ֥
nam meam) tZ (מרדותי) (near dittog יו → ו)
(נבחרבחר → נבחר dittog) G (ἀνθαιρεῖσθε) *בחר + [ m נבחר

G: (a) λάβετε παιδείαν καὶ μὴ ἀργύριον (b) καὶ γνῶσιν ὑπὲρ χρυσίον 
δεδοκιμασμένον. (c) ἀνθαιρεῖσθε δὲ αἴσθησιν χρυσίου καθαροῦ. “(a) take 
education and not silver, (b) and knowledge over tested gold. (c) And 
prefer knowledge to pure gold.”

The possessive of מוסרי is lacking in G, s, tl, and one ms Kr, but 
represented in v and tZ (the latter adjusting to m). since the very fre-
quent מוסר is not given the first-person suffix elsewhere in the bible, the 
.probably arose accidentally here, by near dittography י

in 8:10b, δεδοκιμασμένον = נִבְחָר, parsed—perhaps correctly—as an 
Aramaism, from בח"ר “assay.” G 8:10c = oG (de lagarde; Fritsche). 
Though absent in Gb s, G 8:10c is farther from m than is G 8:10b and 
shows a variant, בחר (parsed as impv). G 8:10b is likely a corrective addi-
tion. Actually, G 8:10c witnesses to both בחר (ἀνθαιρεῖσθε) and נבחר 
(καθαροῦ). The Greek words are not a double translation, since they fill 
different syntactic slots and presuppose different Hebrew words. Appar-
ently the source text read, awkwardly and erroneously, ודעת מחרוץ נבחר 
 it is also possible that the translator’s source text had one of the two .בחר
variants and he chose to combine it with another variant he was aware of.

s: ܩܒܠܘ ܡܪܕܘܬܐ ܘܠܡܐ ܟܣܦܐ. ܘܓܒܘ ܠܟܘܢ ܝܕܥܬܐ ܛܒ ܡܢ ܕܗܒܐ 
 take instruction and not silver, (b) and choose for yourselves (a)“ .ܣܢܝܢܐ
knowledge more than refined gold.” s 8:10b = G 8:10c.

8:11
s: ܡܛܠ ܕܛܒܐ ܗܝ ܚܟ�ܬܐ ܛܒ ܡܢ ܕܗܒܐ ܣܢܝܢܐ܂ ܘܛܒ ܡܢ ܟܐ̈ܦܐ 

 because wisdom is much better than (a)“ .ܛܒܬ̈ܐ܂ ܘܡܕܡ ܠܡܐ ܦܚܡ ܠܗܿ
refined gold (b) and better than fine stones, (c) and nothing is equal to it.” 
s begins with a doublet of 8:10b (“and knowledge is preferable to refined 
gold”) and entangles it with 8:11a (“for wisdom is better than rubies”). As 

ר׃  עַת מֵחָר֥וּץ נִבְחָֽ דַ֗ סֶף וְ֝ ר⌉ וְאַל־כָּ֑ עַת׃ 10 קְחֽוּ־⌈מוּסָ֥ צְאֵי דָֽ לְמֹ֣
נִי־ הּ׃ 12 אֲֽ שְׁווּ־בָֽ א יִֽ ֹ֣ ים ל פָצִ֗ כְמָה מִפְּנִינִי֑ם וְכָל־חֲ֝ ה חָ֭ י־טוֹבָ֣ 11 כִּֽ

את  ֹ֫ נ ת יְהוָה֮ שְֽׂ ֽרְאַ֣ א׃ 13 )יִֽ עַת מְזִמּ֣וֹת אֶמְצָֽ ה וְדַ֖ נְתִּי עָרְמָ֑ כְמָה שָׁכַ֣ חָ֭
צָה  י־עֵ֭ י תַהְפֻּכ֬וֹת שָׂנֵֽאתִי׃ 14 לִֽ ע( וּפִ֨ רֶךְ רָ֭ ה וְגָא֨וֹן ׀ וְדֶ֣ אָ֤ ע גֵּ֮ רָ֥

קְקוּ  ים יְחֹ֣ ים יִמְלֹ֑כוּ וְ֝רוֹזְנִ֗ י מְלָכִ֣ ה׃ 15 בִּ֭ י גְבוּרָֽ ה לִ֣ ינָ֗ וְתוּשִׁיָּה֑ אֲנִ֥י בִ֝
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it stands, s 8:10c (“and nothing equals it”) gives a reason, albeit tautolo-
gous, for s 8:10b. s diverges from both m and G in this verse.

8:12
G: (a) ἐγὼ ἡ σοφία κατεσκήνωσα βουλήν, (b) καὶ γνῶσιν καὶ ἔννοιαν ἐγὼ 

ἐπεκαλεσάμην. “(a) i, wisdom, inhabited counsel, (b) and i called upon 
knowledge and insight.” The aorists suggest that wisdom is speaking 
of the time she first inhabited these principles, rather than her ongoing 
proximity to them (though that too is undoubtedly true). similarly sir 
24:8, in dependence on the present passage, speaks of the moment when 
wisdom first inhabited Zion. ערמה, which is a morally neutral term for 
cleverness and cunning, is translated cautiously by βουλή, which usually 
refers to counsel put to proper uses. G’s ἐπεκαλεσάμην (“i have called 
upon”) is an explanatory rendering of אמצא, which might be thought to 
mean that wisdom once lacked these qualities.

v: intersum (“i am within”) = אֶמָּצֵא.
For שכנתי s has ܒܪܝܬ (“i created”), which is the source of tl ברית. A 

variant is ܩܢܝܬ (“i acquired,” “created”). both are puzzling.

m G s (add) יראת … רע 8:13
Prov 8:13a is probably a pietistic insertion intended to counterbal-

ance the possibly amoral overtones of cunning and shrewdness. The line 
interrupts the connection between verses 12 and 14, which speak of the 
excellence of wisdom, and has nothing to do with the rest of the chapter, 
which does not aim at inculcating the proper attitude toward God. see 
further AbP.

G: (a) φόβος κυρίου μισεῖ ἀδικίαν, (b) ὕβριν τε καὶ ὑπερηφανίαν καὶ ὁδοὺς 
πονηρῶν. (c) μεμίσηκα δὲ ἐγὼ διεστραμμένας ὁδοὺς κακῶν. “(a) The fear 
of the lord hates injustice, (b) insolence and arrogance and the ways of 
wicked people. (c) i hated the twisted ways of evildoers.” G construes 
 in G .(v odit ;ܣܢܝܐ similarly s) a feminine participle ,שָׂנֵאת as שנאת
8:13b, “way” is pluralized. in 8:13c, G has ὁδοὺς for פי. it seems that 
the translator is introducing the motif of the twisted path here, influ-
enced by the parallel ודרך. something similar happens in 11:20, where 
διεστραμμέναι ὁδοί renders עקשי לב.

8:14
G translates תושיה as ἀσφάλεια (“security”). G in general associates 

 not with intellectual faculties but with strength and firmness. For תושיה
 ܕܝܠܝ ܗܘ ܣܘܟܠܡܐ G’s ἐμὴ φρόνησις, s’s ,(”i am understanding“) אני בינה
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and v’s mea prudentia use the possessive (“mine is understanding”) in 
imitation of the parallel clauses.

דֶק [ (ܐܪܥܐ) mHilleli mss G (γῆς) s7h6 = os ארץ 8:16  .mA l edd s7a1 etc צֶֽ
v (iustitiam) (ideol) (ܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ)

G’s κρατοῦσι might seem to represent ישפטו (toy; bHs) or שפטו for 
m’s שפטי. v also has a verb—decernunt (“they discern”). it is more likely 
that G (followed by v) made שפטי into a verb to parallel ישרו. A verb 
in G’s source text would have required the absence of כל, but there is no 
reason to delete the word, and its presence is appropriate to the univer-
salizing thrust of the verse.

where ml, mA, and most other mss have צֶדֶק, there is evidence of 
another masoretic variant: ארץ. in ms rossi 314, an annotation assigns 
this reading to the important Hilleli Codex, of which now only the 
Pentateuch remains. it is also the reading in the second rabbinic bible 
(venice, 1525). This reading is confirmed by the fourteenth-century 
spanish commentator yosef Naḥmias. The medieval masoretic tractate 
minḥat shai, ad loc., testifies to the two ancient readings but prefers צדק 
(and see baer 1880, 36–37). This reading is also witnessed by many mss 
Kr (and even conflated in K 76). Thus ארץ is not an emendation to m.

 ,is witnessed by oG and os. (The variant in ms 7h6 is original ארץ
not an inexplicable adjustment to G. both ܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ and ܕܐܪܥܐ appear 
in seventh-century syriac mss.)

t צֶדֶק = תריצותא.
 is preferable from the literary standpoint because the parallel ארץ

words in 8:15–16 are not terms for righteous officeholders. The phrase 
//) and Ps 2:10 (רוזנים //) appears in isa 40:23 שופטי ארץ  and ,(מלכים 
the sequence with ארץ appears in Ps 148:11: מַלְכֵי־אֶרֶץ וְכָל־לְאֻמִּים שָׂרִים 
-by this variant, the verse attributes at least the possibil .וְכָל־שׁפְֹטֵי אָרֶץ
ity of wisdom to the gentile rulers (“by me princes rule, so also nobles, 
all the judges of the earth”). צדק is a deliberate substitution. while not 
explictly excluding the possibility of wise rulers among the nations, the 

י⌉  נִי ⌈אֹהֲבַ֣ רֶץ⌉׃ 17 אֲ֭ פְטֵי ⌈אָֽ ים כָּל־שֹׁ֥ רוּ וּ֝נְדִיבִ֗ ים יָשֹׂ֑ י שָׂרִ֣ דֶק׃ 16 בִּ֭ צֶֽ
ה׃  ק וּצְדָָקָֽ תֵ֗ י ה֥וֹן עָ֝ שֶׁר־וְכָב֥וֹד אִתִּ֑ נְנִי׃ 18 עֹֽ י יִמְצָאֻֽ ב וּ֝מְשַׁחֲרַ֗ אֵהָ֑
רַח־ ר׃( 20 בְּאֹֽ סֶף נִבְחָֽ י מִכֶּ֥ ז וּ֝תְבוּאָתִ֗ רְיִי מֵחָר֣וּץ ומִפָּ֑ 19 )ט֣וֹב פִּ֭

י ׀ יֵשׁ֑  יל אֹהֲבַ֥ ט׃ 21 לְהַנְחִ֖ ת֗וֹךְ נְתִיב֥וֹת מִשְׁפָּֽ ךְ בְּ֝ ה אֲהַלֵּ֑ צְדָָקָ֥
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later formulation allows itself to be understood as confined to israel-
ite rulers, or at least those of them who judge righteously. read with 
“judges of the earth,” the verse is in line with the universalistic perspec-
tive of the chapter, which tells of the creation of the world and describes 
how wisdom calls to all humanity and serves them all.

mK (unc) אהביה [ (ܪ̈ܚ�ܝ) mQ G (τοὺς ἐμὲ φιλοῦντας) s אהבי 8:17
The ketiv is a mechanical error and is impossible in context. (it would 

mean, “i [wisdom] love those who love her.” The cause of the error (+ 
.is unclear (ה

8:19 m G s (add)
(ו → 2י morK graph) morK פריו [ moc morQ פריי

The ketiv is a graphic error.
This verse was probably added as a pietistic precaution based on 

8:10 and, especially, 3:14, which has the same chiasm reversed. in m, 
wisdom takes a precautionary step away from her enthusiastic promise 
of material blessings to remind us (in an echo of 8:10) that wealth is 
still inferior to the fruits of wisdom. The latter are intellectual and ethi-
cal, not only material. but the antithesis between wisdom’s wealth and 
fruit is not really appropriate here, since wisdom has just declared that 
her fruits include wealth (8:18). moreover, the relative depreciation of 
wealth—though certainly consonant with the author’s beliefs—weakens 
the promise of affluence in the next verse.

G: (a) βέλτιον ἐμὲ καρπίζεσθαι ὑπὲρ χρυσίον καὶ λίθον τίμιον, (b) τὰ δὲ 
ἐμὰ γενήματα κρείσσω ἀργυρίου ἐκλεκτοῦ. “(a) better to enjoy (my) fruit 
than gold and precious stone, (b) and my produce is better than choice 
silver.” καρπίζεσθαι (“to enjoy [my] fruit”) and κρείσσω fill an ellipsis in 
each stich.

s’s ܕܗܒܐ ܣܢܝܢܐ (“refined gold”) combines חרוץ and פז.

8:20
A shewa missing in אֲהַלֵּך in ml is present in mA and my and is sup-

plied in the critical text.
G adds a verb, ἀναστρέφομαι (“i walk about”) at the end of 8:20b to 

eliminate an ellipsis and tighten the parallelism.

8:21 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (21a) (transition)
For m’s יש (“possessions” = G ὕπαρξιν), s has ܣܒܪܐ (“hope”) and tl 

has שניא סגיאתא (“many years”). both translations mute the material-
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ism of wisdom’s promises. G adds ἀγαθῶν (“with good things”) to the 
end of the verse for specificity.

8:21a
G: (a) ἐὰν ἀναγγείλω ὑμῖν τὰ καθ’ ἡμέραν γινόμενα, (b) μνημονεύσω τὰ 

ἐξ αἰῶνος ἀριθμῆσαι. “(a) if i tell you things that happen daily, (b) i shall 
(also) remember to recount things of old.” The prosaic insertion pro-
vides a transition to the new topic. The addition appears in ol.

8:22
For a discussion of the versions’ interpretation and treatment of 8:22–

36, see AbP 1.411–16.
G: κύριος ἔκτισέν [var: ἐκτήσατο Gv 252] με ἀρχὴν ὁδῶν αὐτοῦ εἰς ἔργα 

αὐτοῦ. “The lord created [var: ‘acquired’] me at [or ‘as’] the beginning of 
his ways, for his work.”

 The versions (like the subsequent commentators) are divided :קנני
on whether קנה here means “created” (oG ἔκτισεν; s ܒܪܢܝ; t בראני) or 
“acquired” (Gv 252 α′ σ′ θ′ ἐκτήσατο; v possedit). on the interpretations of 
this freighted word, see AbP 1.279–80, 411–12.

in Epistle 140, ad Cyprian, Jerome transliterated 8:22a as adonai 
canani bresith dercho. Bresith agrees with the likely adverbial function 
of ראשית (cf. v initium); the ב is probably influenced by Gen 1:1. G 
ὁδῶν = דְּרָכָו.

s: ܟܠܗܘܢ ܥܿܒ̈ܕܘܗܝ  ܩܕܡ  ܘܡܢ  ܒܪ̈ܝܬܗ܂  ܒܪܝܫ  ܒܪܢܝ   The lord“ .ܡܪܝܐ 
created me at the beginning of his creations and prior to all his deeds.” 
s understands ראשית adverbially; it does not read בראשית (bHs). “His 
creations” is an (accurate) paraphrase of דרכו (“his way,” but taken as 
plural, as in G). s adds an emphatic ܟܠܗܘܢ (“all of them,” sc. his cre-
ations) and omits מאז.

כְתִּי [ ›נְסַכּתִֹּי‹ 8:23  ;m: vocal) (ܐܬܩܢܢܝ) G (ἐθεμελίωσέν με) s *נסדתי ;m נִסַּ֥
G s: graph ד → כ, diath)

 ,was woven” = was formed, best accords with the context“ ,נְסַכּתִֹּי
which tells of wisdom’s figurative birth. סכ"כ is used in Ps 139:13b and 

דֶם  ית דַּרְכּ֑וֹ קֶ֖ נָנִי רֵאשִׁ֣ ה קָ֭ ם אֲמַלֵּֽא׃  פ  22 יְֽהוָ֗ תֵיהֶ֣ וְאֹצְרֹ֖
רֶץ׃ 24 בְּאֵין־ אשׁ מִקַּדְמֵי־אָֽ ֹ֗ תִּי⌉ מֵר עוֹלָם ⌈נְסַכֹּ֖ ז׃ 23 מֵ֭ מִפְעָלָ֣יו מֵאָֽ

עוּ  ים הָטְבָּ֑ רֶם הָרִ֣ יִם׃ 25 בְּטֶ֣ עְיָנ֗וֹת ⌈נִבְכֵי⌉־מָֽ ין מַ֝ לְתִּי בְּאֵ֥ תְּהֹמ֥וֹת חוֹלָ֑
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Job 10:11 to describe how God crafts an embryo by weaving together 
bones and sinews.

G: (a) πρὸ τοῦ αἰῶνος ἐθεμελίωσέν με ἐν ἀρχῇ. “(a) before the ages 
he founded me, in the beginning.” G changes the verbs from passive 
to active in 8:23–24, thereby focusing on God as sole creator (CsP). 
ἐθεμελίωσέν με = נסַֹדְתִּי (by diathesis) for m’s נסכתי. (θεμελιοῦν almost 
always represents יסד, never נסך.) θ′ ἡτοίμασέ με supports נסדתי conso-
nantally. Although ד/כ interchanges are not well attested, they are pos-
sible in the square script. α′ κατεστάθην = נסך (cf. mic 5:4; ezek 32:30) as 
does σ′ and another reading of θ′: προκεχείρισμαι.

s has ܐܬܩܢܢܝ (“he established me”), either reading נסַֹדְתִּי or influenced 
by G’s ἐθεμελίωσέν με. s also provides a verb, ܢܬܩܢ (“establishes”), in 
8:23b.

 → בכ metath ,כד → כ m (near dittog נִכְבַּדֵּי [ G (τὰς πηγάς) ≈ *נבכי 8:24
(כב

G: (a) πρὸ τοῦ τὴν γῆν ποιῆσαι (b) καὶ πρὸ τοῦ τὰς ἀβύσσους ποιῆσαι, (c) 
πρὸ τοῦ προελθεῖν τὰς πηγὰς τῶν ὑδάτων. “(a) before making the earth 
(b) and before making the abysses, (c) before the springs of the waters 
came forth,” (continues in 8:25). The first part of G 8:24a (in rahlfs) = 
m 8:23b. G supplies verbs in 8:24a and 24c to fill gaps. in 8:24b, the verb 
ποιῆσαι is made to apply to the abyss. That this change was not intended 
to skirt the suggestion that wisdom was “begotten” or “born” (חולל) is 
shown by the use of γεννᾷ in the next verse.

For m’s נכבדי, G read נבכי (landes 1956, 31–33; bHs). נבכי is not 
specifically represented in G (τὰς πηγὰς τῶν ὑδάτων), but it is unlikely 
that G would have simply ignored נכבדי (thus bHQ), whose basic 
meaning (“honorable”) was well known. נבכי, however, could easily 
have been conflated with its synonym נבכי מים .מעינות are the chan-
nels through which the underground waters feed the seas and rivers. 
They are called מבכי נהרות in Job 28:11. For the form with נ, see נבוכי 
 .in 1QHod iii,15; cf. ugaritic nbk/npk (“well”) in Kirta col. v, 216 מים
even without G’s support, נבכי would be a good conjectural emenda-
tion and makes better sense than נכבדי. The change from נבכי to נכבדי 
could have occurred in various ways, given the graphic similarity of the 
letters involved: ב/כ/ד. (on כ/ד confusion, see the comment on 8:23; 
on ב/ד, see lsF 131.)

8:25
G: (a) πρὸ τοῦ ὄρη ἑδρασθῆναι, (b) πρὸ δὲ πάντων βουνῶν γεννᾷ με. G 
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(continuing 8:24): “(a) before the establishment of the mountains, (b) 
and before all hills, he begat me.”

in G, the use of γεννᾷ for חוללתי is hardly intended to reduce mythic 
overtones (pace Küchler 1992, 137). on the contrary, treating חוללתי as 
an active verb only sharpens them. γεννᾷ (“begat”) serves as the main 
verb of 8:24–25. The present tense of γεννᾷ in a series of aorists—the 
aorist is used elsewhere in this narrative—is puzzling. s has ܐܬܒܛܢܬ (“i 
was conceived/born”).

ml (vocal) עָפְר֥וֹת [ mA עַפְרוֹת 8:26
ml vocalizes עָפְרוֹת, from an unattested עפֶֹר* or עָפְרָה*; mΑ and many 

manuscripts correctly read עַפְרוֹת (from עָפָר), as in Job 28:6.
G: (a) κύριος ἐποίησεν χώρας καὶ ἀοικήτους (b) καὶ ἄκρα οἰκούμενα τῆς 

ὑπ’ οὐρανόν. “(a) The lord made lands and uninhabited places (b) and 
the populated heights of that which is under the heaven.” G supplies an 
explicit subject, κύριος, and omits עד לא (“before”), possibly because of 
homoioarkton with the ע of עשה. whatever the reason, the omission 
makes the actual description of creation start here in G. ἀοικήτους (“unin-
habited places”) seems to derive from construing חוצות as “fields” (see 
AbP). The phrase οἰκούμενα τῆς ὑπ’ οὐρανόν (“the populated [heights] of 
that which is under the heaven”) is a double translation of תבל (“inhab-
ited land”), while עפרות is ignored.

s translates חוצות as ܢܚ̈ܠܡܐ (“wadis”); similarly v flumina. These ren-
derings are unique in their respective versions and are hard to explain.

8:27
G: (a) ἡνίκα ἡτοίμαζεν τὸν οὐρανόν, συμπαρήμην αὐτῷ, (b) καὶ ὅτε 

ἀφώριζεν τὸν ἑαυτοῦ θρόνον ἐπ’ ἀνέμων. “(a) when he prepared the heav-
ens, i was present with him, (b) and when he demarcated his throne 
upon the winds.” συμπαρήμην αὐτῷ (“was-with-and-near him”) empha-
sizes wisdom’s proximity to God. G thus reformulates m’s שם (“there”), 
since no place has been mentioned for “there” to refer to. “His throne” is 

אשׁ ⌈עַפְר֥וֹת⌉  ֹ֗ ר רֶץ וְחוּצ֑וֹת וְ֝ שָׂה אֶ֣ א עָ֭ ֹ֣ לְתִּי׃ 26 עַד־ל לִפְנֵי֖ גְבָע֣וֹת חוֹלָֽ
נִי בְּח֥וּקוֹ ח֗וּג עַל־פְּנֵי֥ תְהֽוֹם׃  ם אָ֑ מַיִם שָׁ֣ ל׃ 27 בַּהֲכִינ֣וֹ שָׁ֭ תֵּבֵֽ

ם ׀  עַל ⌈בְּעַזְּז֗וֹ⌉ עִינ֥וֹת תְּהוֹם׃ 29 בְּשׂ֘וּמ֤וֹ לַיָּ֨ ים מִמָּ֑ 28 בְּאַמְּצ֣וֹ שְׁחָָקִ֣

אֶהְיֶה֥ אֶצְל֗וֹ  רֶץ׃ 30 וָֽ יו ⌈בְּחַזְּק֗וֹ⌉ מ֣וֹסְדֵי אָֽ עַבְרוּ־פִ֑ א יַֽ ֹ֣ חֻקּ֗וֹ וּמַ֭יִם ל
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based on the idea that the heavens are God’s throne (isa 66:1) and that he 
is located on the “circuit of the heavens” (Job 22:14). G’s ἐπ’ ἀνέμων (“on 
the winds”) for תהום is a reflex of the same picture and arises from the 
assumption that the deeps are not the “logical” place for God’s throne 
(CsP). Note that different words for “when” are used in this and the next 
verse. since no interpretive motive is relevant in cases such as this, they 
demonstrate the translator’s inclination to enhance variety for its own 
sake (e.g., 3:13; 4:15).

s ܥ�ܗ “with him” ≈ G.

עֲז֗וֹז [ בעז‹זו› 8:28 (וז → זו metath) m בַּ֝
G: (a) ἡνίκα ἰσχυρὰ ἐποίει τὰ ἄνω νέφη, (b) καὶ ὡς ἀσφαλεῖς ἐτίθει πηγὰς 

τῆς ὑπ’ οὐρανόν, “(a) when he strengthened that which is above the sky, 
(b) and when he made firm the springs of that which is beneath the sky.” 
A subject is necessary for בעזוז and emendation to בעזזו is called for. 
G (καὶ ὡς ἀσφαλεῖς ἐτίθει) and s (ܐܥܫܢ  imply a third masculine (ܘܟܕ 
singular subject, but this was inevitable. The circumlocution τῆς ὑπ’ 
οὐρανὸν (“of that which is beneath the sky”) is used for תהום (only here) 
for the sake of a neater antithesis to τὰ ἄνω νέφη (“the clouds above”), 
itself a mistranslation.

(ב⌒ב homoi) m ] > G בשומו … פיו 8:29
חוּק֗וֹ [ G (ἰσχυρὰ ἐποίει) *בחזקו (ו → ז graph) (ܘܟܕ ܥܒܕ) m ≈ s בְּ֝

G: (m a–b) >; (c) καὶ ἰσχυρὰ ἐποίει τὰ θεμέλια τῆς γῆς. “(c) and was 
strengthening the foundations of the earth.” m 8:29ab are lacking in 
oG. They are supplied in Gss A etc. from θ′ (asterisked in syrH). The 
missing stichoi are essential to the picture and original. The reason for 
their disappearance is not clear. The mythological background of the 
line is already submerged in the Hebrew and would not have required 
suppression. The omission was perhaps due to homoioarkton from 
-is shared. d. N. Freed ב though only the ,בחזקו or בחוקו to בשומו
man (personal communication) observes that if the lines were written 
stichometrically, the words could be vertically aligned, which would 
facilitate parablepsis.

καὶ ἰσχυρὰ ἐποίει = בחזקו (“when he made strong”), for m בחוקו 
(“when he engraved”). The former is correct, since foundations are built 
by laying them down and making them sturdy, not by engraving them. 
For ו/ז interchange, see lsF §121ab; Kennedy 1928, 65.

v: (a) quando circumdabat mari terminum suum (b) et legem pone-
bat aquis suos. (c) Quando adpendebat fundamenta terrae. “(a) when he 
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compassed the sea with its limit, (b) and set a law to the waters, (c) and 
weighed out the foundations of the earth.” in 8:29b, v explains what it 
means for the waters not to transgress God’s mouth. For v 8:29a, cf. t; 
for v 8:29b, cf. s.

s’s ܘܟܕ ܥܒܕ ≈ m, since the notion of “strengthening” would have been 
conveyed lexically, whereas the unclear notion of “engraving” founda-
tions can be implied by “making” them.

8:30
G: (a) ἤμην παρ’ αὐτῷ ἁρμόζουσα. (b) ἐγὼ ἤμην ᾗ προσέχαιρεν. (c) καθ’ 

ἡμέραν δὲ εὐφραινόμην ἐν προσώπῳ αὐτοῦ ἐν παντὶ καιρῷ, “(a) i was with 
him, arranging (things). (b) i was the one in whom he rejoiced. (c) daily 
i rejoiced in his presence at all times” (continues in 8:31). The crux אמון 
has been understood variously, according to the different senses of אמ"ן. 
G: ἁρμόζουσα, which may mean “suiting myself (to him),” “arranging [sc. 
all things],” “fitting together” (CsP), or (literally) “harmonizing,” “being 
in tune” (Gerleman 1950, 26). The latter rendering recalls the Pythago-
rean notion of the “music of the spheres,” which is called ἁρμονία. Ger-
leman (1950, 26–27) finds in this verse the stoic conception that wisdom 
brings all things into harmony. This is possible, but the idea need not 
have come directly from stoic philosophy. σ′, θ′: ἐστριγμένη (“set firm,” 
“made steady”). α′: τιθηνουμένη (“nursed”). both treat אמון as a passive 
participle. v: cum eo eram cuncta conponens (“i was with him arranging 
everything”). This is based on G but does not necessarily capture the 
intended meaning of ἁρμόζουσα. i understand the word as an infinitive 
absolute and translate, “And i was with him, growing up” (AbP 1.285–
87, q.v. for the history of interpretation; also AbP 1.414–15).

s: ܗܘܝܬ ܡܬܩܢܐ   מהימנתא :t .(”i was creating with him“) ܥ�ܗ 
(“trusted one [fem]”).

ת׃  קֶת לְפָנָי֣ו בְּכָל־עֵֽ עֲשֻׁעִים י֤וֹם ׀ י֑וֹם מְשַׂחֶ֖ אֶהְיֶה֣ שַׁ֭ מ֥וֹן וָֽ אָ֫
ם׃  פ   י אֶת־בְּנֵי֥ אָדָֽ שַׁעֲשֻׁעַ֗ שַׂחֶקֶת בְּתֵבֵ֣ל אַרְצ֑וֹ וְ֝  31 מְ֭

ר  רוּ׃ 33 שִׁמְע֖וּ מוּסָ֥ י יִשְׁמֹֽ י דְּרָכַ֥ אַשְׁרֵ֗ י וְ֝ נִים שִׁמְעוּ־לִ֑ ה בָ֭ 32 וְעַתָּ֣

לְתֹתַי י֤וֹם  ד עַל־דַּ֭ י לִשְׁקֹ֣ ֽעַ֫ לִ֥ רֵי אָדָם֮ שׁמֵֹ֪ שְֽׁ עוּ׃ 34 אַ֥ מוּ וְאַל־תִּפְרָֽ וַחֲכָ֗
צ֗וֹן  צְאִי ⌈מָצָ֣א⌉ חַיִּי֑ם וַיָּפֶ֥ק רָ֝ י מֹ֭ י׃ 35 כִּ֣ ת פְּתָחָֽ ר מְזוּזֹ֥ שְׁמֹ֗ ׀ י֑וֹם לִ֝
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ܗܘܝܬ) m ≈ s ושעשעי 8:31  G (καὶ ἐνευφραίνετο) *ושעשעו [ (ܘܡܫܬܒܚܐ 
(graph ו → י)

G: (a) ὅτε ἐυφραίνετο τὴν οἰκουμένην συντελέσας (b) καὶ ἐνευφραίνετο ἐν 
υἱοῖς ἀνθρώπων. “(a) while he rejoiced, having completed the inhabited 
world (b) and took pleasure in the sons of men.” G makes 8:31 a tem-
poral clause dependent on verse 30, thereby associating 8:31 with God’s 
rejoicing at creation, in accordance with Gen 1:31. The assumption that 
God was the one who rejoiced led G to override the feminine gender of 
.in Prov 8:31a משחקת

Jäger retroverts συντελέσας to תכל. This would not fit grammatically, 
but a scribal error is possible. more likely, the creation story is the source 
of συντελέσας, which is used in Gen 2:1–2 for כלה. τὴν οἰκουμένην con-
flates תבל and  parsed as plural) ושעשעו in Prov 8:31b, G read .ארצו 
.and rephrased it as a verbal clause ושעשעיו or (וְשַׁעֲשֻׁעָו

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܡܫܬܒܚܐ ܗܘܝܬ ܒܒ̈ܢܝ ܐܢܫܐ “(b) and i was praised 
by the sons of man.” This reflects ושעשעי (“my delight,” understood as 
“humans delighted in me”). This harks back to 8:3.

8:32–34
At this point Gb (= oG) proceeds in the order m 8:32a, 34a, 32b, 34bc, 

35ab, 36ab, omitting 8:33. G’s order makes sense but is inferior in liter-
ary balance. The reason for the reordering is unclear. one possibility is 
that m 8:32b and 33 were lost from G’s source text by homoioteleuton 
from ואשרי (8:32b) to אשרי (8:34a). Then 8:32b was restored, but after 
8:34a. oG thus read m 8:32a, 34abc, 35ab, 36ab. verses 32b and 33 are 
supplied in syrH with an asterisk and are found in GA. The following 
comments proceed in m’s sequence.

8:32
G uses υἱέ singular, for m’s plural, as in 5:7 and 7:24.

8:33
G omits 8:33 for unclear reasons. The verse is appropriate to context.

 (ܡܦܩ̈ܢܐ) mK ≈ G (ἔξοδοι) ≈ s 2מצאי [ (משכח) mQ  v (inveniet) t מָצָא 8:35
(reminiscence of 1מצאי)

The י of 2מצאי arose by a sort of distant dittog of the י of the first מצאי.
G: (a) αἱ γὰρ ἔξοδοί μου ἔξοδοι ζωῆς, (b) καὶ ἑτοιμάζεται θέλησις παρὰ 

κυρίου. “(a) For my exits are the exits of life (b) and favor is readied with 
the lord.”



8:35–9:6 Proverbs  162

G 8:35a corresponds consonantally to the ketiv but implicitly vocalizes 
-insofar as G had some .(”my exits are the exits [of life]“) מֹצָאַי as מֹצְאֵי
thing specific in mind, “exits” may refer to ways of escape from difficulty 
or may be a metonymy for “roads.” Gels proposes the former, but 1:20 
supports the latter, for the second interpretation conveys the idea, appro-
priate to these chapters, that wisdom is on the roadways (though they are 
not called “exits” there). still, although the ketiv, G, and s are meaningful, 
the context requires the notion of “finding” (the antithesis of “missing”; 
8:36a). moreover, the plural is awkward before the singular verb in 8:35b. 
Also, 18:22 supports מצא by rephrasing it and not the ketiv. For the asso-
ciation of מצא with יצא see also 10:13 and 18:22a.

in G 8:35b, ויפק is parsed as a passive, and its sense (ἑτοιμάζεται, only 
here) is surmised from context. הפיק is inconsistently translated in G.

s 8:35a ܡܦܩ̈ܢܝ ܡܦܩ̈ܢܐ = G.

8:36
G has the plural “sinners” in 8:36a and omits “all” in 8:36b. s = G.

ה [ (ועתידת) t (ܘܐܩܝ�ܬ) G (καὶ ὑπήρεισεν) s *הצבה 9:1  m (graph חָצְבָ֖
(ח → 1ה

 (”has built“) בנתה provides a stronger parallel to (”has set up“) הצבה
than does m’s “has hewn.” Also, m’s order, “building”—“hewing,” is 
nonsequential. reading with the variant, the first line mentions building 
generally and is paralleled by a specific action, the first step in build-
ing, namely, “setting up columns.” הצבה (possibly והצבה) is securely 
witnessed in G, s, and t. t’s ועתידת is neither an adjustment to m nor 
simply a conversion of s to western Aramaic. Hence t attests indepen-
dently to a non-m reading, one of the few places it does so. (The syn-
onym ܐܩܝܡ = אקים was available to t.)

G στύλους elides the possessive pronoun of עמודיה, as often when the 
antecedent of a possessive is clear.

הֲבוּ  י אָ֣ שַׂנְאַ֗ ס נַפְשׁ֑וֹ כָּל־מְ֝ חֹטְאִי חֹמֵ֣ ה׃ 36 וְֽ מֵיְהוָֽ
יהָ  בָה⌉ עַמּוּדֶ֣ הּ ⌈הִצִּ֖ ה בֵיתָ֑ כְמוֹת בָּנְתָ֣ וֶת׃  פ  9:1 חָ֭ מָֽ

ה  לְחָ֣ הּ׃ 3 שָֽׁ ה שֻׁלְחָנָֽ רְכָ֥ ף עָֽ ה יֵינָ֑הּ אַ֗ בְחָהּ מָסְכָ֣ ה טִ֭ ה׃ 2 טָבְחָ֣ שִׁבְעָֽ
ב  נָּה חֲסַר־לֵ֗ ר הֵ֑ תִי יָסֻ֣ רֶת׃ 4 מִי־פֶ֭ מֵי קָֽ י מְרֹ֣ פֵּ֗ א עַל־גַּ֝ יהָ תִקְרָ֑ נַעֲרתֶֹ֣

כְתִּי׃ 6 עִזְב֣וּ פְתָאיִם֣  י וּ֝שְׁת֗וּ בְּיַֽ֣יִן מָסָֽ לַחֲמִ֑ כוּ לַחֲמ֣וּ בְֽ מְרָה⌉ לּֽוֹ׃ 5 לְ֭ ⌈אֹ֣
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9:2
G adds εἰς κρατῆρα (“into a krater”) in 9:2b to elaborate the pic-

ture of a symposium for the Hellenistic reader. (CsP rightly observes 
that κρατῆρα is too broadly used of vessels to be a specific allusion to 
Hellenistic mystery cults.) G does not represent a lost ֹבְּכס (pace de 
lagarde), because כוס (always plene in the abs) is almost always trans-
lated ποτήριον (as in Prov 23:31), never κρατήρ, which was the bowl 
from which cups were filled.

9:3
G: (a) ἀπέστειλεν τοὺς ἑαυτῆς δούλους (b) συγκαλούσα μετὰ ὑψηλοῦ 

κηρύγματος ἐπὶ κρατῆρα λέγουσα. “(a) she has sent forth her manser-
vants, (b) inviting [fem sg] [people] to a feast [lit. ‘cup’] with a lofty dec-
laration, saying [fem sg]:” (continues in 9:4).

in this paraphrastic verse, G’s use of the masculine plural τοὺς ἑαυτῆς 
δούλους rather than the feminine plural is for the sake of propriety, since 
it would not be seemly to send out maids to bring in male guests; cf. 
Jdt 8:10; matt 22:3. G derives קרת from קרא (“call”); cf. 8:3. κρατῆρα is 
taken from 9:2 but nicely resonates the sound of קרת.

s: ܕܝܗܿ ܕܢܩܪܘܢ ܥܠ ܪ̈ܡܬܐ ܘܢܐܡܪܘܢ  And she sent forth (a)“ .ܘܫܕܪܬ ܥܒܼ̈
her manservants (b) that they may call on the heights and say [masc 
pl]:” (continues in 9:4). s is based on G but smoothes out an apparent 
unevenness by having the manservants rather than wisdom doing the 
calling. t: עשינתא ונצירן (“mighty and guarded”).

מְרָה [ (ܘܐܡܪ) s *אֹמְרָה 9:4 m G (εἶπεν) v (locuta est) (vocal, gram) אָ֣
s: ܡܢܘ ܕܫܒܪ ܢܐܬܐ ܠܘܬܝ. ܘܕܚܣܝܪ ܪܥܝܢܗ ܘܐܡܪ ܠܗ. “whoever is 

simple let him come to me, and he who lacks sense, and i will say to him:” 
(continues in 9:5). s ܘܐܡܪ parses אמרה as first-person singular and sup-
plies a conjunction. The first person is preferable to the third, as the word 
is vocalized in m and G. The switch to third person is awkward within the 
first-person discourse. (wisdom is speaking in verses 4a and 5–6.) The 
first-person cohortative yields a smoother sentence and conveys volition 
or determination: “i will surely say to him.” Compare 9:16.

9:6
G: (a) ἀπολείπετε ἀφροσύνην, καὶ ζήσεσθε, (b) καὶ ζητήσατε φρόνησιν, ἵνα 

βιώσητε, (c) καὶ κατορθώσατε ἐν γνώσει σύνεσιν. “(a) Abandon folly and 
live, (b) and seek prudence that you may be alive, (c) and keep under-
standing straight through knowledge.” in place of καὶ ζήσεσθε, Gb s A mss 
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have ἵνα εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα βασιλεύσητε (“so that you may rule forever”), an 
expansion based on wis 6:21 and reflecting the notion that wisdom’s 
words are (as in wisdom of solomon) addressed to the world’s rulers. 
ἀφροσύνην is not “exegetical” (contra bHQ) but a precise translation of 
the abstract plural פְתָאיִם. v and γ′ translate similarly. CsP calls G 9:6b a 
“free rendering” of m, but in fact it is not a rendering but a converse 
restatement of 9:6a.

9:7–10
This passage, which may be titled “Advice to the Advisor,” is undoubt-

edly an addition. it interrupts wisdom’s speech and is inappropriately 
interposed between the injunction in 9:6 and its natural sequel in 
verse 11, which gives the reason (introduced by causal כי) for the injunc-
tion. The later scribe who inserted these verses apparently doubted that 
the “callow” and “senseless” are likely to be amenable to a call to seek 
wisdom (9:4–6) and so introduced a caveat. The passage does not echo 
the vocabulary of the preceding section and does not confront wisdom’s 
invitation directly but speaks instead to the issue of effective chastise-
ment. it appears, then, that the present passage originated as an inde-
pendent epigram and was subsequently inserted as a response to wis-
dom’s summons of the ignorant. (AbP, q.v. for further discussion.)

verse 10 seems to have originated separately from verses 7–9. it is 
abrupt and isolated, for the practical advice in 9:7–9 does not prepare 
the way for the definition of wisdom in 9:10. still, in the context of wis-
dom’s summons, 9:10 converts the entirety of 9:7–10 into a comment on 
the religious preconditions of education. verse 10 has the appearance of 
a statement of principle appended to 9:7–9.

interlude e, which tells of the banquets of wisdom and Folly, origi-
nally consisted of 9:1–6 + 11 + 13–18. The purpose of 9:7–10 is to warn 
against unrealistic hopes in educating fools, in spite of lady wisdom’s 
invitation to them. behind this warning is an ancient debate in wisdom 
literature about who is capable of learning (see further AbP 1.309–17).

ע  יחַ לְרָשָׁ֣ חַֽ ל֣וֹ קָל֑וֹן וּמוֹכִ֖ ץ לָֹקֵ֣ ר ׀ לֵ֗ סֵ֨ רֶךְ בִּינָֽה׃ )7 יֹ֤ אִשְׁר֗וּ בְּדֶ֣ חְי֑וּ וְ֝ וִֽ
חָכָם  ן לְ֭ ךָּ׃ 9 תֵּ֣ ם וְיֶאֱהָבֶֽ חָכָ֗ ח לְ֝ ךָּ הוֹכַ֥ ץ פֶּן־יִשְׂנָאֶ֑ מוּמֽוֹ׃ 8 אַל־תּ֣וֹכַח לֵ֭
כְמָה  קַח׃(  פ  )10 תְּחִלַּ֣ת חָ֭ יק וְי֣וֹסֶף לֶֽ צַדִּ֗ ע לְ֝ וְיֶחְכַּם־ע֑וֹד הוֹדַ֥

ךָ֗  יפוּ לְּ֝ יךָ וְיוֹסִ֥ י יִרְבּ֣וּ יָמֶ֑ ים בִּינָֽה׃( 11 כִּי־בִ֭ עַת קְדשִֹׁ֣ ת יְהוָ֑ה וְדַ֖ יִרְאַ֣
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9:7–9 m G s (add)
For תן לחכם G has δίδου σοφῷ ἀφορμήν (“Give the wise man an oppor-

tunity”), supplying a direct object. The direct object in m is “reproof,” 
implicit in the preceding verse, but it may have seemed strange to the 
translator that a wise man would need a reproof. s ܐܦܬܐ and v occa-
sionem are based on G.

9:10 m G s (add)
fin ] + 1 stich G (10a) (elab)

G: (a) ἀρχὴ σοφίας φόβος κυρίου, (b) καὶ βουλὴ ἁγίων σύνεσις. “(a) The 
beginning of wisdom is the fear of the lord, (b) and the counsel of the 
holy ones is understanding.”

There is considerable inner-G variation in this verse. The use of βουλή 
for דעת shows that the translator has in mind the counsel that saints 
provide; cf. s. After all, he may reason, humans cannot really know 
the angels. ἅγιος may refer to either (human) saints (e.g., Pss 16[15]:3; 
34[33]:10) or angels (e.g., Ps 89[88]:6, 8; Job 5:1). The former is probably 
intended here, since it is holy people who give counsel; and see wis 6:10.

s has ܘܝܕܥܬܐ ܕܙܕܝܩ̈ܐ (“knowledge of saints”) for ודעת קדשים. Thus 
fear of God is defined as the knowledge that the saints possess.

9:10a
G (10a): τὸ γὰρ γνῶναι νόμον διανοίας ἐστὶν ἀγαθῆς. “For to know the 

law is [the part of] a good intellect.” G 9:10a (rahlfs), which is actually 
the third stich of G 9:10, is a doublet of 9:10b. The distinctively Greek 
syntax of διανοίας ἐστὶν ἀγαθῆς supports an origin in Greek rather than 
Hebrew. G 9:10a has the obelus in syrH, and de lagarde considers it the 
older translation of m 9:10b. toy calls it a gloss by a “legalistic scribe.” 
seeligmann (1953, 179) considers it a midrashic expansion that is based 
on Prov 13:15 and that identifies wisdom with study of torah. Prov 9:10a 
certainly has the latter function, but wisdom was identified with torah 
before G-Proverbs, and the expansion could be the work of the original 
translator (thus CsP) no less than a later scribe. in G 9:10a, m’s קדשים is 
understood as “holy matters,” hence “the law.” wis 6:10 says that “those 
who observe holy things in a holy way shall become holy.” Prov 9:10a is 
reused in G-Prov 13:15b or possibly comes from there.
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(gram, smooth) (ܒܗܿ) G (τούτῳ γὰρ τῷ τρόπῳ) s ≈ *בה [ m בי 9:11
G: (a) τούτῳ γὰρ τῷ τρόπῳ πολὺν ζήσεις χρόνον, (b) καὶ προστεθήσεταί 

σοι ἔτη ζωῆς σου. “(a) For in this way you will live much time, (b) and 
years will be added to your life.” bHQ assumes that the change from בי 
(“in me”) to “in this way” is the doing of the translator, who is adapting 
to “immediate context.”

more likely, a change from בי to בה occurred in Hebrew transmis-
sion, since s reflects the latter without dependency on G’s expansive “in 
this way.” The change was induced by the fact that wisdom has not been 
speaking since 9:6. 9:7–10, i argue in AbP 1.306–7, is a later insertion. 
That passage interrupts wisdom’s speech and is interposed between her 
injunction in 9:6 and its natural sequel in 9:11, which gives the reason 
(introduced by causal כי) for the injunction. on the function and mes-
sage of the insertion, see AbP 1.306–7. The change to בה smoothed 
out an incongruity produced by the insertion. in G, the future pas-
sive προστεθήσεται (“will be added”) remedies the lack of a subject for 
.ויוסיפו

s ܿבה = ܒܗ, independently of G’s circumlocution. s ܘܢܬܬܘ̈ܣܦܢ = G 
(προστεθήσεται).

9:12 m G s (add)
fin ] + 7 stichoi G s (9:12a–12c) (elab)

Prov 9:12 is a later addition apart from the larger insertion in 9:7–10 
(as i argue in AbP 1.317–18). The present proverb was attached to this 
location by association with the words חכם and לץ in 9:7–10.

G: (a) υἱέ, ἐὰν σοφὸς γένῃ σεαυτῷ, σοφὸς ἔσῃ καὶ τοῖς πλησίον. (b) ἐὰν δὲ 
κακὸς ἀποβῇς, μόνος ἀναντλήσεις κακά. “(a) son, if you become wise, you 
will be wise for yourself and for your neighbors, (b) but if you prove evil, 
you alone will draw up evils.” on the prefixed “son,” see the comment 
on 2:17. The phrase “and for the neighbors” is a cautionary addition, 
lest one think that the wise man benefits only himself. m’s תשא (“you 
will bear”) is understood (inaccurately) as drawing up—metaphorically 
drawing up evils as one draws up water. κακός and κακά are added in 
order to place the contrast between 9:12a and 12b on an ethical axis.

s 9:12 ≈ G.

א׃(  בַדְּךָ֥ תִשָּֽׂ צְתָּ לְֽ לַ֗ ךְ וְ֝ מְתָּ לָּ֑ כַמְתָּ חָכַ֣ ים׃ )12 אִם־חָ֭ שְׁנ֣וֹת חַיִּֽ
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9:12a–c
12a a ὃς ἐρείδεται ἐπὶ ψεύδεσιν, οὗτος ποιμανεῖ ἀνέμους,

b ὁ δ’ αὐτὸς διώξεται ὄρνεα πετόμενα.
12b a ἀπέλιπεν γὰρ ὁδοὺς τοῦ ἑαυτοῦ ἀμπελῶνος,

b τοὺς δὲ ἄξονας τοῦ ἰδίου γεωργίου πεπλάνηται.
12c a  διαπορεύεται δὲ δι’ ἀνύδρου ἐρήμου

b  καὶ γῆν διατεταγμένην ἐν διψώδεσιν,
c συνάγει δὲ χερσὶν ἀκαρπίαν.

12a a  He who supports himself on deceits—he will shepherd 
the winds,

b and he will pursue a flying bird.
12b a For he has abandoned the roads of his own vineyard,

b and has forgotten the paths of his own field.
12c a He traverses a waterless desert

b and a land assigned to droughts,
c and he gathers barrenness with (his) hands.

This addition has no counterpart in m. it is an addition in G, partly 
based on a nonextant Hebrew text. The passage remonstrates against 
relying on deceits, by which foreign doctrines and beliefs are intended. 
what one should rely on is the true wisdom (3:18), which has been 
granted to israel. This addition is an interpretation of the strange 
woman; see the discussion in AbP 1.418–20.

The evidence for a Hebrew source text in 9:12a–12b is as follows:
(1) when we retrovert ἐρείδεται to תמך, we see an ambiguity that can 

explain a peculiarity in G and forms a better proverb. in the Hebrew 
Proverbs, תמך always means “grasp,” “hold” (3:18; 4:4; 5:5, 22; 11:16 
[2x]; 28:17; 29:23; 31:19). The only meaning that G knows for this verb, 
however, is “lean on” or “support oneself on,” as in rH; see the com-
ment on 3:18. Although G’s ὃς ἐρείδεται ἐπὶ ψεύδεσιν does make sense, 
the proposed Hebrew (תומך שקר) would be better translated, “he who 
grasps deceit.” This is more in harmony with the image cluster. Grasping 
is an active attempt to get something. Here it is appropriately parallel to 
shepherding (= רעה) and pursuing (= רדף). G’s “support himself on,” in 
contrast, is static.

(2) τοὺς δὲ ἄξονας is an etymologizing translation of מעגלי (or מעגלות), 
understood as “axles,” hence, pars pro toto, “wagon”; cf. 2:9, 18. An origi-
nal Greek composition would have used a more common word for paths.
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(3) The middle πεπλάνηται + accusative is unnatural Greek. to be 
sure, in the middle/passive this verb can govern the accusative of place 
and mean “wander about in” (lsJ 1411a), but that meaning would not 
be appropriate here, since the man in question has left and wandered 
from his proper territory. G 9:12bb looks like a mechanical rendering of 
”.is an Aramaism meaning “go astray” and “forget טעה .ומעגלי שדהו טעה

The Hebrew underlying G 9:12ab can be retroverted approximately to 
the following:

12a a ַתּוֹמֵך שֶׁקֶר יִרְעֶה רוּח
b  וְיִרְדףֹ עוֹף מְעוֹפֵף

12b a ֹכִּי עָזַב דַּרְכֵי כַּרְמו
b וּמַעְגְּלֵי שָׂדֵהוּ טָעָה

Alternatives: עף for צפור ;מעופף for ומעגלות ;עוף for ומעגלי.
in AbP 1.419 i retroverted 9:12bb to ו›מ‹מעגלי שדהו תעה, restoring a 

preposition since none is reflected in G. if we retrovert to טעה, however, 
none is required. The sense is much the same.

it is difficult to reconstruct a Hebrew source text for 9:12c, especially 
for stich 9:12cc. The description of the desert there is influenced by 
G-Jer 2:6b, which includes the phrases ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, ἐν γῇ ἀπείρῳ καὶ 
ἀβάτῳ, ἐν γῇ ἀνύδρῳ καὶ ἀκάρπῳ. Prov 9:12c is an inner-Greek expansion 
of 9:12b. it teaches that the deceitful man has chosen a barren, fruitless 
land in place of his rightful field and vineyard, that is to say, his Jewish 
religious culture.

s has this addition. s 9:12a–c (applying rahlfs numbering) reads:

12a .ܐܝܢܐ ܕܣܪܒ ܕܓܠܡܐܝܬ. ܪܥܐ ܪ̈ܘܚܝܢ
ܘܪܕܦ ܥܘܦܐ ܕܫ�ܝܐ.

12b .ܫܒܩ ܓܝܪ ܐܘܪܚܐ ܕܟܪܡܗ
ܘܛܥܐ ܫܒ̈ܝܠܝ ܦܘܠܚܢܗ.

12c .ܠ�ܪܕܐ ܒܚܘܪܒܐ ܕܠܡܐ ܡ̈ܝܢ
ܘܡܢ ܐܝܕܐ ܕܕܪܝܫܐ ܪܕܐ ܒܨܗܝܐ.
ܐܦ ܗܘ ܢܟܢܫ ܠܡܐ ܡܕܡ.

תַח  ֽיָשְׁבָה לְפֶ֣ ה׃ 14 וְֽ תַיּ֗וּת וּבַל־יָֽ֥דְעָה מָּֽ מִיָּה֑ פְּ֝ סִילוּת הֹֽ שֶׁת כְּ֭ 13 אֵ֣

ים  מְיַשְּׁרִ֗ רֶךְ הַֽ בְרֵי־דָ֑ א לְעֹֽ ֹ֥ רֶת׃ 15 לִקְר מֵי קָֽ א מְרֹ֣ סֵּ֗ הּ עַל־כִּ֝ בֵּיתָ֑
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12a a He who rebels deceitfully shepherds winds,
b and pursues a bird of the heavens.

12b a For he has abandoned the way of his vineyard,
b and forgotten the paths of his tillage,

12c a to travel on a desert without water,
b  and from that (path) which is trodden, he traveled in 

thirst.
c He, too, will gather nothing.

9:13
G: (a) Γυνὴ ἄφρων καὶ θρασεῖα ἐνδεὴς ψωμοῦ γίνεται, (b) ἣ οὐκ ἐπίσταται 

αἰσχύνην. “(a) A foolish and brazen woman comes to lack (even) a 
morsel. (b) she knows no shame.”

G construes כסילות  as “foolish woman,” which is what the אשת 
Hebrew idiom requires (“woman of folly” = foolish woman). still, “fool-
ish woman” is probably a figure for folly in the abstract, which is then 
personified (AbP). G derives the hapax פתיות from פת (“piece of bread,” 
“morsel”), which it then renders ψωμοῦ. it must then add ἐνδεὴς to make 
sense of the sentence.

G apparently found “what” in ובל ידעה מה puzzling and so substituted 
a clearer direct object: αἰσχύνην. According to Jäger (followed in AbP), 
αἰσχύνην reflects כלמה, for m’s מה. to be sure, the image of a brazen 
woman refusing to be ashamed (הכלם) is found in Jer 3:3, but it would 
be hard to account for the loss of the letters כל. most likely, the translator 
had difficulty with the rare use of מה in the sense of “anything” and so 
provided “shame” as a logical direct object of “does not know.”

s: ܐܢܬܬܐ ܚܣܝܪܬ ܪܥܝܢܐ ܡܫܕܠܢܝܐ. ܘܠܡܐ ܝܕܥܐ ܒܗܬܬܐ. “A woman 
lacking in sense is enticing and does not know shame.” המיה is not spe-
cifically rendered but is probably implied by “a woman lacking in sense.” 
s’s “enticing” derives פתיות (correctly) from פִּתָּה (“seduce”) but refers 
to her active powers of seduction rather than her own gullibility, which 
is what m intends. to make sense of the puzzling ובל ידעה מה, s follows 
G’s αἰσχύνην. t clarifies what the woman does not know by adding טבתא 
(“good”).

v renders ובל ידעה מה, correctly, as et nihil omnino sciens (“and knows 
nothing at all”).

9:14
G gives the gist of the Hebrew, translating על כסא מרמי קרת as ἐπὶ 

δίφρου ἐμφανῶς ἐν πλατείαις (“upon a chair, publicly, in the plazas”). s 
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condenses the phrase to ܥܠ ܟܘܪܣܝܐ ܪܡܡܐ (“on a high chair”), taking 
the image from G but diverging from its wording. m’s קרת (“city”), 
understood as “call” in s 8:3, is either ignored or bundled into a picture 
appropriate to context. s ignores it.

9:15
Hebrew דרך is not explicitly represented in oG (it is supplied in GA 

as ὁδόν), but it is probably implicit in τοὺς παριόντας (“those passing by” 
[CsP]); compare the condensed treatment of בדרך in 9:6.

מְרָה [ (ܘܐܡܪ) G (παρακελεύομαι λέγουσα) s ≈ *וְאֹמְרָה 9:16  ,m (vocal וְאָ֣
gram)

For פתי (“innocent,” “callow”), G has a much harsher ἀφρονέστατος 
(“most foolish”). in 9:16b, the versions agree on the consonantal ואמרה 
but parse it differently. G’s παρακελεύομαι λέγουσα (“i exhort, saying”) 
is an expansive rendering of וְאֹמְרָה that maintains the first-person sin-
gular; see the comment on 9:4. s also renders the verb as first person—
 but without G’s expansiveness. The first person is correct. it is—ܘܐܡܪ
more natural in the context of Folly’s speech. tl puts the entire sen-
tence in the third person and restructures the syntax: “whoever is fool-
ish comes (נאתה) to her, and (likewise) the senseless one. And she says 
”.to him (ואמרה)

9:17
G: (a) Ἄρτων κρυφίων ἡδέως ἅψασθε (b) καὶ ὕδατος κλοπῆς γλυκεροῦ. 

“(a) take hidden breads with pleasure, (b) and the very sweet water of 
theft.” G transposes the clauses and treats ימתקו as an adjective and ינעם 
as an adverb. (v renders both as comparative adjectives.) in the Hebrew 
these words are apparently spoken by the teacher, though this is not cer-
tain. The reworking puts them into Folly’s mouth, lest the reader think 
they are true and that illicit pleasures really are sweet.

9:18 fin ] + 8 stichoi G (18a–d) (elab)
G’s συναντᾷ associates קראיה with קרה “meet,” with diathesis.

יִם־ מְרָה⌉ לּֽוֹ׃ 17 מַֽ ב ⌈וְאֹ֣ נָּה וַחֲסַר־לֵ֗ ר הֵ֑ תִי יָסֻ֣ ם׃ 16 מִי־פֶ֭ רְחוֹתָֽ אֹֽ
ם  ים שָׁ֑ י־רְפָאִ֣ דַע כִּֽ לאֹ־יָ֭ ם׃ 18 וְֽ ים יִנְעָֽ חֶם סְתָרִ֣ קוּ וְלֶ֖ ים יִמְתָּ֑ גְּנוּבִ֥

יהָ׃  פ י שְׁא֣וֹל קְרֻאֶֽ בְּעִמְָקֵ֖
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9:18a–d 
G adds four couplets:

18a a ἀλλὰ ἀποπήδησον, μὴ ἐγχρονίσῃς ἐν τῷ τόπῳ
b μηδὲ ἐπιστήσῃς τὸ σὸν ὄμμα πρὸς αὐτήν.

18b a οὕτως γὰρ διαβήσῃ ὕδωρ ἀλλότριον
b καὶ ὑπερβήσῃ ποταμὸν ἀλλότριον.

18c a ἀπὸ δὲ ὕδατος ἀλλοτρίου ἀπόσχου
b καὶ ἀπὸ πηγῆς ἀλλοτρίας μὴ πίῃς,

18d a ἵνα πολὺν ζήσῃς χρόνον,
b προστεθῇ δέ σοι ἔτη ζωῆς.

18a a but get away, tarry not in the place, 
b nor direct your eye toward her.

18b a For thus you will pass through strange water 
b and cross over a strange river.

18c a From strange water keep away,
b and from a strange spring drink not,

18d a so that you may live a long time,
b and years of life be added to you.

This addition was composed in Greek and is aimed at a diaspora audi-
ence. it admonishes Jews to avoid close contact with the surrounding 
foreign culture. (For an interpretation, see AbP 1.422–23.) evidence for 
a Greek origin is the fact that 9:18d is based on G 9:11, using its word-
ing, with none of the distinctive features of m 9:11, namely, m’s “by me,” 
“your days,” and “shall add” in the active. since the addition interprets 
the symbolism of the foolish woman in a way not found elsewhere in 
G-Proverbs, we may conclude that it was inserted later in the Greek 
transmission.

G 9:18bb is lacking in Gb A. since the other verses of the epigram are 
couplets, the loss of this line was accidental. The stich is confirmed by s, 
which agrees with διαβήσῃ as opposed to Gs διαβήσεται.

s is a close translation of G here and does not witness to a Hebrew text. 
evidence for dependency on G is in 9:18a, where ܫܘܪ imitates one of the 
senses of ἀποπήδησον, “jump.”

in 9:18d, ܘܫ̈ܢܝܐ ܕܚ̈ܝܐ ܢܬܬܘ̈ܣܦܢ ܠܟ (“so that many days and years of 
life may be added to you”), s reformulates the line under the influence of 
s 9:11, where it has ܘܢܬܬܘ̈ܣܦܢ (= G, ≠ m ויוסיפו).
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10:1
in 10:1a, the start of the second major collection in Proverbs, several 

versions omit משלי שלמה. G, s, and v* omit 10:1aα, “Proverbs of solo-
mon.” s and v must be following G in the omission, even though v 
and s did not consider it necessary to obscure the ascription to Agur in 
30:1. The heading in m 10:1 is original. For one thing, the collection that 
begins in 10:1 was the original beginning of the book (see AbP 2.499) 
and must have had a title. There would have been no need to add a title 
when 10:1 was no longer the start of an independent document.

The versions handle the ascriptions in various ways:
m: 1:1 solomon; 10:1 solomon; 24:23 the wise; 25:1 solomon (“which 

the men of Hezekiah transcribed”); 30:1 Agur; 31:1 lemuel (“which his 
mother taught him”).

G: 1:1 solomon; 10:1 omitted; 24:23 none (“to the wise”); 25:1 solo-
mon (“which the friends of ezekias king of Judah copied out”); 30:1 none 
(translated “fear my words”); 31:1 none (translated “my words have been 
spoken by God”). G’s source text had an ascription to “the wise” in 22:17, 
now obscured in translation, probably deliberately. see the comments 
on these verses.

v: 1:1 solomon; 10:1 solomon (but the absence of the verse in some 
mss is likely original and learned from G); 24:23 none (“to the wise”); 
25:1 solomon (“which the men of ezechias king of Juda copied out”); 
30:1 “Gatherer the son of vomiter”; 31:1 King lamuhel (“which his 
mother taught him”).

s: 1:1 solomon; 10:1 omitted; 24:23 none (“to the wise”); 25:1 solomon 
(“which the friends of Hezekiah king of Judah wrote”); 30:1 Agur son of 
yaqiy; 31:1 muel (“which his mother taught him”).

t: 1:1 solomon; 10:1 solomon; 24:23 implicitly solomon (“These too i 
say to the wise”); 25:1 solomon (“which the friends of Hezekiah king of 
Judah wrote”); 30:1 Agur; 31:1 lemuel (“which his mother taught him”).

G is determined to avoid even oblique concession of non-solomonic 
authorship. in 10:1, a new ascription to solomon might imply that 1:1 
does not apply to the entire book. G obscures the other headings except 

ה  פ י שְׁלֹ֫מֹ֥ מִשְׁלֵ֗  10:1
שַׁע  יל תּוּגַ֥ת אִמּֽוֹ׃ 2 לאֹ־יוֹ֭עִילוּ אוֹצְר֣וֹת רֶ֑ סִ֗ ן כְּ֝ ב וּבֵ֥ כָם יְשַׂמַּח־אָ֑ ן חָ֭ בֵּ֣

ים  יק ⌈וְחַיַּת֖⌉ רְשָׁעִ֣ יב יְ֭הוָה נֶפֶ֣שׁ צַדִּ֑ א־יַרְעִ֣ ֹֽ וֶת׃ 3 ל יל מִמָּֽ ה תַּצִּ֥ וּ֝צְדָקָ֗
קַּיִץ  יר׃ 5 אֹגֵר֣ בַּ֭ ים תַּעֲשִֽׁ יֶהְדּֽףֹ׃ 4 ⌈רֵאשׁ עשָֹׂה⌉ כַף־רְמִיָּה֑ וְיַד֖ חָרוּצִ֣
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for the one in 25:1. This heading was less troublesome because it refers 
to the editorial role of Hezekiah’s men rather than primarily assigning 
authorship to solomon and thereby raising questions about the other 
material. in G 31:1, solomon speaks and introduces his teaching as 
words spoken by God which his mother taught him. in 24:23 G, s, v, and 
t, the teachings are “to the wise,” and the speaker is implicitly solomon, 
who continues to speak in the following verses.

(ו → י graph ;ה → ח graph) m וְהַוַּ֖ת [ G (ζωὴν δὲ) *וחית 10:3
G: (a) οὐ λιμοκτονήσει κύριος ψυχὴν δικαίαν, (b) ζωὴν δὲ ἀσεβῶν 

ἀνατρέψει. “(a) The lord will not let the righteous soul starve, (b) but he 
will overthrow the life of the impious.” G construes רֶשַׁע (not implausi-
bly) as רָשָׁע then pluralizes it, as it often does for character types.

Neither m nor G is entirely apropos here. it does not make good sense 
to say that God will rebuff (יהדף) the evildoer’s “disaster” (which sounds 
like protection) as m has it, but neither is G’s “life” a fitting object of 
ἀνατρέψει. ζωὴν δὲ = וחית (Jäger). Hebrew חיה can mean “life,” as G ren-
ders it, but also “appetite,” as in Job 33:20 (// נפש) and Job 38:39. The 
latter sense is what was intended in the translator’s source text. G read 
 but mistranslated it as “and life.” This example shows that G does וחית
not have to be right in order to witness to a variant; in fact an awkward-
ness in translation can be helpful in retroversion; see further §3.1.5.2 
and Fox 2005.

The proposed original וחית was corrupted to והות in m. Alternatively, 
instead of emending we might maintain והות but construe it as “desire” 
(a by-form of אוה). הוה is supposed to have this meaning in mic 7:3 
(thus, e.g., HAlot). There, however, it could as well mean “deceit.”

s ܘܩܢܝܢܐ (“property”) looks like a rendering of הון, though there is no 
graphic reason for ת to become ן or נ, nor is there an exegetical motive 
for associating with that word.

several medieval Hebrew mss Kr have בוגדים in place of רשעים. 
This is due to the influence of 11:6 (bHs). The motive for the change is 
unclear, but it does show that synonym substitutions can occur within 
the Hebrew tradition even at a late stage in the transmission.

אשׁ [ (מסכנוא) t (ܡܣܟܢܘܬܐ) G (πενία) s *רֵאשׁ 10:4 m (vocal) רָ֗
ה [ (ממככא) tl ≈ ܡ�ܟܟܐ G (ταπεινοῖ) ≈ s ≈ *עשָֹׂה m (vocal) עשֶֹׂ֥
fin ] + 2 stichoi G (4a) (elab)

G: (a) πενία ἄνδρα ταπεινοῖ, (b) χεῖρες δὲ ἀνδρείων πλουτίζουσιν. “(a) 
Poverty humbles a man, (b) but the hands of the vigorous make [them] 
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rich.” G makes Hebrew ראש (understood as ׁרֵאש ) the subject and asso-
ciates כף with כפה/כפף (“subdues,” “forces”). This allows for G’s para-
phrase, “poverty humbles a man.” This is better than m’s pointing, which 
would have to be translated, “A poor man makes a deceitful hand.” רמיה 
is not represented in G. The choice of ἀνδρείων for חרוצים (“diligent”) 
introduces a moral factor, but subtly so, since the Greek word embraces 
a broad range of pragmatic and moral virtues.

v: (a) egestatem operata est manus remissa (“The slothful hand has 
produced poverty”) ≈ G. v rightly understands רמיה as “slothful.”

s: ܡܣܟܢܘܬܐ ܡ�ܟܟܐ ܠܓܒܪܐ (“Poverty humbles a man”) = G.
tl: מסכנוא ממככא לגברא רמייה (“Poverty humbles a deceitful man”) 

= s, but representing רמיה. (tZ ממכתא is a graphic error.)

10:4a
G: (a) υἱὸς πεπαιδευμένος σοφὸς ἔσται, (b) τῷ δὲ ἄφρονι διακόνῳ χρήσεται. 

“(a) An educated son will be wise, (b) and will use the fool as a servant.” 
G 10:4ab ≈ m 11:29b ≠ G 11:29b. The use of διάκονος shows 10:4a to be 
Greek in origin. A Hebrew text would have used עבד for “servant” in 
this context, a word never rendered by διάκονος. This addition is most 
closely connected to the next verse.

10:5
G: (a) διεσώθη ἀπὸ καύματος υἱὸς νοήμων, (b) ἀνεμόφθορος δὲ γίνεται ἐν 

ἀμήτῳ υἱὸς παράνομος. “(a) A thoughtful son is saved from heat, (b) but 
a lawless son becomes wind-blasted in the harvest.” G radically recasts 
the Hebrew using some unique lexical correspondences. καύματος 
(“heat”) paraphrases קיץ (lit. “summer”). διασώζειν (“preserve [through 
a danger]”) is loosely related semantically to the rare אגר (“gather”), 
which is translated differently elsewhere. in view of the metaphor in 
10:5b, the idea in 10:5a may be that a thoughtful son, like good grain, is 
“gathered” or harvested for his protection in timely fashion, before he is 
desiccated by the heat, whereas a lawless one is wind-blasted and blown 
away. Possibly G’s ἀνεμόφθορος reflects נדף (“blown away”), as in isa 19:7, 

י  יק וּפִ֥ אשׁ צַדִּ֑ ֹ֣ רָכוֹת לְר ישׁ׃ 6 בְּ֭ ן מֵבִֽ יר בֵּ֣ קָּצִ֗ ם בַּ֝ יל נִרְדָּ֥ ן מַשְׂכִּ֑ בֵּ֣
ב׃  ים יִרְָקָֽ ם רְשָׁעִ֣ ה וְשֵׁ֖ דִּיק לִבְרָכָ֑ ס׃ 7 זֵכֶ֣ר צַ֭ ה חָמָֽ ים יְכַסֶּ֥ שָׁעִ֗ רְ֝

טַח  תֹּם יֵלֶ֣ךְ בֶּ֑ ךְ בַּ֭ ט׃ 9 הוֹלֵ֣ יִם יִלָּבֵֽ פָתַ֗ יל שְׂ֝ ח מִצְוֹת וֶאֱוִ֥ ב יִקַּ֣ 8 חֲכַם־לֵ֭
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or a graphically closer נרדף (“pursued”) for m’s נרדם (“drowses off ”) 
(mezzacasa). but given that the translator is deliberately reshaping the 
picture, no Hebrew variants can be securely recovered. The purpose of 
the paraphrase is to fit the egyptian climate better, for summer is not the 
harvest time in egypt. Note also that the blasted ears of corn in Pharaoh’s 
dream are called ἀνεμόφθοροι (Gen 41:6, 7, etc.).

G-Proverbs overall gives less attention than m to the flaw of lazi-
ness. G 10:26 substitutes lawlessness for laziness and reshapes the prov-
erb strongly, as here. G 19:15 substitutes timidity for laziness. G 19:24, 
which in Hebrew concerns the sluggard, becomes a warning against 
bribes. G 20:13 condemns “babbling” rather than (excessive) sleep. G 
21:26 replaces the sluggard with the impious. G 24:30–34 changes the 
emphasis from laziness to folly. G deemphasizes the dangers of laziness, 
a practical failing, in favor of moral virtues.

10:6
G: (a) εὐλογία κυρίου ἐπὶ κεφαλὴν δικαίου, (b) στόμα δὲ ἀσεβῶν καλύψει 

πένθος ἄωρον. “(a) The blessing of the lord is on the head of the just, 
(b) but untimely grief will cover the mouth of the wicked.” G expands 
m’s “blessings” into εὐλογία κυρίου (“blessing of the lord”), taken 
from 10:22, to emphasize God’s role in retribution (dick 1990, 27–28). 
(similarly vmss benedictio domini.) G interprets חמס as πένθος ἄωρον 
(“untimely grief ”) because it assumes that 10:6b alludes to the evildoers’ 
future punishment rather than to their deeds. (m 10:6b is actually to be 
translated, “but the mouth of the wicked covers up lawlessness.”)

10:7
(a) μνήμη δικαίων μετ᾽ ἐγκωμίων, (b) ὄνομα δὲ ἀσεβοῦς σβέννυται. “(a) 

The memory of the just [pl] is praised [lit. “with praises”], (b) but the 
name of the impious is extinguished.” ברכה is uniquely translated as 
ἐγκωμίων to direct one’s attention to the funeral eulogy (bAP). σβέννυται 
assimilates to 13:9b, as well as 20:20 and 24:20b. דעך is more appropriate 
in the other verses, which use metaphors of light and fire.

s ܢܕܥܟ = G.

10:8
G: (a) = m; (b) ὁ δὲ ἄστεγος χείλεσιν σκολιάζων ὑποσκελισθήσεται. “(b) 

but he who is unguarded with (his) lips, being crooked, will stumble.”
G’s ἄστεγος is lit. “unroofed,” “exposed” (Gels: “unguarded”; mGels: 

“not being able to keep silence”). in 26:28, στόμα δὲ ἄστεγον corresponds 
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to פה חלק (“slippery mouth”), meaning seductive and deceitful speech. 
in the present verse, G is trying to say precisely what kind of fool is 
in question, as in 10:14b. G 10:8 seems to be influenced by mention of 
 in 19:1, even though (”one who makes his lips stubborn“) מעקש שפתיו
that verse is lacking in G. or perhaps מעקש intruded from the next 
verse.

The versions show uncertainty about the meaning of the rare ילבט, 
whose meaning is in any case not certain. it probably means “be cast 
aside”; see AbP on 10:8. G’s σκολιάζων is a gloss on the unexpected 
ἄστεγος (toy).

v: (a) = m; (b) stultus caeditur labiis (“but the fool is beaten with the 
lips”); similarly in 10:10.

s (t) ܡܬܬܚܕ (“seized”) for ילבט is a guess from context. it is unlikely 
to reflect the graphically distant ילכד, contrary to Pinkuss and bHQ. it 
is followed by t.

10:9
toy, bHs, and others would sharpen the antithesis by emending m’s 

 as in 11:15 and 13:20. This is a ,(”suffer“) יֵרוֹעַ to (”be found out“) יִוָּדֵעַ
possible reading, but since the disgrace of discovery would be an ade-
quate threat, the change is not necessary. נודע means “be recognized for 
what one is,” as in sir 12:8 and Jer 28:9. Prov 10:9b means, “while he who 
makes his ways crooked will be found out.”

 G (ὁ δὲ ἐλέγχων μετὰ παρρησίας εἰρηνοποιεῖ) s *ותוכחת מגלה שלום 10:10
ט [ (ܘܕܡܟܣ ܓܠܝܐܝܬ ܥܒܕ ܫܠ�ܡܐ) יִם יִלָּבֵֽ פָתַ֗ יל שְׂ֝  m (vertical dittog וֶאֱוִ֥
from 10:8)

m 10:10b is meaningful in itself, but the verse is nevertheless awkward 
and asymmetrical. stich 10:10a describes how one undesirable type 
of person affects others, while stich 10:10b speaks of the punishment 
awaiting a different unworthy type. it is hard to relate the stichoi to each 
other or even to explain them as a disjointed proverb (on which see AbP 
2.494–97). There is a good chance that a different Hebrew underlies G 
10:10b; see below. There would be no reason for the translator to avoid 
m’s 10:10b entirely if it were in G’s source text. Possible retroversions 

בֶת ⌈וְתוֹכַחַת מְגֻלָּה שָׁלֽוֹם⌉׃  ן עַצָּ֑ יִן יִתֵּ֣ ץ עַ֭ רֵ֥ עַ׃ 10 קֹ֣ יו יִוָּדֵֽ רָכָ֗ שׁ דְּ֝ וּמְעַקֵּ֥
ר  נְאָה תְּעוֹרֵ֣ ס׃ 12 שִׂ֭ ה חָמָֽ ים יְכַסֶּ֥ שָׁעִ֗ י רְ֝ יק וּפִ֥ י צַדִּ֑ יִּים פִּ֣ 11 מְק֣וֹר חַ֭
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of G 10:10b are והמוכיח על פנים ישלים (“and he who reproves directly 
makes peace”; Gemser); ותוכחת מגֻלה שלום (“and open reproof [makes] 
peace”; ehrlich); יעשה שלום  ;”and the reprover makes peace“) ומוכיח 
Clifford; cf. isa 27:5). i choose ehrlich’s proposal for its resemblance to 
Prov 27:5 and for the antithesis it forms to 10:10a. in the retroverted 
text, שלום is the second object of the verb יתן. However, G handles Prov 
27:5 differently.

As emended, the verse reads: “He who winks his eye causes grief, 
while he who reproves openly makes peace.” The second stich balances 
the first nicely. winking the eye is a hostile, sneaky gesture; see 6:13 and 
16:30. Far better to rebuke someone frankly and honestly: “better an 
open rebuke than hidden love” (27:5). m 10:10b was very likely a vertical 
dittography from 10:8b.

G: (a) ὁ ἐννεύων ὀφθαλμοῖς μετὰ δόλου συνάγει ἀνδράσι λύπας, (b) ὁ 
δὲ ἐλέγχων μετὰ παρρησίας εἰρηνοποιεῖ. “(a) He who signals with (his) 
eyes with deceit causes sorrows to men, (b) but he who reproves openly 
makes peace.” G makes it clear that קרץ (“squints,” “winks”) is a perni-
cious act. The antithesis in G’s second line shows that the deceitful eye-
signals are thought to be false signs of friendship. (ben sira [27:22–23] 
also interprets the gesture in this way.) G’s “to men” makes it clear that 
harm to others rather than oneself is the issue here. (Possibly ἀνδράσι 
was added also for the rhythm; thus bAP.) bHQ says that G produced 
10:10b for the sake of antithesis, but G does not elsewhere make such 
radical adjustments for that slight reason, and in any case G eliminates 
the parallel eye // lips. v follows m.

s: ܕܪܡܙ ܒܥܝ̈ܢܘܗܝ ܒܢܟܠܡܐ ܝܗܒ ܟܐܒܐ. ܘܕܡܟܣ ܓܠܝܐܝܬ ܥܒܕ ܫܠ�ܡܐ. 
“(a) He who signals with his eyes in deceit causes pain, (b) but he who 
reproves openly makes peace.” s ≈ G, but not adding “to men.” since s 
does not follow G slavishly here, it provides some evidence for the dif-
ferent form of 10:10b.

t = m, but follows s 10:8 in translating ילבט as מתאחד.

10:11
G ἐν χειρὶ (“in [the] hand”), where m has ופי (“and the mouth”), is bor-

rowed from 18:21. de lagarde (with reference to Grabe) suggested that 
this is an inner-G error for ἐν χειλί (“in the lip”), but the singular is not 
used in G-Proverbs and would not be appropriate here. G again inter-
prets חמס as punishment, this time translating it as ἀπώλεια (“destruc-
tion”) ≠ G 10:6.
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10:12
G: (a) μῖσος ἐγείρει νεῖκος, (b) πάντας δὲ τοὺς μὴ φιλονεικοῦντας 

καλύπτει φιλία. “(a) Hatred stirs up conflict, (b) but love covers [i.e., pro-
tects] all who are not contention-loving.” G assumes that פשעים means 
“offenders” (i.e., פֹּשְׁעִים), rephrased for the sake of tighter parallelism 
as “contention-loving.” but, puzzled by the notion that any virtue could 
“cover”—i.e., hide or protect—offenders of any sort, G adds a negative to 
produce a more acceptable sentiment.

s: ܣܢܐܬܐ ܬܓܪܓ ܕܝܢܐ܂ ܘܠܟܠܗܘܢ ܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܬܟܣܐ ܒܗܬܬܐ. “(a) 
Hatred will provoke strife, (b) and shame will cover all evildoers.” like 
G, s misunderstands פשעים as “offenders” and “covers” as protects, 
but he solves the logical problem this causes by converting “love” into 
“shame.”

10:13
G: (a) ὃς ἐκ χειλέων προφέρει σοφίαν, (b) ῥάβδῳ τύπτει ἄνδρα ἀκάρδιον. 

“(a) The one who brings forth wisdom from (his) lips (b) smites the 
mindless man with a rod.” in G, the syntax is rearranged but no variants 
are indicated. תמצא (“will be found”) is associated with מֹצִא (“brings 
forth”). מצא (“find”) is associated with (מוֹצִיא =) מֹצִא also in 8:35 and 
18:22a. G conflates the two stichoi of 10:13 into one sentence and equates 
the speaker of wisdom with the one who smites the fool.

s: ܡܿܢ ܕܡܢ ܣ̈ܦܘܬܗ ܡܦܩ ܚܟ�ܬܐ. ܒܫܒܛܐ ܫܩܦ ܠܓܒܪܐ ܚܣܝܪ ܠܒܐ. 
“(a) He who brings forth wisdom from his lips, (b) beats the mindless 
man with a rod.” Though the Hebrew is not very difficult, s depends on 
G for the treatment of תמצא. since s-Proverbs conflates מצ"א with יצ"א 
only where G does, it is evidently dependent on G in the present verse as 
well. yet s immediately reverts to m’s word-order.

10:14
G: (a) σοφοὶ κρύψουσιν αἴσθησιν, (b) στόμα δὲ προπετοῦς ἐγγίζει συντριβῇ. 

בוֹן תִּמָּצֵ֣א  י נָ֭ ה׃ 13 בְּשִׂפְתֵ֣ ה אַהֲבָֽ ים תְּכַסֶּ֥ שָׁעִ֗ ל כָּל־פְּ֝ מְדָנִי֑ם וְעַ֥
ה  וִיל מְחִתָּ֥ י־אֱ֝ עַת וּפִֽ ים יִצְפְּנוּ־דָ֑ ב׃ 14 חֲכָמִ֥ בֶט לְגֵו֣ חֲסַר־לֵֽ שֵׁ֗ ה וְ֝ חָכְמָ֑

ם׃ 16 פְּעֻלַּ֣ת  ים רֵישָֽׁ ת דַּלִּ֣ שִׁיר קִרְיַת֣ עֻזּ֑וֹ מְחִתַּ֖ ה׃ 15 ה֣וֹן עָ֭ קְרבָֹֽ
ר  ר מוּסָ֑ חַיִּים שׁוֹמֵ֣ רַח לְ֭ את׃ 17 אֹ֣ ע לְחַטָּֽ ת רָשָׁ֣ יק לְחַיִּ֑ים תְּבוּאַ֖ צַדִּ֣
ה  בָּ֗ א דִ֝ קֶר וּמוֹצִ֥ נְאָה שִׂפְתֵי־שָׁ֑ ה שִׂ֭ ה׃ 18 מְכַסֶּ֣ חַת מַתְעֶֽ וְעוֹזֵב֖ תּוֹכַ֣
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“(a) The wise man will hide knowledge (b) but the mouth of the reckless 
approaches [or ‘brings (him) near to’] destruction.” m’s אויל is rendered, 
more narrowly, as “reckless.” אויל was understood similarly in 10:8 but 
there translated as ὁ δὲ ἄστεγος (“unguarded”).

s, who knows very well what אויל means, chooses to follow G’s “reck-
less” and translates ܡܣܪܗܒܐ. This makes the proverb more focused by 
saying what kind of fool is in view. This is something that G often does—
in spite of his tendency to tighten parallelism. s chooses to follow G’s 
example for what can only be aesthetic reasons.

10:15
G: (a) κτῆσις πλουσίων πόλις ὀχυρά, (b) συντριβὴ δὲ ἀσθενῶν [GAnt v 336  

613; var: ἀσεβῶν Gb s A] πενία.“(a) The property of the wealthy is a strong 
city, (b) but poverty is the disaster of the weak [var: ‘impious’].” by the 
majority reading ἀσεβῶν, G moralizes the severe observation in 10:15b. 
However, the variant ἀσθενῶν is supported by the third-century Anti-
noe Papyrus and is correct; cf. 21:13 (Zuntz 1956, 161). Poverty in this 
case is not a punishment but a misfortune. This example shows how the 
processes and motives usually assigned to the translator often persist in 
subsequent transmission.

10:17
G: (a) ὁδοὺς δικαίας ζωῆς φυλάσσει παιδεία, (b) παιδεία δὲ ἀνεξέλεγκτος 

πλανᾶται. “(a) education guards the right ways of life, (b) but the 
unchastised education goes astray” (> GAsc Ant). GAnt 10:17a reads ὁδὸς 
ζωῆς φυλάσσει ἀκάκους (“The way of life guards the innocent”). Zuntz 
(1956, 161–62) supports this reading.

G ignores or lacks the conjunction of ועוזב. G construes מוסר as the 
subject in 10:17a and repeats παιδεία in 10:17b, making παιδεία the topic 
of the couplet. G then reads the words מוסר עוזב תוכחת מתעה as an 
independent clause (in violation of the correct stichometry) and takes it 
to mean, “education which leaves off [i.e., ‘neglects to provide’] chastise-
ment goes astray.” ἀνεξέλεγκτος here (but not in 25:3) means “unchas-
tised” or “without chastisement” (ἐξελέγχειν means “rebuke” in mic 4:3; 
wis 12:17; and 4 macc 2:13). translations of ἀνεξέλεγκτος vary: “inca-
pable of disproof or criticism” (Gels); “inscrutable” (mGels); “sans 
examen” (bAP), which does not quite fit here; “unchastened” (Nets); 
“ohne Überprüfung” (sd). G adds δικαίας for moral clarity.
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10:18
G: (a) καλύπτουσιν ἔχθραν χείλη δίκαια, (b) οἱ δὲ ἐκφέροντες λοιδορίας 

ἀφρονέστατοί εἰσιν. “(a) righteous lips conceal hatred, (b) and he who 
brings forth abuse is most foolish.”

G reverses m, which reads: “deceitful lips cover up hatred, while 
the slanderer is a fool.” The first stich means that dishonest people (for 
which “deceitful lips” is a synecdoche) speak honeyed flattery but are 
really concealing hatred. (s, correctly: ܡ̈ܟ�ܢܢ ܒܥܠܕܒܒܘܬܐ, “conceal [as 
in ambush] hostility”). Here and in 10:12, the translator seems to reverse 
the meaning of his source. The present verse cannot be a converse trans-
lation or a case of turning a rhetorical question into an implied nega-
tive indicative (see the comment on 1:7 and “negatives” in the index). 
if 10:18a were a rhetorical question, the implied indicative would be 
“deceitful lips do not cover up hatred.” it seems that G did not under-
stand why it is wrong to conceal hatred and so converted “deceitful lips” 
into “righteous lips” with no justification in the Hebrew. but Proverbs 
does affirm concealment in some cases; see also 10:12b; 10:19; 11:13b; 
17:9a.

10:19
G: (a) ἐκ πολυλογίας οὐκ ἐκφεύξῃ ἁμαρτίαν [Gb s mss; var: οὐκ εκφεύξετια 

ἁμαρτία GA 157], (b) φειδόμενος δὲ χειλέων νοήμων ἔσῃ. “(a) by many 
words you will not escape sin [var: ‘sin will not escape’], (b) but, (by) 
being sparing of lips, you will be intelligent.”

The reason for G’s ἐκφεύξῃ for m’s יחדל (“cease”) is uncertain. A vari-
ant תחדל is possible. Kennedy (1928, 81–82) gives examples of possible 
 ,confusion. There is little graphic resemblance in the square script י/ת
but paleo y and t are closer. There is no clear theological motive for 
the change. The variant οὐκ εκφεύξετια ἁμαρτία corrects toward m, but 
awkwardly.

s: ܒܣܘܓܐܐ ܕܡ̈ܠܡܐ ܠܡܐ ܡܬܦܨܐ ܥܘܠܡܐ܂ ܘܕܚܣܟ ܣ̈ܦܘܬܗ ܣܟܘܠܬܢ. 
“(a) by an abundance of words the sinner does not escape, (b) but he 
who restrains his lips is wise.” ܥܘܠܡܐ must be vocalized ܥܰܘܳܠܳܐ (“sinner”), 
because “sin” (ܥܰܘܠܳܐ) would require ܡܢ. This verse shows s using m 

יל׃  יו מַשְׂכִּֽ ךְ שְׂפָתָ֣ שַׁע וְחֹשֵׂ֖ א יֶחְדַּל־פָּ֑ ֹ֣ בָרִים ל ב דְּ֭ יל׃ 19 בְּרֹ֣ ה֣וּא כְסִֽ
דִּיק יִרְע֣וּ  י צַ֭ ט׃ 21 שִׂפְתֵ֣ ים כִּמְעָֽ יק לֵ֖ב רְשָׁעִ֣ בְחָר לְשׁ֣וֹן צַדִּ֑ 20 כֶּ֣סֶף נִ֭

א־ ֹֽ יר וְל יא תַעֲשִׁ֑ ת יְה֭וָה הִ֣ ב יָמֽוּתוּ׃ 22 בִּרְכַּ֣ ים בַּחֲסַר־לֵ֥ אֱוִילִ֗ ים וֶֽ רַבִּ֑
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and G in tandem. He relies on G—actually, GA—for οὐκ εκφεύξεται, but 
instead of replicating G’s ἁμαρτία he goes back to the Hebrew for פשע, 
which he understands as ַפֹשֵׁע.

10:20
G πεπυρωμένος (“burnt,” “purged”) understands נבחר as “assayed” 

(used of metallurgy), as in Aramaic and isa 48:10 and sir 4:17.
s has a puzzling ܡܪܬܐ (“bile,” “bitterness”) for m’s כמעט, a word that 

is correctly translated elsewhere as ܩܠܝܠ or ܙܥܘܪܐ. Pinkuss emends to 
 which he translates “Herabfallendes, schlackeslag,” meant as an ,ܡܚܬܐ
antonym of נבחר  The syriac dictionaries and .מחתא whence t ;כסף 
Jastrow, however, do not assign ܡܚܬܐ the required meaning. Healey 
1991 translates t “a deficiency” (presumably an A-passive participle of 
 and this might ,כמעט t would then be a reasonable translation of .(נחת
be a transcription of ܡܚܬܐ.

(ד → ר graph) G (ἐπίσταται) v (erudiunt) *ידעו [ (ܡܪ̈ܚ�ܢܝܢ) m s ירעו 10:21
G (transf to 22) < [ (ܪܥܝܢܗܘܢ) m s לב

G: (a) χείλη δικαίων ἐπίσταται ὑψηλά, (b) οἱ δὲ ἄφρονες ἐν ἐνδείᾳ 
τελευτῶσιν. “(a) The lips of the righteous [pl] understand lofty things, 
(b) but the fools die in neediness.” G ἐπίσταται = ידעו construed as ּיֵדְעו 
(“will understand”).  A better vocalization would be ּידִֹעו (“inform,” 
“teach”). The latter is supported by v erudiunt (“instruct”). The correct 
translation of the reconstructed Hebrew is “The lips of the righteous 
teach many people.” This is a valid text but not, i think, the archetype. C. 
Gordon (1930, 392) thinks v is based on the rabbinic understanding of 
torah as the food par excellence, so that “feed” is a metaphor for teach-
ing torah (an interpretation maintained by david Qimḥi). A simpler 
explanation is that both G and v represent ידעו, though they vocalize it 
differently.

G ἐν ἐνδείᾳ = בְּחֹסֶר (“in lack”). G does not represent לב (“heart”), but 
there is an extra “heart” in 10:22, which ends in ἐν καρδίᾳ. it seems that 
a copyist incorrectly transferred לב into the next line and the translator 
adjusted it to the Greek syntax.

s’s ܡܪ̈ܚ�ܢܝܢ (“conciliatory”) associates ירעו with ܪܥܝ (“desire,” etc.). t’s 
”.shepherd“ רעי from ירעו derives רעיין

10:22
G: (a) εὐλογία κυρίου ἐπὶ κεφαλὴν δικαίου. (b) αὕτη πλουτίζει, (c) καὶ οὐ 

μὴ προστεθῇ αὐτῇ λύπη ἐν καρδίᾳ. “(a) The blessing of the lord is on the 
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head of the righteous [sg]. (b) it makes rich, (c) and misery is not added 
to it in the heart.” G adds ἐπὶ κεφαλὴν δικαίου (from 10:6) for moral clar-
ity, lest one think that just anyone’s wealth is evidence of divine favor; see 
Giese 1992a, 417. The superfluous “in the heart” was likely displaced in 
the Hebrew of the source text from 10:21b.

while G does not denigrate wealth as such or deny that wisdom brings 
material rewards, it does teach, often by adding words, that wealth is to 
be valued only when accompanied by righteousness and wisdom. This 
is a matter of emphasis, not a fundamental departure from the Hebrew. 
There is nothing specifically stoic in G’s ideas of wisdom and wealth 
(Giese 1992a, 417).

G also has a tendency to remove or temper warnings against overwork 
and “haste.” whereas m says that further striving (עצב) does not add to 
what God grants, G points out, rather unnecessarily, that misery is not 
added to God’s blessing. similar modifications to this effect occur in G 
23:4 and 28:20. two proverbs that warn against haste and overwork are 
omitted altogether, namely 19:2 and 21:5, though the topic is not neces-
sarily the motive for the omissions.

(ב → כ graph) mmss G (ἐν γέλωτι) בשחוק [ m כשחוק 10:23
G: (a) ἐν γέλωτι ἄφρων πράσσει κακά, (b) ἡ δὲ σοφία ἀνδρὶ τίκτει 

φρόνησιν. “(a) in laughter a fool does evils, (b) but wisdom engenders 
discernment for a man.” The source text in 10:23a had (a clearly errone-
ous) בשחוק.

s’s ܟܕ ܓܚܟ (“when he laughs”) could represent either variant.

10:24
G: (a) ἐν ἀπωλείᾳ ἀσεβὴς περιφέρεται, (b) ἐπιθυμία δὲ δικαίου δεκτή. 

“(a) A wicked (man) is tossed about by destruction, (b) but the desire of 
the righteous man is acceptable.” it is difficult to associate G 10:24a with 
m or to reconstruct a different source text related to it. in 10:24b, δεκτή 
(“acceptable”) paraphrases יתן understood as יֻתָּן, on the assumption that 

ישׁ  ה לְאִ֣ חָכְמָ֗ ה וְ֝ כְסִיל עֲשׂ֣וֹת זִמָּ֑ הּ ׃23 כִּשְׂח֣וֹק לִ֭ צֶב עִמָּֽ ף עֶ֣ יוֹסִ֖
ן׃  ים יִתֵּֽ נּוּ וְתַאֲוַ֖ת צַדִּיָקִ֣ יא תְבוֹאֶ֑ שָׁע הִ֣ ת רָ֭ ה׃ 24 מְגוֹרַ֣ תְּבוּנָֽ

יִם  מֶץ ׀ לַשִּׁנַּ֗ ם׃ 26 כַּחֹ֤ יק יְס֣וֹד עוֹלָֽ צַדִּ֗ ע וְ֝ ין רָשָׁ֑ 25 כַּעֲב֣וֹר ס֭וּפָה וְאֵ֣

ים  יף יָמִ֑ ת יְ֭הוָה תּוֹסִ֣ יו׃ 27 יִרְאַ֣ ל לְשׁלְֹחָֽ עָצֵ֗ ן הֶ֝ ן לָעֵינָֽ֑יִם כֵּ֥ וְכֶעָשָׁ֥
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what is “granted” by God is “acceptable” to him. v dabitur (“shall be 
given”) also treats the verb as a passive. see AbP ad loc.

After 10:24a, GA adds δουλεύσει δὲ ἄφρων φρονίμῳ, borrowed from 
11:29b, and after 10:24b it adds καρδία δὲ ἀσεβοῦς ἐκλείψει, borrowed 
from 10:20b. two new couplets result:

24a The wicked man wanders about in destruction,
and the fool will serve the prudent.

24b The desire of the righteous is acceptable,
but the intelligence [lit. “heart”] of the impious will cease.

This illustrates how even in inner-Greek transmission, a proverbial text 
can remain dynamic, modifying sayings and even producing new ones; 
see the comments on 10:15 and 11:16.

s: ܥܘܠܡܐ ܠܡܐܒܕܢܐ ܡܬܢܥܓ. ܘܣܒܪܐ ܡܬܝܗܒ ܠܙܕܝܩ̈ܐ. “(a) The sinner 
is dragged away to destruction, (b) but hope is given to the righteous.” 
s is influenced by G in 10:24a. in 10:24b, s parses יתן as a passive (יֻתָּן), 
as does G, but to different effect. weitzman (1999, 224) observes that 
s-Proverbs several times introduces the theme of hope where it is not 
literally present in the Hebrew: 2:7; 8:21; 10:24; 11:3; 13:12; similarly 
s-Ps 10:17.

 G (ἐκκλίνας) (graph *יסור [ ([elab] ܢܬܬܣ̈ܝ�ܢ ܫܬܐ̈ܣܘܗܝ) m s יסוד 10:25
(ר → ד

G: (a) παραπορευομένης καταιγίδος ἀφανίζεται ἀσεβής, (b) δίκαιος δὲ 
ἐκκλίνας σῴζεται εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα. “(a) when the whirlwind passes, the 
impious one disappears, (b) but the righteous, turning aside, is saved 
forever.” ἐκκλίνας = יסור, a graphic error producing an ungrammatical 
sentence. σῴζεται is added to specify the benefit that the righteous man 
receives from turning aside.

10:26
G: (a) ὥσπερ ὄμφαξ ὀδοῦσι βλαβερὸν καὶ καπνὸς ὄμμασιν, (b) οὕτως 

παρανομία τοῖς χρωμένοις αὐτήν. “(a) As unripe grapes are harmful to the 
teeth and smoke to the eyes, (b) so is lawlessness to those who practice 
it.” G moralizes the verse by substituting lawlessness for laziness (see 
the comment on 10:5) and having the unworthy person rather than the 
sender suffer the consequences of the bad behavior.
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10:29
A variant in 10:29a (Gb A) is φόβος κυρίου (“fear of the lord”) for m’s 

 dick (1990, 37) says that “fear of the lord” is the translator’s .דרך יהוה
interpretation of the unusual “way of the lord” and that G was perhaps 
influenced by 10:27. bAP observes that by repeating this phrase, G gives 
10:27–29 a certain cohesiveness.

10:31
G renders ינוב (“yields fruit”) as ἀποστάζει (“drips”) and translates 

 as ἀδίκου (“unjust man”), construing the Hebrew (”perversity“) תהפכות
words as abstract-for-concrete tropes.

(ד → ב graph) (ܝܕܥ̈ܢ) m s יֵדְע֣וּן [ G (ἀποστάζει) *יבעון 10:32
since lips cannot be said to “know” favor, as m has it, it is better to 

emend to יבעון, “pour out,” “express” (toy, bHs, and others), as in 15:2 
and 28, which also define the speech characteristics of different kinds of 
people. The emendation assumes only a ד/ב confusion, which is possible 
in the early square script.

G’s ἀποστάζει is probably an etymologizing translation of יבעון. to be 
sure, ἀποστάζειν is not used for נבע elsewhere, but G is inconsistent in 
its rendering of הביע; see Prov 15:2 (ἀναγγελεῖ) and 15:28 (ἀποκρίνεται). 
However, it could be repeated from the preceding verse to eliminate the 
difficulty posed by “know” in 10:32b.

11:1
G ≈ m but explains שלמה (“complete”) as δίκαιον (“just”); similarly s 

 The translator highlights the moral message already .(just” [pl]“) ܬܪ̈ܝܨܐ
inherent in the text.

ים  ה וְתִקְוַ֖ת רְשָׁעִ֣ ים שִׂמְחָ֑ לֶת צַדִּיָקִ֣ רְנָה׃ 28 תּוֹחֶ֣ ים תִּקְצֹֽ וּשְׁנ֖וֹת רְשָׁעִ֣
יק  וֶן׃ 30 צַדִּ֣ עֲלֵי אָֽ ה לְפֹ֣ רֶךְ יְהוָה֑ וּ֝מְחִתָּ֗ תֹּם דֶּ֣ ד׃ 29 מָע֣וֹז לַ֭ תּאֹבֵֽ

ה  דִּיק יָנ֣וּב חָכְמָ֑ י־צַ֭ רֶץ׃ 31 פִּֽ א יִשְׁכְּנוּ־אָֽ ֹ֣ ים ל לְעוֹלָ֣ם בַּל־יִמּ֑וֹט וּ֝רְשָׁעִ֗
ים  שָׁעִ֗ י רְ֝ דִּיק ⌈יַבִּע֣וּן⌉ רָצ֑וֹן וּפִ֥ י צַ֭ ת׃ 32 שִׂפְתֵ֣ הְפֻּכ֗וֹת תִּכָּרֵֽ וּלְשׁ֥וֹן תַּ֝

ה רְצוֹנֽוֹ׃  בֶן שְׁלֵמָ֣ ת יְהוָה֑ וְאֶ֖ רְמָה תּוֹעֲבַ֣ תַּהְפֻּכֽוֹת׃ 11:1 מאֹזְנֵי֣ מִ֭
ם  ים תַּנְחֵ֑ ת יְשָׁרִ֣ ה׃ 3 תֻּמַּ֣ ים חָכְמָֽ אֶת־צְנוּעִ֥ א קָל֑וֹן וְֽ ֹ֣ דוֹן וַיָּב א־זָ֭ 2 בָּֽ
יל  ה תַּצִּ֥ ה וּ֝צְדָקָ֗ יל ה֭וֹן בְּי֣וֹם עֶבְרָ֑ ם⌉׃ 4 לאֹ־יוֹעִ֣ ים ⌈יְשָׁדֵּֽ לֶף בּוֹגְדִ֣ וְסֶ֖
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(ו → י graph) mK ושדם [ mQ ישדם 11:3
The ketiv is an error and impossible in context. we cannot determine 

which variant the versions had, because they would be forced to produce 
the sense of the qere even if they had the ketiv.

GA (= oG): (a) ἀποθανὼν δίκαιος ἔλιπεν μετάμελον, (b) πρόχειρος δὲ 
γίνεται καὶ ἐπίχαρτος ἀσεβῶν ἀπώλεια. “(a) when the righteous man dies 
he leaves behind regret, (b) but the destruction of the wicked is speedy 
and joyful.” That is to say, their destruction will evoke vindictive joy.

G has a double translation of תנחם (actually “guides them,” from 
 (”to place,” “to leave“) הִנִּיח ἔλιπεν, associating the word with (1) :(נחה
and (2) μετάμελον, associating it with נחם (“regret”). understanding 
 with death תמת as “regret” prompted the translator to connect תנחם
 hence ἀποθανών. This verse is an example of how a translator ,(מו"ת)
can translate lexical elements rather literaly while putting them together 
in a “syntactic ensemble which is entirely free” (barr 1979, 323). it is, 
moreover, an example of how the text may bear unexpected interpreta-
tions. The translator knew that הנחה means “lead” (6:22; 18:16) and was 
certainly familiar with the frequent תֻמָּה. but, perhaps aware that the 
plain message of 11:3a will be restated two verses ahead, he chose to 
elicit other potential messages hidden in the verse in a technique used 
often in midrash.

s: .ܣܒܪܐ ܕܬܪ̈ܝܨܐ ܢܬܒܢܐ. ܘܪܡܘܬܐ ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܬܣܬܚܦ. “(a) The hope 
of the righteous will be built up, (b) but the pride of the wicked will be 
torn down.” For unclear reasons, s diverges radically from both m and 
G. since there was considerable disruption in the G tradition, we may 
suspect that s too had a corrupted text, but there are no good clues to 
recovering it. s may just be producing an antithesis to the first stich.

11:4 m s ] > oG (unc, equal)
This verse is missing in oG. it is supplied in some mss from θ′. m 11:4 

is a near-doublet of 10:2, which is translated in G. m 11:4 fits nicely in the 
proverb cluster 11:4–7, which contrasts the deliverance of the righteous 
with the destruction of the wicked. This fit could be evidence of original-
ity, especially as there is no good way to account for the verse’s loss in G. 
but literary assessments cut both ways, and the thematic appropriate-
ness could have inspired a later scribe to insert the verse in proto-m. it is 
maintained in the HbCe text as at least native to proto-m.

Heidenheim, whom bHQ cites and provisionally accepts, says that 
the verse was omitted for dogmatic reasons. The verse was important 
for rabbinic interpreters as a prooftext for the doctrine of justification, 
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which is to say, immortality, and a scribe opposed this belief. but there 
is no hint of antirabbinic (sadducean?) tendencies elsewhere in the 
Hebrew transmission or the G translation. in any case, the doublet in 
10:2 was not affected, nor was 11:7, which can easily be read as affirming 
immortality.

 [ v (in insidiis suis) (ܒܥܘܼܠܗܘܢ) G (τῇ δὲ ἀπωλείᾳ αὐτῶν) s *ובהותם 11:6
ת (ב → מב near haplog) m וּ֝בְהַוַּ֗

m, reading ובהות (followed by  α′ σ′ θ′ ἐν δὲ τῇ ἀδικία), must mean, 
“and in the deceit [or ‘disaster’] of traitors they shall be captured.” This 
is awkward, because the only antecedent available for ילכדו (“they shall 
be captured”) is ישרים (“the upright”) in 11:6a, which would make no 
sense. we should read ובהותם. The change could have occurred by near 
haplography with the next word: ובהות בגדים → ובהותם בגדים.

 refers both to wicked speech, whether deceits or threats, and to הַוָּה
disaster. The differences among the versions show that they are inde-
pendently rendering ובהותם. G: τῇ δὲ ἀπωλείᾳ αὐτῶν (“and in their 
destruction”); s: ܒܥܘܼܠܗܘܢ (“in their iniquity”); v: in insidiis suis (“in 
their snares”); t: בשלומיהון (“by their own retributions”; Healey 1991).

*ותהלת [ (ܘܣܒܪܗܘܢ) m s ותוחלת 11:7  G (τὸ δὲ καύχημα) (graph ח → 
(orth ,ה

G: (a) τελευτήσαντος ἀνδρὸς δικαίου οὐκ ὄλλυται ἐλπίς, (b) τὸ δὲ καύχημα 
τῶν ἀσεβῶν ὄλλυται. “(a) when a just man dies, hope is not lost, (b) but 
the pride of the wicked [pl] perishes.” G 11:7a creates antithetical paral-
lelism by converse translation (see the comment on 1:24). The device 
allows the translator to mirror m while introducing an allusion to the 
blessed afterlife awaiting the righteous. G associates אונים (actually 
“strength”) with אָוֶן (“wickedness”)—though this word does not have a 
plural; similarly Ps 94[93]:23. τὸ δὲ καύχημα = וּתְהִלַּת (“and the glory/
praise of ”).

ת  ע׃ 6 צִדְָקַ֣ ל רָשָֽׁ ר דַּרְכּ֑וֹ וּ֝בְרִשְׁעָת֗וֹ יִפֹּ֥ מִים תְּיַשֵּׁ֣ ת תָּ֭ וֶת׃ 5 צִדְָקַ֣ מִמָּֽ
ד  שָׁע תּאֹבַ֣ ם רָ֭ דוּ׃ 7 בְּמ֤וֹת אָדָ֣ ים יִלָּכֵֽ ם⌉ בּגְֹדִ֥ יְ֭שָׁרִים תַּצִּילֵ֑ם ⌈וּבְהַוָּתָ֗

ע  א רָשָׁ֣ ֹ֖ ץ וַיָּב ה נֶחֱלָ֑ דִּיק מִצָּרָ֣ דָה׃ 8 צַ֭ לֶת אוֹנִי֣ם אָבָֽ תִּקְוָ֑ה וְתוֹחֶ֖
צוּ׃ 10 בְּט֣וּב  ים יֵחָלֵֽ עַת צַדִּיָקִ֥ הוּ וּ֝בְדַ֗ ת רֵעֵ֑ נֵף יַשְׁחִ֣ ה חָ֭ יו׃ 9 בְּפֶ֗ תַּחְתָּֽ

ת יְ֭שָׁרִים תָּר֣וּם  ים רִנָּֽה׃ 11 בְּבִרְכַּ֣ ד רְשָׁעִ֣ דִּיקִים תַּעֲלֹ֣ץ קִרְיָ֑ה וּבַאֲבֹ֖ צַ֭
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G suggests (though not unambiguously) that the righteous have a 
hope beyond death, while the pride of the wicked comes to an end. G 
10:28 uses similar language to declare that the hope of the wicked per-
ishes when they die. Allusions to the afterlife in G-Proverbs are few and 
subtle, so much so that dick (1990, 28–32) concludes that G-Proverbs 
resists the idea. in my view, although G-Proverbs does not vigorously 
promote the afterlife belief as a solution to earthly injustice, it still hints 
at it in 10:28; 11:7; and 14:32. The Greek translation comes from a time—
the second century bCe—when the belief had just emerged but was not 
yet widely accepted. Qoh 3:21 knows of the claim that the soul rises at 
death but is skeptical about its validity.

s’s ܕܒܝܫ̈ܐ construes אונים as “wicked” = G, but ותוחלת = ܘܣܒܪܗܘܢ 
= m.

11:8–10a m G s ] > 6Q30 (homoi אבד⌒אבד)
(ד → ר graph) G (ἐκ θήρας) *מצדה [ (ܡܢ ܐܘܠܨܢܐ) m s מצרה

G’s ἐκ θήρας (“from [the] hunt”) = (מִצֵּדָה) מצדה. (θήρα = צדה in Gen 
27:3 ketiv.) G explains ויבא as παραδίδοται (“is delivered”), alluding to 
the surrender of the wicked to divine punishment.

6Q30 omits 11:8–10a. This is due to parablepsis from אבדה in 11:7 to 
.in the middle of 11:10 (eshel 2003, 545) ובאבד

(צלח → חלצ transp) G (εὔοδος) *יצלחו [ (ܢܬܥܫܢܘܢ) m s יחלצו 11:9
G: (a) ἐν στόματι ἀσεβῶν παγὶς πολίταις, (b) αἴσθησις δὲ δικαίων εὔοδος. 

“(a) in the mouth of the wicked [pl] there is a trap for [their] coun-
trymen, (b) but the knowledge of the just [pl] is successful.” G’s παγίς 
either reflects שחת (“pit,” “pitfall”), though this equivalence is unique, 
or, more likely, ignores the י of ישחת.  εὔοδος = יצלחו (N- or H-stem) 
(de lagarde); cf. Num 14:41. (m’s נחלץ was translated correctly in Prov 
11:8.) G’s variant arose by a chiastic transposition of the letters צלח, and 
the error necessitated adjustments in syntax. G πολίταις = ַרֵע in Prov 
11:12; 24:28; Jer 29[36]:23; 31[38]:34. Prov 11:10 and 12 make the πόλις 
the setting of the event described.

s’s ܢܬܥܫܢܘܢ (“be strengthened”) represents יחלצו = m (as in Pss 50:15; 
91:15). t’s ארעיה (“his land”) (≠ s ܚܒܪܗ “his friend”) is a careless read-
ing of m’s רעהו.

11:10b–11a m s ] > oG (homoi קרת⌒קריה)
G: (10a) ἐν ἀγαθοῖς δικαίων κατώρθωσεν πόλις, (11b) στόμασιν δὲ 

ἀσεβῶν κατεσκάφη. “(10a) by the good deeds of the just [pl], the city 
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is put aright, (11b) but by the mouths of the ungodly it is torn down.” 
oG lacks m’s 11:10b–11a. (They are supplied in Gb* s*, from θ′.) bHQ 
(and cf. de waard 2006, 264–65) explains the treatment of 11:10b–11a as 
“telescoping” rather than accidental omission. more likely, the loss was 
due to homoioarkton from קריה to קרת. The absence of קרת does not 
have to be explained separately as “facilitation” (bHQ), since G does try 
to deal with קרת elsewhere. in G 11:10, m’s תעלץ (“rejoices”) is trans-
lated loosely, as κατώρθωσεν, in order to sharpen the antithesis with G 
11:11 (i.e., m 11:11b), which was originally contiguous to G 11:10 (i.e., 
m 11:10a). The translator thereby shaped the remaining stichoi into a 
nice couplet:

by the good deeds of the just, the city is set aright,
but by the mouths of the ungodly it is torn down.

The ἀγαθοί of the just, standing in antithesis with “mouths” (a destruc-
tive power) of the wicked, must refer to the good things the just do for 
others rather than to their own prosperity. An expanded form of m 
11:10b appears in G 11:3b; see the comment there.

s translates תעלץ as ܬܥܫܢ (“be strong”), explaining the apparent meta-
phor of a city “rejoicing.” it is less likely that s is reading תחלץ (bHQ, 
comparing s 10:9).

11:12
G, translating רעהו (“his fellow”) as πολίτας (“citizens”), continues the 

theme of the polis from 11:9 and 10. toy observes that “a political inter-
pretation is natural in a city like Alexandria.” This theme is introduced 
in G 24:28 as well.

11:13
G’s expanded translation of סוד—βουλὰς ἐν συνεδρίῳ (“counsels in 

the assembly”)—brings out two senses of the Hebrew word: “counsel” 

ישׁ תְּבוּנ֣וֹת  הוּ חֲסַר־לֵ֑ב וְאִ֖ ס׃ 12 בָּז־לְרֵעֵ֥ ים תֵּהָרֵֽ שָׁעִ֗ י רְ֝ רֶת וּבְפִ֥ קָ֑
ין  ר׃ 14 בְּאֵ֣ ה דָבָֽ כִיל מְגַלֶּה־סּ֑וֹד וְנֶאֱמַן־ר֗וּחַ מְכַסֶּ֥ ישׁ׃ 13 הוֹלֵ֣ךְ רָ֭ יַחֲרִֽ
רַב זָר֑ וְשׂנֵֹא֖  רוֹעַ כִּי־עָ֣ ץ׃ 15 רַע־יֵ֭ ב יוֹעֵֽ ה בְּרֹ֣ ם וּ֝תְשׁוּעָ֗ חְבֻּלוֹת יִפָּל־עָ֑ תַּ֭

שֶׁר׃  ים יִתְמְכוּ־עֹֽ עָרִיצִ֗ ךְ כָּב֑וֹד וְ֝ ן תִּתְמֹ֣ שֶׁת־חֵ֭ חַ׃ 16 אֵֽ ים בּוֹטֵֽ תֹקְעִ֣
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(as in Jer 23:18, 22; Job 15:8) and “assembly” (as in Ps 89:8; ezek 13:9; 
Job 19:19). The latter is elicited by the context of 11:9–13, namely, civic 
life. on the assembly in G-Proverbs, see the comments below on 15:22 
and 31:23.

G (ὥσπερ φύλλα) (antic 11:28) *כעלה [ (ܥ�ܡܐ) m s עם 11:14
G: (a) οἷς μὴ ὑπάρχει κυβέρνησις, πίπτουσιν ὥσπερ φύλλα, (b) σωτηρία 

δὲ ὑπάρχει ἐν πολλῇ βουλῇ. “(a) Those to whom there is no strategy [lit. 
‘steering’] fall like leaves, (b) but salvation exists in much counsel.”

where m has יפל עם (“a people will fall”), G has πίπτουσιν ὥσπερ 
φύλλα (“will fall like leaves”), which can hardly render anything but יִפֹּל 
 יפל Jäger proposes that this is a contamination by association with .כֶּעָלֶה
 in 11:28. This is not in the source text of G 11:28, but the error in וכעלה
11:14 could have happened earlier.

by changing “in many counselors” to “in much counsel,” G shows a 
lack of enthusiasm for royal administrators. A similar motive explains 
“in the heart of ” in 15:22 and 24:6.

s concretizes תחבלות (“stratagems”) as ܡܕܒܪܢܐ (“leader”); cf. s 1:5; 
similarly v gubernator (“helmsman,” “leader”) ≠ v 1:5; 20:18.

11:15
G: (a) πονηρὸς κακοποιεῖ, ὅταν συμμείξῃ δικαίῳ, (b) μισεῖ δὲ ἦχον 

ἀσφαλείας. “(a) A bad man does harm whenever he consorts with a just 
man, (b) and he hates the sound of safety.” several disturbances in G 
were occasioned by the assumption that רע means bad man. δικαίῳ is 
used to supply an antonym for רע thus understood. תקעים is associated 
with תקע “to sound” (sc. the horn), בוטח with בֶּטַח “safety.”

s: ܒܝܫܐ ܡܒܐܫ ܡܡܐ ܕܐܪܥ ܠܙܕܝܩܐ. ܡܛܠ ܕܣܢܐ ܠܕܡܣܟܝܢ ܠܣܒܪܐ. 
“(a) The bad man does evil when he comes upon a righteous man, (b) 
because he hates those who wait for/in hope.” s seems to have been led 
astray by G in the first stich (hence ܠܙܕܝܩܐ) but tries to solve the resulting 
difficulties independently in the second.

11:16
G: (a) γυνὴ εὐχάριστος ἐγείρει [corr: ἐρείδει] ἀνδρὶ δόξαν, (b) θρόνος δὲ 

ἀτιμίας γυνὴ μισοῦσα δίκαια. (c) πλούτου ὀκνηροὶ ἐνδεεῖς γίνονται, (d) οἱ δὲ 
ἀνδρεῖοι ἐρείδονται πλούτῳ. “(a) A gracious woman arouses [corr: ‘sup-
ports’] honor for a man, (b) but a woman who hates righteous things 
is a seat of dishonor. (c) slothful men come to lack wealth, (d) but the 
vigorous are supported by wealth.” ἐγείρει should be corrected to ἐρείδει 
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(“supports”); Γ and Ρ are similar in uncials. This reading is confirmed by 
s ܡܣ�ܟܐ.

in G 11:16a, ἀνδρί makes it clear that this woman is a support for her 
husband’s honor, not only her own. stich 11:16b is lacking in m. G’s 
wording has affinities with its style elsewhere (cf. θρόνος αἰσθήσεως [≠ m], 
used of an intelligent man in 12:23a), and the stich is oG; see tov 1990b, 
46. tov says that the translator added 11:16bc to provide antitheses to 
m’s two lines. stich 11:16c is connected to m only by the word “wealth.” 
its wording recalls G 9:13a, which may have been called to mind by the 
mention of the disgraceful woman in G 11:16b. stich 11:16d follows m 
11:16b, with עריצים translated ἀνδρεῖοι. ἀνδρεῖος = חרוץ in 10:4 and 13:4. 
The aural association with חרצים could have prompted this choice. it 
is very likely a deliberate move to eliminate the moral awkwardness of 
m, which according to G’s understanding of תמך (see the comment on 
3:18) would mean, “the violent are supported by wealth.”

in its expanded form, G 11:16 forms two distinct couplets, 11:16ab and 
11:16cd. The first concerns two contrary kinds of women. The statement 
about the virtuous woman was inspired by Prov 31, especially 31:23. The 
second (found also in vmss) contrasts the lazy man with the vigorous or 
virtuous one. Compare the way that GA creates two couplets in 10:24 by 
inserting two lines.

s: ܐܢܬܬܐ ܡܪܚ�ܢܝܬܐ ܡܣ�ܟܐ ܬܫܒܘܚܬܐ ܠܓܒܪܐ. ܟܘܪܣܝܐ ܕܝܢ 
 ܕܨܥܪܐ ܐܢܬܬܐ ܣܢܝܬ ܫܪܪܐ. ܚܒ̈ܢܢܐ ܐܦ ܒܥܘܬܪܗܘܢ ܗܘܝܢ ܨܪ̈ܝܟܝܢ.
 A merciful woman upholds honor for a (a)“ .ܘܥܫ̈ܝܢܐ ܡܣ�ܟܝܢ ܝܕܥܬܐ
man, (b) but a woman who hates truth is a throne of disgrace. (c) lazy 
men are needy even in their wealth, (d) and the powerful uphold knowl-
edge.” s follows G’s expansive translation, even while molding the ren-
dering anew with recourse to m. s 11:16ab = G 11:16ab (reading ἐρείδει). 
s 11:16c is based on G 11:16c but adds a keen psychological insight. s 
11:16d maintains m’s עריצים but removes the negative connotations of 
the word, then explains “wealth” metaphorically as “knowledge.”

ה פְעֻלַּת־ ע עשֶֹׂ֥ י׃ 18 רָשָׁ֗ אֵר֗וֹ אַכְזָרִֽ ר שְׁ֝ סֶד וְעכֵֹ֥ ישׁ חָ֑ פְשׁוֹ אִ֣ ל נַ֭ 17 גֹּמֵ֣

ה  ף רָעָ֣ ה לְחַיִּי֑ם וּמְרַדֵּ֖ ת׃ 19 כֵּן־צְדָָקָ֥ כֶר אֱמֶֽ ה שֶׂ֣ דָקָ֗ עַ צְ֝ קֶר וְזרֵֹ֥ שָׁ֑
יָד  רֶךְ׃ 21 יָד֣ לְ֭ ימֵי דָֽ ת יְ֭הוָה עִקְּשֵׁי־לֵ֑ב וּ֝רְצוֹנ֗וֹ תְּמִ֣ לְמוֹתֽוֹ׃ 20 תּוֹעֲבַ֣

ה  ף חֲזִ֑יר אִשָּׁ֥ הָב בְּאַ֣ ט׃ 22 נֶֽ֣זֶם זָ֭ ים נִמְלָֽ ע וְזֶֽ֖רַע צַדִּיָקִ֣ לאֹ־יִנָּקֶֽ֣ה רָּ֑
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11:18
G: (a) ἀσεβὴς ποιεῖ ἔργα ἄδικα, (b) σπέρμα δὲ δικαίων μισθὸς ἀληθείας. 

“(a) The impious man does unjust work, (b) but the reward of truth [or 
‘the true reward’] is righteous seed [= ‘righteous descendants’].”

The implicit vocalization וְזֶרַע rather than m’s ַוְזרֵֹע is reflected in G 
(σπέρμα δὲ δικαίων), v (seminanti … iustitiam), s (ܘܕܙܪܥ ܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ), and 
t (ודזריע לצדקתא). The phraseology of m is used differently in G 11:21.

(ב → כ graph) (ܒܪܐ) G (υἱός) s *בן [ m כן 11:19
G and s reflect בן, but בן צדקה is a peculiar and erroneous formation. 

G διωγμὸς δέ (“and the pursuit of ”) implicitly vocalizes וּמִרְדַּף, where 
m has וּמְרַדֵּף (“and he who pursues”). since s does not follow G in the 
construal of this word, s is more likely to be independent in witnessing 
to בן. m is correct. other verses that begin with כן, a linking device, are 
1:19; 6:29; 24:14; 26:19; and 30:20; see AbP on 11:19. t = m.

v praeparat is based on m כן, understood to be from כו"ן.
Another possible variant, reflected in εἰς θάνατον and ܠ�ܘܬܐ, is למות 

(“to death”) for m’s למותו (homoi ת⌒ת). This is, however, uncertain, 
because both versions are flexible in their treatment of suffixes.

11:20
G’s διεστραμμέναι ὁδοί (“twisted paths”), for m’s עקשי־לב (“twisted 

of heart”), tightens the antithesis between the stichoi. G adds πάντες in 
11:20b. According to Thackeray (1912, 52), ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς αὐτῶν at the end 
of the verse is a Hexaplaric gloss and omitted by several mss. However, 
διεστραμμέναι ὁδοί in 11:20a seems to presuppose this phrase.

11:21
G: (a) χειρὶ χεῖρας ἐμβαλὼν οὐκ ἀτιμώρητος ἔσται, (b) ὁ δὲ σπείρων 

δικαιοσύνην λήμψεται μισθὸν πιστόν. “(a) He who strikes (his) hands to 
(another’s) hand unjustly shall not be unpunished, (b) but he who sows 
righteousness shall receive a faithful reward.” ἀδίκως corresponds to con-
sonantal רע, though the word order is violated. (For other examples of 
overriding word order, see 11:21; 15:26, 33; 16:15, 24; 17:12; 19:7a; 31:1). 
The translator has in mind clasping hands to seal an agreement; thus too 
in 16:5. However, ἐμβαλλεῖν is not used for this idiom in verses where the 
meaning of this gesture is clear (6:1; 11:15; 17:18; 22:26).

ὁ δὲ σπείρων δικαιοσύνην is based on צְדָקָה  in m 11:18, though וְזרֵֹעַ 
G translated differently there. in the present verse, it probably seemed 
more logical to say that the person who sows righteousness will receive 
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a reward than to say that his descendants will do so. G drew on 11:18 
to provide a translation in 11:20 that he found less appropriate in 11:18 
itself. (A CG ms has וְזרֵֹע in 11:21, too.) The translator may have also 
found it puzzling that the righteous man is said to “escape” without the 
danger being mentioned, so he substituted the broad promise of “a faith-
ful reward.”

s interprets “hand to hand” differently: ܚܒܪܗ ܥܠ  ܐܝܕܗ   ܕܡܘܫܛ 
(“He who stretches out his hand against his fellow”); similarly s 16:5. s 
11:21b = m.

11:22
G: (a) ὥσπερ ἐνώτιον ἐν ῥινὶ ὑός, (b) οὕτως γυναικὶ κακόφρονι κάλλος. 

“(a) As a ring in the snout of a pig, (b) thus is beauty to a malevolent 
woman.” oG omits “gold” (restored in Gb s* A), perhaps thinking that any 
ring would be ridiculous in those circumstances. G makes the analogy 
between ring and beauty explicit and emphasizes the woman’s nastiness 
rather than her stupidity. (κακόφρων = גדל חמה in 19:19.) Cognates of 
κακαφρῶν mean “malevolent,” “evil-minded” in t. Abr. A 14:11 and sib. 
or. 4.171.

s translates סרת as ܣܪܝܬ (“stinking”), associating Hebrew סרת with 
the similar-sounding ܣܪܐ (“stink”). C. Hyun (2000, 71–77) maintains 
that phonetic resemblance was a guiding principle in word choice in 
s-Proverbs. in any case, for the ancient translator, homoiophony (which 
has a major role in midrash) was closer to a lexical principle—the asso-
ciation of apparently related words—than a merely phonetic one.

11:23
G translates עֶבְרָה (“wrath”) as ἀπολεῖται (“perishes”). The translator 

may have found it unclear how the hope of the wicked could be wrath, 
as m has it, so he substituted a more predictable “perishes” (though the 
correspondence עבר = ἀπολλύειν is unique). Compare G’s treatment of 
the difficult predication in 11:18. Hexaplaric ἀπόλυται and ἀπέρχεται 
(ascribed to αλ′) shows a similar treatment of the word. m is correct. 
both stichoi are examples of “blunt juxtaposition,” on which see AbP on 

ה׃  ים עֶבְרָֽ ים אַךְ־ט֑וֹב תִּקְוַ֖ת רְשָׁעִ֣ עַם׃ 23 תַּאֲוַת֣ צַדִּיָקִ֣ רַת טָֽ ה וְסָ֣ פָ֗ יָ֝
ה  שֶׁר אַךְ־לְמַחְסֽוֹר׃ 25 נֶֽפֶשׁ־בְּרָכָ֥ ֹ֗ יּ ךְ מִ֝ ף ע֑וֹד וְחוֹשֵׂ֥ פַזֵּר וְנוֹסָ֥ 24 יֵשׁ֣ מְ֭

ה  ר יִקְּבֻ֣הוּ לְא֑וֹם וּ֝בְרָכָ֗ נֵֽעַ בָּ֭ ה גַּם־ה֥וּא ⌈יִרְוֶֽא⌉׃ 26 מֹ֣ ן וּ֝מַרְוֶ֗ תְדֻשָּׁ֑
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13:1. The literal translation is, “The desire of the righteous is but good 
[noun]; the hope of the wicked is wrath”; see further AbP.

11:24
G: (a) εἰσὶν οἳ τὰ ἴδια σπείροντες πλείονα ποιοῦσιν, (b) εἰσὶν καὶ οἳ 

συνάγοντες ἐλαττονοῦνται. “(a) There are those who, sowing their own 
(property), make abundance, (b) and there are also those who gather 
(yet) lack.” G attempts to pin down the meaning of a paradoxical and 
ambiguous saying. G construes the imagery as agricultural. מפזר is 
understood to mean the (purposeful) scattering of seed. וחושך (“with-
hold”) is understood to mean “gather”; ישר is ignored.

v: (a) alii dividunt propria et ditiores fiunt (b) alii rapiunt non sua et 
semper in egestate sunt. “(a) some divide up their own property and 
become richer. (b) others seize what is not theirs and are always in 
want.” v gives the verse a moral message.

s: ܐܝܬ ܕܕܝܠܗ ܙܪܥ ܘܣܓܝ ܡܥܠ. ܘܐܝܬ ܕܕܠܡܐ ܕܝܠܗ ܡܟܢܫ ܘܙܥܘܪ ܗܘ 
 There is one who sows what is his and brings in much, (b) and (a)“ .ܠܗ
there is one who gathers what is not his, and it (ends up) little to him.” s 
11:24a = G. s 11:24b is influenced by a G text that had τὰ ἀλλότρια after 
συνάγοντες (Gsc mss) (Pinkuss, 108). This moralizing addition reverses 
the point of m and recalls the observation in s 11:16.

א [ v (et qui inebriat) *יִרְוֶא 11:25 (ור → רו metath) m יוֹרֶֽ
m’s יוֹרֶא should be emended to יִרְוֶה = יִרְוֶא (“be slaked”), to fit the 

subject מרוה (“he who gives drink”). m’s vocalization calls for the trans-
lation “He who slakes (others’) thirst [for wisdom]—he too teaches” (cf. 
Joseph Qimḥi). The spelling with the א is anomalous whether the root 
is רו"ה or יר"ה. The spelling is confirmed by the masorah but normal-
ized to יורה in many mss and cited thus by the twelfth-century spanish-
Jewish commentators Joseph Qimḥi and moshe Qimḥi.

G: (a) ψυχὴ εὐλογουμένη πᾶσα ἁπλῆ, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ θυμώδης οὐκ εὐσχήμων. 
“(a) A blessed soul is entirely simple [or ‘sincere’], (b) but a man of hot 
temper is not gracious.” except for “soul” and “blessed,” G is too distant 
from m to be considered a “free” translation or even an “interpretation.” 
ἁπλῆ (“simple,” “honest”) accords with the late Hellenistic emphasis on 
simplicity as an ethical virtue (dick 1990, 24). G 11:25 has to be consid-
ered a different proverb. it is impossible to reconstruct its source text 
precisely, but a partial retroversion can be suggested: נפש ברכה תמה 
 is a guess for εὐσχήμων, since the Greek word יֻחָן .היא, ואיש חמה לא יֻחָן
is not used elsewhere. if correct, the original probably meant “receive 
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favor,” which is an equivalent of “blessing,” its parallel. The other corre-
spondences are common in Proverbs. This Hebrew text is an alternative 
proverb, equal to m in principle but too conjectural to belong in the 
apparatus. There is no basis for deciding whether it or m is the earlier. σ′ 
πρωϊνος (“early,” said of rain) = m.

v’s et qui inebriat (“and he who inebriates”) represents (ירוה =) יִרְוֶא.
s: (a) = m; (b) ܢܬܬܠܝܛ ܬܘܒ   and the curser will also (b)“ .ܘܠܝܛܐ 

be cursed.” s associates מרוה and יורא with ארר (“curse”) but does not 
show a variant.

t: ומאן דמאליף אף הוא יליף (“and he who teaches, he too will learn”). 
t understands 11:25b as וּמוֹרֶה גַם הוּא יוֹרֶה. t’s understanding of both 
verbs is probably based on the rabbinic understanding of the metaphori-
cal significance of “slaking” thirst, found already in midrash Proverbs.

 ,בק → קב metath) (ܢܫܒܩܝܘܗܝ) G (ὑπολίποιτο) s *ישבקהו [ m יקבהו 11:26
(unc ש

G: (a) ὁ συνέχων σῖτον ὑπολίποιτο αὐτὸν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν, (b) εὐλογία δὲ εἰς 
κεφαλὴν τοῦ μεταδιδόντος. “(a) may he who withholds grain leave it to 
the gentiles, (b) but a blessing is upon the head of him who shares.” For 
m’s יקבהו, G ὑπολίποιτο = ּיִשְׁבְּקֵהו,  meaning “he will leave it” or “may 
he leave it.” שבק is an Aramaism, clearly erroneous. in 24:24, G (and s) 
understood קבב as “curse,” and there would be no reason to mistake it 
here. There is no mechanical explanation for the additional ש. it must 
have been due to a copyist’s expectation of a word meaning “abandon.” 
because of the error, לאום was parsed as אום + ל (“to people[s]”).

s: (a) ܕܟܠܡܐ ܥܒܘܪܐ ܒܐܘܠܨܢܐ. ܢܫܒܩܝܘܗܝ ܠܒ̈ܥܠܕܒܒܘܗܝ; (b) = m. “(a) 
He who withholds produce in distress shall abandon it to his enemies.” 
s diverges from G by adding “in distress” to specify the circumstances 
of withholding grain and having the recipients of the grain be one’s ene-
mies rather than the nations. being distant from G, s provides some 
independent support for ישבקהו.

(חרש → שחר transp) G (τεκταινόμενος) *חרש [ (ܕܒܥܐ) m s שחר 11:27
G’s τεκταινόμενος (“he who devises”) = ׁחֹרֵש, a chiastic transposition. 

Jan de waard (1993, 250) believes that this sort of metathesis is a trans-

נּוּ׃  ה תְבוֹאֶֽ שׁ רָעָ֣ שׁ רָצ֑וֹן וְדרֵֹ֖ ר ט֭וֹב יְבַקֵּ֣ חֵֽ יר׃ 27 שֹׁ֣ אשׁ מַשְׁבִּֽ ֹ֣ לְר
יתוֹ  חוּ׃ 29 עוֹכֵ֣ר בֵּ֭ ים יִפְרָֽ ה צַדִּיָקִ֥ כֶעָלֶ֗ ל וְ֝ עָשְׁרוֹ ה֣וּא יִפֹּ֑ חַ בְּ֭ 28 בּוֹטֵ֣
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lational device rather than a scribal error. The change in this verse, he 
argues, was motivated by the uniqueness of שחר in the G-stem along-
side the familiarity of the locution חרש + words for good or evil. but 
this would be a weak motivation.שׁחֵֹר is unproblematic, because d-stem 
verbs frequently have a corresponding participle in the G-stem (e.g., 
-The translator would not have been obliged to parse conso .(דוֹבֵר ,קוֹוֶה
nantal שחר as a d-stem.

other examples of exegetical metathesis, according to de waard, are 
in Prov 24:21; 29:9; and 30:10. exegetical metathesis is indeed a possi-
bility, since ancient exegesis allows for the association of any two words 
that sound alike. However, it is almost impossible to distinguish exegeti-
cal from graphic metathesis.2 it is not clear that there are any exegetical 
metatheses in m.

 כ G (ἀντιλαμβανόμενος) (graph *ומעלה [ (ܐܝܟ ܛܪ̈ܦܐ) m s וכעלה 11:28
(מ →

G: (a) = m; (b) ὁ δὲ ἀντιλαμβανόμενος δικαίων, οὗτος ἀνατελεῖ. “(b) but 
he who assists the righteous [pl]—he shall spring up.” Though the corre-
spondence would be unique, it is hard to see how ὁ δὲ ἀντιλαμβανόμενος 
could arise except as a rendering of ומעלה (“raise up,” implying assis-
tance) for m’s וכעלה (“like foliage”) (Jäger). see the comment on 11:14.

11:29
G: (a) ὁ μὴ συμπεριφερόμενος τῷ ἑαυτοῦ οἴκῳ κληρονομήσει ἄνεμον, (b) 

δουλεύσει δὲ ἄφρων φρονίμῳ. “(a) He who is not in concord with his own 
house will inherit wind. (b) And the fool will serve the intelligent.” ὁ μὴ 
συμπεριφερόμενος is a converse translation of עוכר (“he who troubles”). 
συμπεριφερέσθαι refers to conjugal amity in sir 25:1.

s: ܕܒܢܐ ܒܝܬܗ ܒܥܬܐ܂ ܢܫܒܘܩ ܠܒ̈ܢܘܗܝ ܬܢܚ̈ܬܐ܂ ܕܠܡܐ ܟܐܫ ܒܒܝܬܗ܂ 
ܠܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܥܒܼܕܐ  ܢܗܘܐ  ܘܣܟܠܡܐ  ܪ̈ܘܚܐ܂  ܠܒ̈ܢܘܗܝ.   He who (a)“ .ܢܦܠܓ 
builds his house deceitfully will leave groans to his children. (b) He who 
does not remain tranquil in his house will allocate winds to his children. 
(c) And the fool will be slave to the wise.” s 11:29ab is a double transla-
tion of m 11:29a. s 11:29a is too unlike m to be a later correction based 

2. even graphic metathesis may sometimes be intentional. 2 sam 6:5 reads בכל 
ברושים ובשירים which appears in 1 Chr 13:8, correctly, as ,עצי  עז   when the .בכל 
sibilants ז and צ were interchanged, ובשירים became unintelligible. The ו was changed 
to י, and בשירים (perhaps written defectiva) was turned into a type of tree, ברושים 
(“cypresses”), to accord with עצי. see Junker 1936, 163–64. 
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on G (contrary to de lagarde and Pinkuss; see Joosten 1995, 67). rather, 
the translator is influenced by G 11:29a, from which he gets “his chil-
dren”; see Joosten 1995, 66–67. At the same time, s must be looking at 
the Hebrew and implicitly vocalizing יַנְחִל.

(מפ → פ near dittog) G (ἐκ καρποῦ) *מפרי [ (ܦܐܪ̈ܘܗܝ) m s פרי 11:30
ml (vocal) נְפָשׂוֹת [ mA y נְפָשׁוֹת
(ס → ם ,מ → כ graph) (ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ) G (παρανόμων) s *חמס [ m חכם

G: (a) ἐκ καρποῦ δικαιοσύνης φύεται δένδρον ζωῆς, (b) ἀφαιροῦνται δὲ 
ἄωροι ψυχαὶ παρανόμων. “(a) From the fruit of righteousness grows the 
tree of life, (b) but the souls of transgressors are untimely removed.” G’s 
source text was (with implicit vocalization) וְלֻקַּח חַיִּים  עֵץ  צֶדֶק   מִפְּרִי 
 translated literally this would mean, approximately, “From .נַפְשׁוֹת חָמָס
the fruit of righteousness is a tree of life, but the lives of the lawless 
are taken away.” The source text’s חמס (“lawlessness”) is construed as 
a metonymy for lawless people. Consonantal variants, both erroneous, 
are מפרי and חמס. (it is not unlikely that the translator read צדיק but 
found it necessary to treat it as an abstract, as in 2:20; 11:21; 15:6.) de 
lagarde retroverts ἄωροι to נשף (lit. “evening”), an equivalence found 
in Ps 119[118]:147. in that case, נשף would be a partial dittography of 
 :but it is more likely that ἄωροι was added for the sake of the logic .נפשות
since everyone is ultimately “removed,” “untimely” clarifies why being 
removed is a special punishment in this case.

s ≈ m, but ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ = חמס. since s does not follow G in other diver-
gences here, it provides independent evidence for this reading.

11:31
G: (a) εἰ ὁ μὲν δίκαιος μόλις σῴζεται, (b) ὁ ἀσεβὴς καὶ ἁμαρτωλὸς ποῦ 

φανεῖται; “(a) but if the righteous man is barely saved, (b) where shall 
the wicked and sinner appear?” (quoted in 1 Pet 4:18) m means, “since 
the righteous man receives what he deserves on the earth, how much the 

חַ  ץ חַיִּי֑ם וְלָֹקֵ֖ דִּיק עֵ֣ רִי־צַ֭ ב׃ 30 פְּֽ יל לַחֲכַם־לֵֽ וִ֗ בֶד אֱ֝ יִנְחַל־ר֑וּחַ וְעֶ֥
א׃  ע וְחוֹטֵֽ י־רָשָׁ֥ ף כִּֽ רֶץ יְשֻׁלָּ֑ם אַ֗ דִּיק בָּאָ֣ ן צַ֭ ם׃ 31 הֵ֣ ⌈נְפָשׁ֣וֹת⌉ חָכָֽ

צוֹן  יק רָ֭ עַר׃ 2 ט֗וֹב יָפִ֣ עַת וְשׂנֵֹא֖ תוֹכַ֣חַת בָּֽ ב דָּ֑ הֵֽ ב מ֭וּסָר אֹ֣ 12:1 אֹהֵ֣
ים  דִּיקִ֗ רֶשׁ צַ֝ שַׁע וְשֹׁ֥ ם בְּרֶ֑ יעַ׃ 3 לאֹ־יִכּ֣וֹן אָדָ֣ ישׁ מְזִמּ֣וֹת יַרְשִֽׁ מֵיְהוָה֑ וְאִ֖

ה׃  יו מְבִישָֽׁ ב בְּעַצְמוֹתָ֣ רֶת בַּעְלָ֑הּ וּכְרָָקָ֖ יִל עֲטֶ֣ שֶׁת־חַ֭ בַּל־יִמּֽוֹט׃ 4 אֵֽ
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more so do the wicked man and the sinner!” m’s יְשֻׁלָּם means, “receives 
what he deserves,” literally “is repaid,” for good or ill. The translator 
understood ישלם to mean “be saved” or “kept safe,” by association with 
 since (.as ὑγιαίνει in 13:13 [יְשֻׁלָּם m] ישלם similarly he translates) .שלום
it would make no sense to say that the wicked will “be saved,” the trans-
lator added “barely” in 11:31a, so as to maintain the a fortiori structure 
and deny that the wicked can possibly escape disaster. on G μόλις, see 
barr 1975. G’s version of 11:31 assumes that all human beings are flawed; 
consequently even the righteous are barely saved.

s follows G slavishly, even in the treatment of “wicked and sinner” 
as a hendiadys and giving it a singular verb. where m has ישלם, s has, 
uniquely, ܚܝܐ (“lives”). s is actually glossing G σῴζεται. see further 
weitzman 1999, 255–56.

12:2
G: (a) κρείσσων ὁ εὑρὼν χάριν παρὰ κυρίῳ, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ παράνομος 

παρασιωπηθήσεται. “(a) better is the one who finds favor with the lord, 
(b) but the lawless man will be passed over in silence.” The awkward Greek 
of 12:2a may be understood as comparing the favored man in 12:2a to 
the “wicked and sinner” of 12:1b, but the comparative structure is not 
carried through in the second stich. Jäger retroverts παρασιωπηθήσεται 
to יחריש, but this is graphically distant from ירשיע. more likely, the 
translator understood ירשיע (by diathesis) as “be convicted,” hence “be 
silenced in court.”

12:3
G’s ἐξ ἀνόμου = ברשע (Μ). The preposition ב is represented by ἐκ six 

times out of 195 occurrences in G-Proverbs. it can be translated this way 
especially when it means “by.” in 12:3b, ἐξαρθήσονται (“be removed”) for 
 is intended to improve the logic, since a tree’s (”will not totter“) בל ימוט
root does not actually totter.

G (ἐν ξύλῳ … ἀπόλλυσιν) (div) *בעץ מותיו [ (ܒܩܝܣܐ) m s בעצמותיו 12:4
G: (a) = m; (b) ὥσπερ δὲ ἐν ξύλῳ σκώληξ, οὕτως ἄνδρα ἀπόλλυσιν γυνὴ 

κακοποιός. “(b) but as a worm in wood so does an evildoing woman 
destroy (her) husband.” “worm” is an agent-for-effect metonymy for 
 either .בעצ in 12:4b, the source text had a division after .(”rot“) רקב
there was a further distortion—perhaps ימית—or the translator associ-
ated מותיו with the notion of killing, hence ἀπόλλυσιν. This verse shows 
how the translator will struggle to make sense of his source text.
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s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܐܝܟ ܒܠܛܝܬܐ ܘܬܘܠܥܐ ܒܩܝܣܐ “(b) but like a boring 
worm and a worm in wood.” s supports G’s word division in 12:4b but 
double-translates רקב (understood as “worm”), for emphasis.

12:5
G ≈ m, but restructuring the syntax. s ≈ m, but translating תחבלות as 

 to make it clear that the stratagems in (”their perversities“) ܗܘܦܟܗܘܢ
question are evil.

12:6
G ≈ m, but where m 12:6a has “The words of the wicked are an ambush 

for blood,” G resolves the metaphor as δόλιοι (“deceits”). This rendering 
is less ambiguous (the translator may have wondered how words can be 
an ambush) and also connects the present verse better to the themes of 
the preceding (stratagems, deceit) (bAP). some G mss partially adjust 
to m by adding εἰς αἷμα (“for blood”), which is, however, inappropriate 
after “deceits.”

בֶד [ועב‹ר› 12:9 (ד → ר graph) (ܕܡܫ�ܫ ܢܦܫܗ) m G (δουλεύων ἑαυτῷ) s וְעֶ֣
ד [ mA y מִמִּתְכַּבֵּד ml (vocal) מִמְּתַכַּבֵּ֗

A credible conjectural emendation, suggested by tur-sinai (1947, 102) 
and accepted by AbP, is (וַעֲבוּר) וַעֲבֻר → ועבד (“[agricultural] produce”). 
The latter is a synonym of תבואה (“produce”) in Josh 5:11, 12. עבור is 
written עבר in Arad 31.10, a spelling that could easily have been cor-
rupted to עבד. read as emended, the saying would be translated “better 
a lowly man who has produce than one who glorifies himself and lacks 
bread.” This saying advocates working one’s land, similarly to Prov 12:11; 
27:23–27; and 28:19.

G δουλεύων ἑαυτῷ (“serving himself ”) implicitly vocalizes ֹוְעבֵֹד לו. The 
translator may have thought it illogical that owning a slave would some-

י  ה׃ 6 דִּבְרֵ֣ ים מִרְמָֽ ט תַּחְבֻּל֖וֹת רְשָׁעִ֣ ים מִשְׁפָּ֑ 5 מַחְשְׁב֣וֹת צַדִּיָקִ֣
ית  ים וְאֵינָם֑ וּבֵ֖ ם׃ 7 הָפ֣וֹךְ רְשָׁעִ֣ ים יַצִּילֵֽ שָׁרִ֗ י יְ֝ ם וּפִ֥ ים אֱרָב־דָּ֑ רְשָׁעִ֣

ב יִהְיֶה֥ לָבֽוּז׃ 9 ט֣וֹב  ישׁ וְנַעֲוֵה־לֵ֗ כְלוֹ יְהֻלַּל־אִ֑ פִי־שִׂ֭ ד׃ 8 לְֽ ים יַעֲמֹֽ צַדִּיָקִ֣
דִּיק נֶפֶ֣שׁ  עַ צַ֭ חֶם׃ 10 יוֹדֵ֣ ד⌉ וַחֲסַר־לָֽ נִ֭קְלֶה ⌈וַעֲבֻ֣ר⌉ ל֑וֹ ⌈מִמִּתְכַּבֵּ֗

ף  חֶם וּמְרַדֵּ֖ ע־לָ֑ שְׂבַּֽ דְמָתוֹ יִֽ י׃ 11 עבֵֹ֣ד אַ֭ ים אַכְזָרִֽ שָׁעִ֗ י רְ֝ ֽרַחֲמֵ֥ בְּהֶמְתּ֑וֹ וְֽ
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how outweigh disgrace—a notion seemingly implied by m—whereas he 
could accept self-sufficiency as a virtue.

s ܕܡܫ�ܫ ܢܦܫܗ (“who serves himself ”) implies the same vocalization 
as G, though s translates the verse with direct reference to the Hebrew; 
similarly v et sufficiens sibi (“and supports himself ”).

12:11 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (11a) v (partial dbl)
(G 12:11a should be read in conjunction with v 12.) G: (11aa) ὅς ἐστιν 

ἡδὺς ἐν οἴνων διατριβαῖς, (b) ἐν τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ ὀχυρώμασιν καταλείψει ἀτιμίαν. 
(12a) ἐπιθυμίαι ἀσεβῶν κακαί, (b) αἱ δὲ ῥίζαι τῶν εὐσεβῶν ἐν ὀχυρώμασιν. 
“(11aa) He who gets pleasure from diversions [or ‘banquets’] of wine 
(b) will leave behind disgrace in his own fortresses. (12a) The desires 
of the wicked [pl] are bad, (b) but the roots of the pious [pl] are in for-
tresses.”

G 12:11a is an example of a proverb created from a corrupt Hebrew 
text. it must be seen against the background of m 12:11–12. G 12:11 
corresponds to m 12:11. The next couplet, G 12:11a, present also in v, 
picks up the theme of pursuing vanities from m 12:11, but it is primar-
ily a distorted variant of m 12:12. G 12:12 is corrupt as well. it is not 
close enough to m 12:12 to be reckoned a later adjustment “correcting” 
12:11a.

in G 12:11aa, οἴνων = חֵמָר, a corrupt doublet of חמד. The latter is first 
translated broadly as ὅς ἐστιν ἡδὺς, i.e., חֹמֵד (where m has חָמַד), then 
 is expanded into ἐν οἴνων διατριβαῖς, to make it clear what kind of חמר
wine is being condemned. in 12:11ab, καταλείψει = יתר (יתִֹר; H-stem), 
a common correspondence. יתר is a synonym-variant of יתן, taken from 
the end of 12:12. (Compare ויתר in Ps 18:33 for ויתן in 2 sam 22:33.) G’s 
ἐν τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ ὀχυρώμασιν in 12:11ab corresponds to מצוד in m 12:12a. 
 .(”fortress“) מצודה means “net,” but the translator equates it with מצוד
in G 12:12b, ἐν ὀχυρώμασιν appears at the end of the verse. The rather 
unnatural notion of leaving something behind in fortresses (12:11ab) 
shows that the translator was constrained by his source text or, more 
precisely, by the way he understood it. likewise, the strained metaphor 
of “roots” in “fortresses” (12:12b)—where they would in reality be no 
more secure than elsewhere—reveals the translator struggling with a 
variant Hebrew text. The source text of G 12:11a (the first doublet of 
m 12:12) read approximately (with implicit vocalization): חֵמָר  חֹמֵד 
יתִֹר רָעִים   ;”διατριβαῖς was added to give a context to “wine .בִּמְצוּדָיו 
-was understood as “bad” then translated more narrowly as “dis רעים
grace.”
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The example of G 12:11a shows that distance between m and G need 
not be due entirely to “free translation” or “interpretation,” even when 
these are factors in the rendering, and moreover it shows that these 
processes do not necessarily preclude retroversion. A freely composed 
Greek proverb would not produce reminiscences of errors that could 
arise only in Hebrew. in the present passage, a fairly meaningful Greek 
text emerges from corrupt variants, which can only be partially retrieved.

G 12:12a, which is a doublet of G 12:12a, can be retroverted to, approxi-
mately, חמד רשעם רעים ושרש צדיקים במצודותיו. Τhe translator picked 
up a few words from the corrupt doublet and shaped them into a cou-
plet that condemns a king (since he alone would possess fortresses) who 
pursues frivolities, much in the spirit of Prov 31:4 and Qoh 10:16–19.

s: 12:11 = m; 12:12: ܕܙܕܝܩ̈ܐ  ܪܐܓ ܥܘܠܡܐ ܠ�ܥܒܕ ܒܝܫܬܐ. ܘܥܩܪܐ 
-The wicked man desires to do evil, (b) but the root of the righ (a)“ .ܢܫܘܚ
teous [pl] flourishes.” ܢܫܘܚ is a contextual guess for m’s difficult יתן, per-
haps evoked by the thought that a root “gives” in the sense of flourishing 
and producing a full growth. similarly v proficient (“shall prosper”).

t’s נתקיים (“endures”) associates יתן with איתן (“enduring”) but does 
not necessarily read the latter. Nevertheless, איתן is a reasonable con-
jectural emendation, since it makes good sense and fits the parallelism 
(Hitzig, toy, AbP). by this reading, 12:12b is a rephrasing of 12:3b, with 
“endures” equivalent to “not totter.”

12:13 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (13a) (elab)
G: (a) δι’ ἁμαρτίαν χειλέων ἐμπίπτει εἰς παγίδας ἁμαρτωλός, (b) ἐκφεύγει 

δὲ ἐξ αὐτῶν δίκαιος. “(a) Through sin of the lips, the sinner falls into 
traps, (b) but the righteous man escapes from them.” G parses מוקש as 
an Hp-stem participle (ׁמוּקָש, lit. “is trapped”) and construes רע as the 
evildoer. ἐξ αὐτῶν paraphrases מצרה and refers to the traps. α′ σκῶλον 
(“obstacle”) = m.

s ܡܬܬܚܕ (“is seized”) = ׁמוּקָש = G.

ן׃  ים יִתֵּֽ רֶשׁ צַדִּיָקִ֣ ים וְשֹׁ֖ שָׁע מְצ֣וֹד רָעִ֑ ד רָ֭ ב׃ 12 חָמַ֣ ים חֲסַר־לֵֽ רֵיָקִ֣
ישׁ  י פִי־אִ֭ יק׃ 14 מִפְּרִ֣ ה צַדִּֽ א מִצָּרָ֣ ע וַיֵּצֵ֖ שׁ רָ֑ פָתַיִם מוָֹקֵ֣ שַׁע שְׂ֭ 13 בְּפֶ֣

ר בְּעֵינָי֑ו  וִיל יָשָׁ֣ רֶךְ אֱ֭ ם ⌈יָשׁ֥וּב⌉ לֽוֹ׃ 15 דֶּ֣ דָ֗ יִשְׂבַּע־ט֑וֹב וּגְמ֥וּל יְדֵי־אָ֝
ה קָל֣וֹן עָרֽוּם׃  עַ⌉ כַּעְס֑וֹ וְכסֶֹ֖ יּוֹם ⌈יוֹדִ֣ יל בַּ֭ ם׃ 16 אֱוִ֗ עַ לְעֵצָ֣ה חָכָֽ וְשׁמֵֹ֖
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12:13a
G: (a) ὁ βλέπων λεῖα ἐλεηθήσεται, (b) ὁ δὲ συναντῶν ἐν πύλαις ἐκθλίψει 

ψυχάς. “(a) He who gives gentle looks will receive mercy, (b) but he who 
meets (men) in the gates will afflict souls.” The additional couplet draws 
a contrast between mild men and litigious ones. it also gives an example 
of “sin of the lips” mentioned in verse 13 and its opposite. (συναντῶν 
implies seeking a quarrel; bAP.) The idioms of the addition do not reflect 
a Hebrew source text.

יב [ mK ישוב 12:14 (י → ו graph) mQ יָשִׁ֥
The intransitive ketiv fits the context better than the causative-transi-

tive qere, since the latter lacks a subject. it is, however, possible that ישיב 
is the original, with God as implicit subject, while ישוב is an attempted 
improvement, facilitated by graphic similarity. The versions are indeter-
minate.

G: (a) ἀπὸ καρπῶν στόματος ψυχὴ ἀνδρὸς πλησθήσεται ἀγαθῶν, (b) 
ἀνταπόδομα δὲ χειλέων αὐτοῦ δοθήσεται αὐτῷ. “(a) From the fruits of the 
mouth, the soul of a man will be filled with good things, (b) and the rec-
ompense of his lips will be given to him.” The added ψυχή means “appe-
tite,” like Hebrew נפש, and specifies just what will be “filled.” χειλέων is a 
corruption of χειρῶν (de lagarde, ref Grabe), though the appearance of 
the latter in Gv 15 syrH is probably Hexaplaric and secondary. Compare 
the doublet of 12:14a in 13:2a.

s: ܓܒܪܐ ܛܒܐ ܡܢ ܦܐܪ̈ܝ ܦܘܡܗ ܢܣܒܥ܂ ܘܟܠ ܒܪ ܐܢܫ ܐܝܟ ܥܒܿܕ 
 The good man will be sated from the fruits of his (a)“ .ܐ̈ܝܕܘܗܝ ܡܬܦܪܥ
mouth, (b) and every human will be requited according to the deeds of 
his hands.” by using “good” to modify “man,” s prevents the inference 
that any man will enjoy the consequences of his words; cf. 13:2.

*יוֹדִעַ 12:16  G (ἐξαγγέλλει)  θ′ (γνρωίσει) σ′ (δηλώσει) s (ܡܘܕܥ) ] יִוָּדַע m 
(vocal, gram)

m’s יִוָּדַע treats the verb in 12:16a as passive (hence: “The fool—his 
anger is known on the same day”), whereas G and s, as well as θ′ and σ′, 
treat it as transitive and causative, implicitly vocalizing it as an H-stem 
(hence: “The fool makes his anger known on the same day”). The latter 
gives a tighter parallel to the second stich, with both lines describing 
how one chooses to deal with his anger, whether by flaring up at an 
insult or by overlooking it.
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12:17
G: (a) ἐπιδεικνυμένην πίστιν ἀπαγγέλλει δίκαιος, (b) ὁ δὲ μάρτυς τῶν 

ἀδίκων δόλιο. “(a) A righteous man declares what is clearly honest, (b) 
but the testimony of the wicked is deceitful.” πίστις (like אמונה) means 
“honesty” as well as “faith” and “loyalty.” G is using πίστις in the classical 
sense of “argument,” “proof,” hence “preuve convaincante” (bAP; see lsJ 
1408a.ii.2; cf. the usage in 3 macc 3:10). צדק is understood as a meton-
ymy (abstract for concrete) and taken as the subject of the sentence.

s: ܢܟܘܠܬܢܐ ܕܥܘܼܠܡܐ  ܘܣܗܕܐ  ܙܕܝܩܐ.  ܡ�ܠܠ  ܕܡܬܚܙܝܐ   ܗܝ�ܢܘܬܐ 
 The righteous speaks faithfulness that is visible, (b) but the (a)“ .ܗܘ
witness of iniquity is deceitful.” s follows G in several ways: in its con-
strual of צדק and making it the subject; in word order (the placement 
of the equivalent of אמונה before the verb); in understanding שקרים 
as “iniquity”; in the addition of ܕܡܬܚܙܝܐ = ἐπιδεικνυμένην. moreover, 
 is not found elsewhere in s-Proverbs in the sense required by ܕܡܬܚܙܝܐ
this verse and must come from G. s has chosen to follow G though the 
Hebrew is unproblematic and its locutions were understood elsewhere 
(6:19; 14:5, 25; 19:5, 9).

 :mmss θ′ (πεποιθώς) v (pungitur) (mor בּוֹטֵחַ ;morQ בּוֹטֶא [ m בּוֹטֶה 12:18
norm; mmss, θ′, v: graph ח → ה)

There is evidence for a variant, בוטח, in θ′, v, and some medieval 
Hebrew mss—though it doesn’t make much sense. This could be a case 
of mss Kr witnessing to an ancient variant, though such a slight graphic 
misreading could arise later and independently. The oriental reading 
 looks like an adjustment to the usual spelling (see baer 1880, 58) בּוֹטֶא
of בטא “utter,” but both spellings continue in rH.

G: (a) εἰσὶν οἳ λέγοντες τιτρώσκουσιν μαχαίρᾳ; (b) = m. “(a) There are 
those who wound with a sword when they speak.” This is a reasonable 
expansion of m’s metaphor.

ה׃ 18 יֵשׁ֣ בּ֖וֹטֶה  ים מִרְמָֽ ד שְׁקָרִ֣ דֶק וְעֵ֖ מוּנָה יַגִּ֣יד צֶ֑ יחַ אֱ֭ 17 יָפִ֣

ד  מֶת תִּכּ֣וֹן לָעַ֑ פַת־אֱ֭ א׃ 19 שְֽׂ ים מַרְפֵּֽ רֶב וּלְשׁ֖וֹן חֲכָמִ֣ כְּמַדְקְר֣וֹת חָ֑
י שָׁל֣וֹם  ע וּֽלְיעֲֹצֵ֖ רְשֵׁי רָ֑ רְמָה בְּלֶב־חֹ֣ קֶר׃ 20 מִ֭ יעָה לְשׁ֣וֹן שָֽׁ רְגִּ֗ וְעַד־אַ֝

ע׃ 22 תּוֹעֲבַ֣ת  לְאוּ רָֽ ים מָ֣ וֶן וּ֝רְשָׁעִ֗ יק כָּל־אָ֑ ה׃ 21 לאֹ־יְאֻנֶּה֣ לַצַּדִּ֣ שִׂמְחָֽ
עַת  סֶה דָּ֑ רוּם כֹּ֣ ם עָ֭ י אֱמוּנָה֣ רְצוֹנֽוֹ׃ 23 אָדָ֣ קֶר וְעשֵֹׂ֖ יְ֭הוָה שִׂפְתֵי־שָׁ֑

ס׃  ה תִּהְיֶה֥ לָמַֽ ים תִּמְשׁ֑וֹל וּ֝רְמִיָּ֗ א אִוֶּלֶת׃ 24 יַד־חָרוּצִ֥ ים יִקְרָ֥ סִילִ֗ וְלֵ֥ב כְּ֝
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12:19
G: (a) χείλη ἀληθινὰ κατορθοῖ μαρτυρίαν, (b) μάρτυς δὲ ταχὺς γλῶσσαν 

ἔχει ἄδικον. “(a) true lips give honest testimony [lit. ‘make testimony 
straight’], (b) but a hasty witness has an unjust tongue.” G uses the active 
of κατορθοῦν to render the N-stem of כון in 12:3 and 25:5 as well. G twice 
understands עד as עֵד (“witness”), as in 29:14, and associates ארגיעה 
with רגע (“moment”). by introducing the theme of witnessing, G links 
this verse with 12:17 and encourages us to read 12:18 as a comment on 
testimony, true and false.

s’s ܘܣܗܕܐ ܡܣܪܗܒܐ (“hasty witness”) ≈ G.

 ,graphic assoc ,נא → אנ metath) (ܫܦܝܪ) G (ἀρέσει) s *ינאה [ m יאנה 12:21
theol)

G: (a) οὐκ ἀρέσει τῷ δικαίῳ οὐδὲν ἄδικον; (b) = m. “(a) No injustice will 
please the righteous person.” ἀρέσει and יִנְאֶה = ܫܦܝܪ. This probably arose 
by association with נָאֶה. Perhaps m’s flat promise that “no misfortune 
will happen to the righteous man” did not seem credible. The antithesis 
in m is sharper: the righteous avoiding suffering // the punishment of 
the wicked. still, both G and m offer meaningful proverbs. G describes 
the good man’s attitude, m the consequences of his righteousness.

(לו → ול metath) G (ἀραῖς) *אלות [ (ܠܒܝܫܬܐ) m s אולת 12:23
G: (a) ἀνὴρ συνετὸς θρόνος αἰσθήσεως, (b) καρδία δὲ ἀφρόνων συναντήσεται 

ἀραῖς. “(a) The intelligent man is a throne of knowledge, (b) but the heart 
of the foolish [pl] will meet with curses.” G differs from m by (1) con-
struing כסה as כִּסֵּא (“throne”), (2) equating יקרא (“calls”) with יקרה 
(“meets,” “happens”), and (3) reading אלות (“curses”) in its source text. 
 difference 1 gets rid of an (.is translated τὰς ἀρὰς in deut 29:20 אלות)
apparent logical difficulty: that the wise man should conceal wisdom, 
whereas he presumably should be revealing it to all. differences 2 and 3 
are trivial errors. The result was a meaningful new proverb.

s follows G’s ܟܘܪܣܝܐ, then returns to m, which is not problematic in 
stich b. ܠܒܝܫܬܐ is a broad translation of אולת.

12:24
G: (a) χεὶρ ἐκλεκτῶν κρατήσει εὐχερῶς, (b) δόλιοι δὲ ἔσονται εἰς προνομήν. 

“(a) The hand of the chosen will readily rule, (b) but the deceitful will be 
for plunder.” The use of ἐκλεκτός for חרוץ (“choice gold”) and προνομή 
for מס (“forced labor”) are unique. The former is based on an etymo-
logical association with the homonym חרוץ “choice gold.” it also has a 
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theological motivation, for it is the elect who one day will rule, according 
to a common motif of eschatology. εὐχερῶς is added for emphasis and 
wordplay with χεὶρ.

12:25
G: (a) φοβερὸς λόγος καρδίαν ταράσσει ἀνδρὸς δικαίου, (b) ἀγγελία δὲ 

ἀγαθὴ εὐφραίνει αὐτόν. “(a) A frightening word disturbs the heart of a 
just man, (b) but a good report makes him happy.” G 12:25a is a loose 
paraphrase of m’s obscure Hebrew. it reasonably clarifies the first stich 
by reference to its antithesis in the second.

s: ܡܠܬܐ ܕܚܝܠܬܐ ܠܒܗ ܕܓܒܪܐ ܕܠܚܐ܂ ܘܡܠܬܐ ܛܒܬܐ ܡܚܕܝܐ ܠܗ. 
“(a) A frightening word frightens the heart of a man, (b) but a good 
word makes him happy.” s is clearly dependent on G for the meaning of 
the sentence but tries to accommodate m by omitting δικαίου.

(יו → י near dittog) v (qui neglegit) *יותר [ m יתר 12:26
G: (a) ἐπιγνώμων δίκαιος ἑαυτοῦ φίλος ἔσται, (b) αἱ δὲ γνῶμαι τῶν ἀσεβῶν 

ἀνεπιεικεῖς. (c) ἁμαρτάνοντας καταδιώξεται κακά, (d) ἡ δὲ ὁδὸς τῶν ἀσεβῶν 
πλανήσει αὐτούς. “(a) A just judge [or ‘advisor’ or ‘arbitrator’] will be his 
own friend, (b) but the decisions of the wicked are unreasonable. (c) evils 
will pursue sinners, (d) and the way of the wicked will lead them astray.” 
Alternatively, 12:26a can be translated “A just man will be the judge of his 
own friend” (reading φίλου, with baumgartner). stichoi 12:26ad are oG, 
and 12:26bc have been inserted between them. m 12:26a is difficult, and 
G is virtually a guess. it is hard to see how יתר gave rise to ἐπιγνώμων, but 
the idea of 12:26b is based on G (not m) 13:10b: οἱ δὲ ἑαυτῶν ἐπιγνώμονες 
σοφοί (“but those who are their own judges are wise”). stich b (supplied 
with an asterisk instead of an obelus in syrH) is absent in Gb s v and is 
later. Nevertheless, it is unlike m 12:26b, and it is not clear that it belongs 
to one of the Hexaplaric translators. it seems to be a later elaboration in 
the Greek transmission. G 12:26c = G 13:21a. G 12:26d = m 12:26b.

s renders יתר as ܡܠܟ ܡܠܼܟܐ ܛܒܐ (“gives good advice”), apparently 
taking a cue from ἐπιγνώμων, which can mean “advisor.”

v: (a) qui neglegit damnum propter amicum iustus est; (b) = m. “(a) He 

הוּ  ר מֵרֵעֵ֣ נָּה׃ 26 יָתֵ֣ ר ט֣וֹב יְשַׂמְּחֶֽ נָּה וְדָבָ֖ ישׁ יַשְׁחֶ֑ 25 דְּאָגָ֣ה בְלֶב־אִ֣

ר  ם יָָקָ֣ ךְ רְמִיָּה֣ צֵיד֑וֹ וְהוֹן־אָדָ֖ ם׃ 27 לאֹ־יַחֲרֹ֣ ים תַּתְעֵֽ רֶךְ רְשָׁעִ֣ יק וְדֶ֖ צַדִּ֑
ן  וֶת׃ 13:1 בֵּ֣ ה ⌈אֶל⌉־מָֽ רֶךְ נְתִיבָ֣ ה חַיִּי֑ם וְדֶ֖ רַח־צְדָָקָ֥ חָרֽוּץ׃ 28 בְּאֹֽ
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who overlooks a loss for the sake of a friend is just.” v has יותר, which 
it understands as a d-stem (יְוַתֵּר) meaning “concede,” “overlook a loss,” 
in accordance with rabbinic usage. it then treats the verb as a participle.

12:27
The versions agree that the obscure יחרך means “come upon,” “meet”: 

G ἐπιτεύξεται; v invenient; s ܢܣܬܩܒܠ; t נסתקבל; also sa‘adia in his 
commentary. it is likely that these all derive, directly or indirectly, from 
G’s guess. חרוץ is understood as “pure gold” and translated literally in 
v (auri pretium) and t (יקריא  and figuratively as “pure” in G (דהבא 
(καθαρός) and s (ܓܒܝܐ) (bHQ).

m (vocal, theol) אַל־ [ (ל-) v (ad) t (ܠ-) my G (εἰς) s *אֶל 12:28
G: (a) ἐν ὁδοῖς δικαιοσύνης ζωή, (b) ὁδοὶ δὲ μνησικάκων εἰς θάνατον. “(a) 

in the ways of righteousness is life, (b) but the ways of the malicious 
(lead) to death.” μνησικάκων (“malicious people” or “grudge-bearers”) 
for m’s נתיבה is a guess guided by the expectation of a word indicating 
a bad quality in 12:28b. Perles (1895, 87) retroverts the Greek to נתעב 
or נתעבים (“despicable”), but תעב is never rendered by μνησίκακος or 
cognates, and the graphic similarity is not strong. Jäger retroverts it to 
.(”strife“) מריבה

in 12:28b, v reads iter autem devium ducit ad mortem (“but a detour 
leads to death”), an interesting way of dealing with the obscure Hebrew 
“way of path.”

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܐܘܪܚܐ ܕܐ̈ܟܬܢܐ ܠ�ܘܬܐ. “(b) and the way of angry 
people is to death.” s 12:28b = G; similarly t.

my, v, s, and t vocalize אֶל מות—“to death,” though אַל־מָוֶת, the usual 
m vocalization, would be ideologically acceptable to all. m has tradi-
tionally been understood to mean “the way of its [sc. righteousness’s] 
path is [i.e., leads to] nondeath,” that is to say, immortality (delitzsch, 
etc.). The syntax, however, is impossible, because אַל marks a negative 
wish, not an indicative. see further AbP.

 עו metath ,ו → ר G (ἐν ἀπωλείᾳ) (graph *גועה [ (ܟܐܬܐ) m s גערה 13:1
(וע →

G: (a) υἱὸς πανοῦργος ὑπήκοος πατρί, )b( υἱὸς δὲ ἀνήκοος ἐν ἀπωλείᾳ. 
“(a) A clever son is obedient to [his] father, (b) but a disobedient son 
is in destruction.” (GA*, interestingly, has μητρί [“to (his) mother”] in 
13:1a.) G seems to be parsing מוסר as a passive of יסר, “is (effectively) 
chastised,” hence “is obedient.” ἀνήκοος construes לא שמע as a relative 
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clause. ἐν ἀπωλείᾳ = גועה, associating it with גוע (“dying”). A noun גְּוָעָה 
is not attested, but it is structurally possible. (in Num 20:3, ἐν τῇ ἀπωλείᾳ 
renders בגוע.) G, who knows what גערה means, is clearly wrestling with 
a difficult (and erroneous) variant.

s: ܒܪܐ ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܡܫܬܡܥ ܠܡܐܒܘܗܝ܂ ܘܒܪܐ ܒܝܫܐ ܕܠܡܐ ܡܩܒܠ ܟܐܬܐ 
 A wise son obeys his father, (b) but a bad son, who does not (a)“ .ܢܐܒܕ
accept reproof, will perish.” s combines components of m and G in 
13:1b, using m’s “reproof ” together with G’s “is in destruction” and its 
treatment of לא שמע.

 ,v (saturabitur) (syn (ܢܣܒܥ) mmss s ישבע [ m G (φάγεται) יאכל 13:2
assim)

several mss Kr have ישבע (“be sated”) for יאכל, assimilating the verb 
to 12:14. The former is found in v and s (as well as t, which has taken 
it from s). The agreement of these diverse sources justifies listing ישבע 
as a Hebrew variant.

G: (a) ἀπὸ καρπῶν δικαιοσύνης φάγεται ἀγαθός, (b) ψυχαὶ δὲ παρανόμων 
ὀλοῦνται ἄωροι. “(a) The good [man] shall eat from the fruits of righteous-
ness, (b) but the souls of transgressors will untimely perish.” The syntax 
of the Hebrew is difficult. G seeks to make sense of it by making “good” 
the subject and substituting “righteousness” for “mouth” (≈ G 11:30). G 
thereby prevents the inference—allowed but not intended by m’s word-
ing—that even the unworthy man will enjoy the fruit of his speech. (G 
does not handle 12:14a this way.) in 13:2b, G avoids an apparent truism 
by treating חמס as the violence done to transgressors and rendering it 
ὀλοῦνται ἄωροι.

s: ܓܒܪܐ ܛܒܐ ܡܢ ܦܐܪ̈ܝ ܦܘܡܗ ܢܣܒܥ. ܘܢܦܫ̈ܬܗܘܢ ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܢܐ̈ܒܕܢ. 
“(a) The good man will be sated from the fruits of his mouth, (b) but the 
souls of the wicked will perish.” s 13:2a = s 12:14a. in 13:2b, ܢܐ̈ܒܕܢ = 
ὀλοῦνται. (The unparalleled construal of חמס is unlikely to have arisen 
independently in the two versions.) in 13:2b, both G and s make the 
punishment explicit (which is not the case in m, if understood literally). 

אכַל ט֑וֹב  ֹ֣ ישׁ י י פִי־אִ֭ ה׃ 2 מִפְּרִ֣ ע גְּעָרָֽ ץ לאֹ־שָׁמַ֥ לֵ֗ ב וְ֝ כָם מ֣וּסַר אָ֑ חָ֭
יו מְחִתָּה־לֽוֹ׃  פָתָ֗ ק שְׂ֝ ר נַפְשׁ֑וֹ פֹּשֵׂ֥ יו שׁמֵֹ֣ ס׃ 3 נֹצֵ֣ר פִּ֭ ים חָמָֽ וְנֶ֖פֶשׁ בּגְֹדִ֣
קֶר יִשְׂנָא֣  ן׃ 5 דְּבַר־שֶׁ֭ ים תְּדֻשָּֽׁ ל וְנֶפֶ֖שׁ חָרֻצִ֣ אַיִן נַפְשׁ֣וֹ עָצֵ֑ 4 מִתְאַוָּה֣ וָ֭
ף  ה תְּסַלֵּ֥ רִשְׁעָ֗ רֶךְ וְ֝ ר תָּם־דָּ֑ דָקָה תִּצֹּ֣ יר׃ 6 צְ֭ ישׁ וְיַחְפִּֽ ע יַבְאִ֥ רָשָׁ֗ יק וְ֝ צַדִּ֑
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s follows G’s cue but minimizes its divergence from m by skipping over 
ἄωροι.

For m’s “will eat,” s (ܢܣܒܥ), t (נסבע), and v (saturabitur) have “will 
be satisfied,” using 12:14a to emphasize the value of the reward.

13:4
G: (a) ἐν ἐπιθυμίαις ἐστὶν πᾶς ἀεργός, (b) χεῖρες δὲ ἀνδρείων ἐν ἐπιμελείᾳ. 

“(a) every sluggard is in longing, (b) but the hands of the virtuous 
[pl] are cared for.” G creates a strict antithesis. ἐπιμελείᾳ could mean 
“à l’enterprise” (bAP) or “are diligent” (Nets), but the antithetical “in 
longing” suggests that the second stich refers to the benefits of God’s 
care, that is, being cared for. whereas the lazy man just yearns for sat-
isfaction, the virtuous (i.e., industrious) have their desires fulfilled. 
ἐπιμέλεια = דשן (lit. “fattened”) in 28:25; cf. 3:8, 22, where the Greek 
term is used, but for different Hebrew words. G χεῖρες (“hands”) (for m’s 
 in יד חרוצים was probably inspired by recollection of the phrase (נפש
10:4 (where too G uses the pl) and 12:24.

s: ܒܟܠܙܒܢ ܒܪ̈ܓܝܓܬܐ ܪܡܡܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܕܥܿܒܕܐ ܠܡܐ ܥܒܕ܂ ܘܢܦܫܐ ܕܥܫܝ̈ܢܐ 
 ,At all times a man who does not do work is in great longing (a)“ .ܬܕܗܢ
(b) but the appetite of the vigorous will be satisfied [lit. ‘fat’].” s brings 
out G’s idea more clearly.

G, σ′, v, and s do not represent נפשו. since there is no good explana-
tion for the loss of this word, it was probably present in their source texts 
(contrary to bHQ) but considered as adequately implied by the notion of 
desiring. The difficulty of the syntax may have motivated this approach.

13:5
G: (a) = m; (b) ἀσεβὴς δὲ αἰσχύνεται καὶ οὐχ ἕξει παρρησίαν. “(b) but 

the wicked will be disgraced and not have confidence [or ‘fluency of 
speech’].” οὐχ ἕξει παρρησίαν is a converse translation of ויחפיר to avoid 
repetition of the synonyms meaning shame. However, G does not take 
this course when the pair of synonyms recurs in 19:26. יבאיש is associ-
ated, correctly, with בו"ש (AbP).

13:6 m 4QProvb s ] > Gb s mss (unc)
This verse is lacking in Gb s mss; it is supplied in GA and has an aster-

isk in syrH. still, GA is not a literal translation of m and does not look 
Hexaplaric. The reason for the verse’s omission in Gb s mss is unclear. G 
treats רשעה as an abstract-for-concrete metonymy: τοὺς δὲ ἀσεβεῖς (“the 
wicked” [pl.]). in fact, the metonymic words are ְתָּם־דָּרֶך (lit. “innocence 
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of way” = the innocent) and either רשעה or חטאת (wickedness or sin = 
the wicked or sinner; see AbP).

13:8
G: (a) λύτρον ἀνδρὸς ψυχῆς ὁ ἴδιος πλοῦτος, (b) πτωχὸς δὲ οὐχ ὑφίσταται 

ἀπειλήν. “(a) The ransom of a man’s life is his own wealth, (b) but a poor 
man cannot endure a threat.” G shades שמע in a way that makes sense of 
m’s puzzling “but a poor man does not hear a rebuke.” s = m.

13:9 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (9a) (elab)
G: (a) φῶς δικαίοις διὰ παντός, (b) φῶς δὲ ἀσεβῶν σβέννυται. “(a) light 

(lasts) forever for the righteous, (b) but the light of the wicked is extin-
guished.” For the difficult image of the light of the righteous “rejoicing” 
 ,G substitutes a serviceable διὰ παντός (“forever”). (Actually ,(ישמח)
 shine”; see AbP.) The translator generally avoids repeating a“ = שמח
word in parallelism with itself, but sometimes this does happen, as in 
13:9; 14:20; and 29:22.

s ܢܪܘܙ = m. v laetificat (“gives joy”) = יְשַׂמַּח.

13:9a
G: (a) ψυχαὶ δόλιαι πλανῶνται ἐν ἁμαρτίαις, (b) δίκαιοι δὲ οἰκτίρουσιν καὶ 

ἐλεῶσιν. “(a) deceitful souls wander in sins, (b) but the righteous have 
compassion and show mercy.” This is a new proverb whose two lines 
seem unrelated. it was located here because of its connection to 13:9. 
That the light of the wicked will be extinguished (13:9b) means (or also 
means) that they wander in the darkness of sin (9aa). 13:9ab ≈ 21:26b; 
cf. G-Ps 112[111]:5a. G-Prov 13:11c reuses this stich.

13:10
G: (a) κακὸς μεθ’ ὕβρεως πράσσει κακά, (b) οἱ δὲ ἑαυτῶν ἐπιγνώμονες 

σοφοί. “(a) An evil man does evils with insolence, (b) but those who 
are their own judges are wise.” G probably understands רק as רֵק (lit. 
“empty”) and moralizes it as “evil” to clarify the nature of the blemish. 
it then underscores the evil by adding κακά; see the comment on 1:18. 

ישׁ  פֶר נֶֽפֶשׁ־אִ֣ ב׃ 8 כֹּ֣ שׁ וְה֣וֹן רָֽ תְרוֹשֵׁ֗ ל מִ֝ ין כֹּ֑ תְעַשֵּׁר וְאֵ֣ את׃ 7 יֵשׁ֣ מִ֭ חַטָּֽ
ךְ׃  ים יִדְעָֽ ח וְנֵר֖ רְשָׁעִ֣ ים יִשְׂמָ֑ ה׃ 9 אוֹר־צַדִּיָקִ֥ ע גְּעָרָֽ שׁ לאֹ־שָׁמַ֥ רָ֗ עָשְׁר֑וֹ וְ֝

ט  ל⌉ יִמְעָ֑ ה׃ 11 ה֭וֹן ⌈מְבהָֹ֣ ים חָכְמָֽ ן מַצָּ֑ה וְאֶת־נוֹעָצִ֣ זָדוֹן יִתֵּ֣ 10 רַק־בְּ֭
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on ἐπιγνώμων, see the comment on 12:26. ἐπιγνώμονες corresponds to 
 understood as reflexive. G 13:10b ,(”those who take counsel“) נועצים
recalls the delphic dictum “Know thyself ” (de lagarde; Gerleman 
1956, 29–30), though the wording differs. α′, σ′, θ′ do not represent רק, 
which means that they understood it as רַק, which did not seem to add 
anything to the meaning of the sentence. s ܒܝܫܐ  לחוד G. t ≈ ܒܪܢܫܐ 
= m.

 [ G (ἐπισπουδαζομένη) σ′ ε′ (ὕπερσπουδαζομενη) v (festinata) *מבהל 13:11
בֶל  → בה G (μετὰ ἀνομίας) (m s: metath *מהבל + ;(ܕܡܢ ܥܘܠܡܐ) m s מֵהֶ֣
(G: dbl rd ;הב

G: (a) ὕπαρξις ἐπισπουδαζομένη μετὰ ἀνομίας ἐλάσσων γίνεται, (b) ὁ 
δὲ συνάγων ἑαυτῷ μετ’ εὐσεβείας πληθυνθήσεται. (c) δίκαιος οἰκτίρει καὶ 
κιχρᾷ. “(a) Property gathered hastily with illegality dwindles, (b) but he 
who gathers for himself with piety will be increased. (c) The righteous 
man has mercy and lends.”

As often, G enhances the religious and moral message. by render-
ing הבל as ἀνομία (only here and sir 49:2), the translator would have us 
understand the fault in question to be illegality, not hard work as such; 
see Giese 1992a, 418; 1993a, 112. Also, by paraphrasing the difficult על 
 as μετ’ εὐσεβείας, G further implies that the secure increase of wealth יד
requires piety. Perhaps “hand” inspired the notion of generosity to the 
poor (thus t), hence piety.

ἐπισπουδαζομένη = מְבהָֹל (vogel ref de lagarde). For the translator, 
the theme is an ethical issue, piety versus dishonesty, not the invest-
ment of effort. m’s מהבל would only enhance his theme and would not 
call for “correction.” in fact, G reflects a doublet: מהבל  since .מבהל 
ἐπισπουδαζομένη and μετὰ ἀνομίας fill different syntactic slots, and since 
the latter phrase is nicely matched by μετ’ εὐσεβείας in 13:11b, μετὰ 
ἀνομίας is unlikely to be a revision toward m. The variant מבהל (without 
 is confirmed by ὕπερσπουδαζομενη in σ′ and ε′ as well as by v’s (מהבל
festinata (“gotten in haste”). since v differs from G in lacking any reflex 
of מהבל, it witnesses to מבהל independently.

G 13:11c, like G 13:9ab, of which it is a variant, is based on Pss 
37[36]:21b and 112[111]:5a. The addition explains the meaning of gath-
ering wealth “with piety” and further tempers the praise of “gathering” 
in 13:11b, lest it be misread as affirming greed.

s reads מהבל as ܕܡܢ ܥܘܠܡܐ (“which is from iniquity” ≈ μετὰ ἀνομίας) 
and follows G, but loosely, in interpreting על יד as ܘܕܡܬܟܢܫ ܒܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ 
(“gathered in righteousness”). s is thus using G’s construal of the verse 
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while moving it closer to m’s wording. t’s ויהיב למסכינא (“and gives to 
the poor”) follows s but with an eye to m’s על יד.

The idea of the verse as emended is found also in 20:21: “An inheri-
tance gained in a rush [נחלה מבהלת] at first—its outcome will not be 
blessed.”

G (12a) (ἐναρχόμενος) (orth) *תחלת [ m G (12b) (ἐλπίδα) תוחלת 13:12
G σ′ θ′ ε′ (ἀγαθή) (moral) *טובה [ m באה

G: (a) κρείσσων ἐναρχόμενος βοηθῶν καρδίᾳ (b) τοῦ ἐπαγγελλομένου καὶ 
εἰς ἐλπίδα ἄγοντος. (c) δένδρον γὰρ ζωῆς ἐπιθυμία ἀγαθή. “(a) better is 
he who begins to help with heart (b) than he who promises and leads 
(others) toward hope, (c) for a good desire is a tree of life.”

G is distant from m, and it is hard to reconstruct G’s source text. sti-
choi b and c render components of m 13:12b expansively without regard 
to m’s syntax. what sent G off track was the erroneous תְּחִלַת =) תחלת 
“beginning”), which was treated loosely as a participle, ἐναρχόμενος. The 
awkwardness in G 13:12a, with its superfluous “begins” and “with heart,” 
indicates that G is struggling with a difficult Hebrew text rather than 
composing freely. Apparently m’s תוחלת is represented in 13:12b by εἰς 
ἐλπίδα, a doublet. βοηθῶν for ממשכה is hard to explain, but note that in 
Ps 109[108]:12 משך חסד (lit. “draw mercy”) is translated ἀντιλήμπτωρ 
(“helper”). in Prov 13:12c, G has “good desire” for m’s תאוה באה (“a 
desire that has come to pass”).

G or its source text hesitated to give a blanket endorsement to the ful-
fillment of desire. The change to “good” is moralizing and introduces an 
interpretation not evident in m. it probably occurred in Hebrew trans-
mission, with טובה for באה. syrH, σ′, θ′, and ε′ agree with G in repre-
senting טובה, and they would be unlikely to make the change without 
a textual basis. G means that actually helping someone wholeheartedly 
is better than raising false hopes. As 13:12c explains, only wholehearted 
help qualifies as ἐπιθυμία ἀγαθή.

s: ܛܒ ܗܘ ܒܪ ܐܢܫܐ ܕܡܫܪܐ ܠ�ܥܕܪܘ܂ ܛܒ ܡܢ ܗܿܘ ܕܬܠܡܐ ܒܣܒܪܐ܂ 
 better is the man who begins to help (a)“ .ܘܐܝܠܢܐ ܕܚ̈ܝܐ ܡܝܬܐ ܣܒܪܐ
(b) than one who depends on hope. (c) And the tree of life brings hope.” 
s may be dependent on G in 13:12a, but its different treatment of 13:12b 

ים תַּאֲוָ֥ה  יִּ֗ ץ חַ֝ מֻשָּׁכָה מַחֲלָה־לֵ֑ב וְעֵ֥ לֶת מְ֭ ה׃ 12 תּוֹחֶ֣ ץ עַל־יָד֣ יַרְבֶּֽ וְקבֵֹ֖
כָם  ת חָ֭ ם׃ 14 תּוֹרַ֣ ה ה֣וּא יְשֻׁלָּֽ צְוָ֗ א מִ֝ בֶל ל֑וֹ וִירֵ֥ דָבָר יֵחָ֣ ז לְ֭ ה׃ 13 בָּ֣ בָאָֽ
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suggests that it has a variant text, which, however, cannot be fully recon-
structed.

13:13 fin ] + 3 stichoi G (13a) (elab)

13:13a
G: (a) υἱῷ δολίῳ οὐδὲν ἔσται ἀγαθόν, (bα) οἰκέτῃ δὲ σοφῷ (bβ) εὔοδοι 

ἔσονται πράξεις, (c) καὶ κατευθυνθήσεται ἡ ὁδὸς αὐτοῦ. “(a) For a deceitful 
son, there shall be nothing good, (bα) but for a wise servant, (bβ) affairs 
will be successful, (c) and his way will prosper.” G provides an addi-
tional proverb. The first two stichoi, 13:13aab, are inspired by 17:2—in 
the Hebrew, not the Greek. in its present place “the deceitful son” adum-
brates “he who scorns a word” in 13:13a, and “a wise servant” echoes “he 
who fears a command” in 13:13b. stich 13:13ac is redundant. in fact, 
13:13abβ and 13ac have the look of doublets.

v lacks 13:13a but is provided with it in some mss.
s: ܠܓܒܪܐ ܢܟܘܠܬܢܐ ܠܡܐ ܬܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܛܝܒܘ. ܘܓܒܪܐ ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܕܬܪ̈ܝܨܢ 

ܠܪܝܫ ܬܣܩ  ܐܘܪܚܗ  ܐܦ   to the deceitful man, there (a)“ .ܥܒܝ̈ܕܬܗ. 
will be nothing good, (b) but the wise man, whose deeds are honest—
(c) his way too will rise to the top.” s has the equivalent of G 13:13a 
but differs in the persons it describes—the deceitful man and the wise 
man rather than the deceitful son and the wise servant. s is generalizing 
the addition’s teaching to give it wider validity. instead of G’s doublet 
(13:13abβ+c), s has a single statement (c), which may be a condensation 
of the G doublet but alternatively can reflect s’s Hebrew source text.

G? (ὁ δὲ ἄνους) *וכסיל [ (ܠܡܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܣܛܝܢ) m ≈ s לסור 13:14
מות ܕܡܘܬܐ) m s ממקשי  ܦܚ̈ܐ  ימות [ (ܡܢ   G (ὑπὸ παγίδος *ממקש 
θανεῖται) (div)

G: (a) νόμος σοφοῦ πηγὴ ζωῆς, (b) ὁ δὲ ἄνους ὑπὸ παγίδος θανεῖται. 
“(a) The law of the wise is a spring of life, (b) but the fool will die by a 
trap.” m is easy to understand, and there is no ideological motivation 
for the divergence in the second stich. G 13:14b is based on a variant 
text, namely, וּכְסִיל מִמֹּקֵשׁ יָמוּת (baumgartner). The change from לסור 
to וכסיל was provoked by a different word division, ממקש ימות. This 
left the resulting verb, “he will die,” without a subject. The change of 
 provided the subject, but it is unclear whether this was כסיל to לסור
a scribe’s or the translator’s doing. since G translated  as ποιεῖ δὲ לסור 
ἐκκλίνειν in the identical 14:27b, he could have done the same here. 
Though G 13:14b creates an antithesis to 13:14a, it is a very loose one 
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and certainly not the motive for the differences from m (contrary to 
Gerleman 1956, 20).

s: (a) = m; (b) ܠܡܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܣܛܝܢ ܡܢ ܦܚ̈ܐ ܕܡܘܬܐ. “(b) to those who 
turn aside from the traps of death.” s treats לסור, ungrammatically, as a 
participle, as in 14:27.

ן [ )ܠܡܐܒܕܢܐ( G (ἐν ἀπωλείᾳ) s *אידם 13:15 (תן → דם lig and graph) m אֵיתָֽ
G: (a) σύνεσις ἀγαθὴ δίδωσιν χάριν, (b) τὸ δὲ γνῶναι νόμον διανοίας ἐστὶν 

ἀγαθῆς, (c) ὁδοὶ δὲ καταφρονούντων ἐν ἀπωλείᾳ. “(a) Good sense gives 
(one) favor, (b) and knowing (the) law is (the part of) a good intel-
lect. (c) but the ways of scorners are in destruction.” G 13:15b is taken 
from—or is the source of—G 9:10a. G is close enough to m that we may 
take ἐν ἀπωλείᾳ as evidence for אידם (“their destruction”), which fits the 
context much better than m’s “is firm.” The right vertical of ם could have 
become detached and used as the left vertical of ת.

both 9:10a and 13:15b are insertions teaching that knowledge of the 
law is the best part of wisdom. dick (1990, 26, 41) regards νόμον in 
13:15b as sapiential teaching, while Cook (2002, 280–88) identifies it as 
the law of moses. dick says that references to νόμος tend to allude to 
the law of moses, but in G-Proverbs this remains rather vague, so that 
“law” could be understood as communal law rather than specifically the 
Pentateuch (1990, 40, 42). still, the mention of “law” with no indication 
of source (such as “of the wise”) often does seem to allude to the law of 
moses; see the comment on 6:23. This is clearer when νόμος has the defi-
nite article. occurrences without the article are 6:23; 9:10a; 13:15; 28:7, 
9; with the article: 28:4 (2x); 29:18.

it is noteworthy that the law of moses is mentioned in G-Proverbs 
only rarely and allusively, though its centrality was undoubtedly a given 
for the translator. identifying wisdom with the revealed torah is not a 
major goal of the G translator, who was largely content to adhere to the 
older concepts of wisdom.

v guesses that the difficult איתן means vorago (“pit” or abyss”).

ים  רֶךְ בּגְֹדִ֣ ן וְדֶ֖ כֶל־ט֭וֹב יִתֶּן־חֵ֑ וֶת׃ 15 שֵֽׂ קְשֵׁי מָֽ ס֗וּר מִמֹּ֥ מְק֣וֹר חַיִּ֑ים לָ֝
ךְ  שׂ אִוֶּֽלֶת׃ 17 מַלְאָ֣ יל יִפְרֹ֥ עַת וּ֝כְסִ֗ ה בְדָ֑ רוּם יַעֲשֶׂ֣ ם⌉׃ 16 כָּל־עָ֭ ⌈אֵידָֽ

ר  עַ מוּסָ֑ קָלוֹן פּוֹרֵ֣ ישׁ וְ֭ א׃ 18 רֵ֣ יר אֱמוּנִי֣ם מַרְפֵּֽ ע וְצִ֖ ל בְּרָ֑ שָׁע יִפֹּ֣ רָ֭
ים  סִילִ֗ ת כְּ֝ ב לְנָ֑פֶשׁ וְתוֹעֲבַ֥ הְיָה תֶעֱרַ֣ ד׃ 19 תַּאֲוָה֣ נִ֭ ר תּוֹכַ֣חַת יְכֻבָּֽ וְשׁוֹמֵ֖
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s’s ܠܡܐܒܕܢܐ for איתן is probably taken from G.

13:17
G: (a) βασιλεὺς θρασὺς ἐμπεσεῖται εἰς κακά, (b) ἄγγελος δὲ σοφὸς [= 

Gb sc A (= oG); var: πιστὸς Gs* 103 253 rahlfs] ῥύσεται αὐτόν. “(a) A rash king 
will fall into evils, (b) but a wise [var: ‘faithful’] messenger will save him.” 
The poorly attested πιστός (= with m) looks like a correction of an origi-
nal σοφός.

For unclear reasons, G has “king” for מלאך. Perhaps it read מלך (cf. 
-in 2 sam 11:1), though there is no mechanical expla מלכים for מלאכים
nation for the loss of the א, and G-Proverbs does not show clear signs of 
oral variants. in any case, this error gave rise to interpretive differences: 
the replacement of evil with rashness and the unique rendering of מרפא 
(“healing”) as “saving.” The translator shifted the proverb to a different 
situation, one in which a reckless king is saved by one of his emissaries, 
who is wiser and more prudent than he.

13:18
G: (a) πενίαν καὶ ἀτιμίαν ἀφαιρεῖται παιδεία, (b) = m. “(a) instruction 

removes poverty and disgrace.”
s: (a) ܡܣܟܢܘܬܐ ܘܨܥܪܐ ܡܒܛܠܝܢ ܡܪܕܘܬܐ (b) = m. “(a) Poverty and 

disgrace nullify instruction.”
G and s identify the subject of the sentence differently. on the syntax 

of this difficult sentence, see AbP.

(ד → ר graph) (ܡܢ ܝܕܥܬܐ) G (ἀπὸ γνώσεως) s *מדע [ m מרע 13:19
G: (a) ἐπιθυμίαι εὐσεβῶν ἡδύνουσιν ψυχήν, (b) ἔργα δὲ ἀσεβῶν μακρὰν 

ἀπὸ γνώσεως. “(a) The desires of the pious please the soul, (b) but the 
works of the impious are far from knowledge.” G 13:19a makes it clear 
that only pious desires are sweet.

Though the versions modify the verse in ways that can be called mor-
alizing or “interpretive,” we can still recover a variant. ἀπὸ γνώσεως = 
-This variant forced the substitu .(de lagarde) (מִדֵּעַ understood as) מדע
tion of the morally neutral ἔργα (“works”) for the very negative תועבה 
(“abomination”) to avoid banality. סור is reflected indirectly in the 
emphatic “far.”

s’s ܪܓܬܐ ܝܐܝܬܐ (“proper desire”) shows the same moralizing con-
cern as G but expresses it differently. ܝܕܥܬܐ  (”from knowledge“) ܡܢ 
confirms מדע.
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 … v (qui (ܕܡܗܠܟ) mQ G (ὁ συμπορευόμενος) s הוֹלֵ֣ךְ [ mK הלוך 13:20
graditur) t (דמהליך) (gram, orth, equal)
ם [ mK וחכם  (ܢܗܘܐ ܚܟܝܡ) mQ G (σοφὸς ἔσται) αλ′ (σοφισθήσεται) s יֶחְכָּ֑
v (sapiens erit) t (נתחכם) ] (gram, equal)
 דו metath ,ד → ר G (γνωσθήσεται) (graph *יודע [ (ܢܒܐܫ ܠܗ) m s ירוע
(וד →

each of the two ketiv-qere pairs is indivisible; either “He who goes 
with the wise will become wise” (qere) or “Go (ְהָלוֹך) with the wise and 
become wise (וַחֲכָם)” (ketiv). Hence they are not miscellaneous copying 
errors but two variants of the proverb. The versions all follow the qerayin.

G’s γνωσθήσεται = ַיִוָּדֵע. This derives from a graphic error but is mean-
ingful: he who associates with fools will be known (for going about with 
fools). m is clearer and has a nice paronomasia: ַוְרעֶֹה-יֵרוֹע.

v’s efficietur similis (“will become like them”) derives ירוע from רע"ה 
(or רע"ע) “associate with” and understands this as qualitative similarity.

כֶל [ ‹רַב אֹכֵל› 13:23 m (vocal, accents) רָב־אֹ֭
m is difficult both linguistically and theologically; see the discussion 

and references in AbP. The two proposed conjectural changes in vocal-
ization (and the attendant accents) make the verse clearer. it can then 
be translated: “The great man devours the tillage of the poor, and some 
people are swept away without justice.”

G: (a) δίκαιοι ποιήσουσιν ἐν πλούτῳ ἔτη πολλά, (b) ἄδικοι δὲ ἀπολοῦνται 
συντόμως. “(a) The righteous [pl] will spend many years in wealth, (b) but 
the unjust [pl] will perish suddenly.” G has no contact with m in 13:23a, 
and in 23b it diverges from m’s meaning. The differences aim to over-
ride m’s apparent denial of the principle of recompense. G treats בלא 
 ,as a noun phrase: “one who is in injustice,” hence unjust people משפט
ἄδικοι. G expresses confidence in recompense, while m recognizes the 

ים יֵרֽוֹעַ׃  ה כְסִילִ֣ ים ⌈וַחֲכָ֑ם⌉ וְרעֶֹ֖ ע׃ 20 ⌈הָל֣וֹךְ⌉ אֶת־חֲכָמִ֣ ס֣וּר מֵרָֽ
יל בְּנֵיֽ־ ים יְשַׁלֶּם־טֽוֹב׃ 22 ט֗וֹב יַנְחִ֥ דִּיקִ֗ ה וְאֶת־צַ֝ ף רָעָ֑ טָּאִים תְּרַדֵּ֣ 21 חַ֭

ה  סְפֶּ֗ ים וְיֵשׁ֥ נִ֝ א׃ 23 ⌈רַב אֹכֵל⌉ נִי֣ר רָאשִׁ֑ יל חוֹטֵֽ יק חֵ֣ צַּדִּ֗ בָנִי֑ם וְצָפ֥וּן לַ֝
ר׃  חֲר֥וֹ מוּסָֽ אֹהֲב֗וֹ שִֽׁ בְטוֹ שׂוֹנֵא֣ בְנ֑וֹ וְ֝ ךְ שִׁ֭ ט׃ 24 חוֹשֵׂ֣ א מִשְׁפָּֽ ֹ֣ בְּל
ר׃  פ   ים תֶּחְסָֽ טֶן רְשָׁעִ֣ בַע נַפְשׁ֑וֹ וּבֶ֖ כֵל לְשֹׂ֣ יק אֹ֭  25 צַדִּ֗

נּוּ׃ 2 הוֹלֵ֣ךְ  יהָ תֶהֶרְסֶֽ לֶת בְּיָדֶ֥ אִוֶּ֗ הּ וְ֝ ה בֵיתָ֑ 14:1 ⌈חָכְמ֣וֹת⌉ )נָשִׁים( בָּנְתָ֣
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existence of inequities. since G’s ideological motivation is clear, it seems 
far-fetched to surmise that in 13:23b G read רשעים for ראשים, translat-
ing it ἄδικοι, for which he created an antithesis in 13:23a (δίκαιοι) based 
on a treatment of ראשים as a permutation of ישרים (bHQ).

v: (a) multi cibi in novalibus patrum, (b) et alii congregantur absque 
iudicio. “(a) much food is in the cultivated fields of fathers, (b) but others 
are gathered without justice.” v translates ראשים (“poor”) with “fathers,” 
probably by associating ראשים with ראש “first,” hence “forebears,” 
“fathers.” This interpretation was prompted by the notion of inheritance 
in 14:22, and “father” is implicit in 13:22 and 24. v understands נספה 
as נאספה (“gathered”), as in Gen. rab. 49:15 (§57b) (C. Gordon 1930, 
390). v, unlike G, does not deny the possibility of injustice. it grants that 
some people gain their wealth as a legitimate inheritance while others 
get rich wrongly.

s: ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܠܡܐ ܚܙܐ ܠܗܘܢ ܥܘܡܪܐ. ܫ̈ܢܝܐ ܣܓܝܐܬ̈ܐ ܐܘܒܕܘ ܥܘܬܪܐ. 
“(a) Those for whom no house is provided lose wealth for many years, 
(b) and men perish entirely.” s skirts the theological problem of 23:13 by 
substituting a loose converse of 13:22.

m (vocal) חַכְמ֣וֹת [ ‹חָכְמ֣וֹת› 14:1
V mulier (add) (דנשיא) tl (ܐܢܬܬܐ) m G (γυναῖκες) s נשים

The first clause was originally חכמות בנתה ביתה, as in 9:1a. Though 
the versions represent נשים, it is very likely an early gloss to the unusual 
singular חכמות. m’s חכמות נשים is meaningful: “the wisest of women”; 
compare the superlative construction in Judg 5:29. However, the verb 
“builds” is singular, whereas “women” is plural. נשים overloads the line 
and is probably a gloss added by someone who assumed that חכמות 
was plural. it is to be understood as in apposition, as if to say, “The wise 
[sc. women].” but in spite of its plural appearance, חכמות (as in 1:20 
and 9:1) is a singular (see AbP on 1:20). its literal meaning is “wisdom,” 
but it here serves as an abstract-for-concrete metonymy meaning “wise 
woman.” when נשים is removed, חַכְמ֣וֹת (the adjective) must be revocal-
ized as חָכְמוֹת (a noun).

The versions all represent נשים  but construe the phrase חכמות 
variously. G: σοφαὶ γυναῖκες (“wise women”); v: sapiens mulier (“wise 
woman”). s: ܚܟܝ�ܬܐ  wise woman”—recognizing the sg“) ܐܢܬܬܐ 
verb); tl (correctly): חכימתא דנשיא (“the wisest among women”).

ἡ δὲ ἄφρων (“the [fem sg] folly [masc sg]”) = m’s ואולת (lit. “folly”), 
parsed as an abstract-for-concrete trope or as the feminine equivalent 
of אויל.
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14:2
G translates בוזהו (“despises him”) by diathesis as ἀτιμασθήσεται (“will 

be despised”). This states that the man of twisted ways will be held in 
contempt and not just that he despises God, which is a truism.

ם [ cj תשמ‹רו›ם 14:3 (ור → רו metath) m תִּשְׁמוּרֵֽ
m is a metathesis for תִּשְׁמְרוּם, a rare but regular third feminine plural 

imperfect + third masculine plural suffix, as required by the syntax.
G: (a) ἐκ στόματος ἀφρόνων βακτηρία ὕβρεως, (b) χείλη δὲ σοφῶν 

φυλάσσει αὐτούς. “(a) From the mouth of fools is a rod of arrogance, (b) 
but the lips of (the) wise guard them.” it is impossible to determine if 
φυλάσσει αὐτούς represents תשמרום or m’s anomalous תשמורם, since G 
would have had to translate the latter as “will keep them” in either case.

14:5
4QProvb has Prov 14:5–10 (fragmentary) = m.

14:6
G: (a) ζητήσεις σοφίαν παρὰ κακοῖς καὶ οὐχ εὑρήσεις, (b) αἴσθησις δὲ 

παρὰ φρονίμοις εὐχερής. “(a) (if) you [sg] seek wisdom with [i.e., ‘near’] 
the wicked, you will not find (it), (b) but knowledge is readily (available) 
with sensible people.” since it might be unclear why a scoffer would seek 
wisdom at all, G ignores m’s syntax for the sake of what seems like a 
more logical proposition.

(כל → לכ metath) (ܟܠ ܡܕܡ) G (πάντα) s *כל [ m לך 14:7
(div ,כ → ב graph) G (ὅπλα δὲ αἰσθήσεως) *וכלי דעת [ m ובל ידעת

G: (a) πάντα ἐναντία ἀνδρὶ ἄφρονι, (b) ὅπλα δὲ αἰσθήσεως χείλη σοφά. 
“(a) everything is against a foolish man, (b) but wise lips are weapons of 

י  טֶר גַּאֲוָה֑ וְשִׂפְתֵ֥ וִיל חֹ֣ פִי־אֱ֭ יו בּוֹזֵֽהוּ׃ 3 בְּֽ א יְהוָה֑ וּנְל֖וֹז דְּרָכָ֣ יָשְׁרוֹ יְרֵ֣ בְּ֭
חַ  בוּא֗וֹת בְּכֹ֣ ר וְרָב־תְּ֝ לָפִים אֵב֣וּס בָּ֑ ין אֲ֭ ים ⌈תִּשְׁמְרֽוּם⌉׃ 4 בְּאֵ֣ כָמִ֗ חֲ֝
ץ  קֶר׃ 6 בִּקֶּשׁ־לֵ֣ ים עֵ֣ד שָֽׁ זָבִ֗ יחַ כְּ֝ א יְכַזֵּב֑ וְיָפִ֥ ֹ֣ מוּנִים ל שֽׁוֹר׃ 5 עֵ֣ד אֱ֭
עְתָּ  דַ֗ יל וּבַל־יָ֝ ישׁ כְּסִ֑ נֶּגֶד לְאִ֣ ל׃ 7 לֵ֣ךְ מִ֭ עַת לְנָב֣וֹן נָָקָֽ יִן וְדַ֖ ה וָאָ֑ חָכְמָ֣
ה׃  ים מִרְמָֽ ין דַּרְכּ֑וֹ וְאִוֶּ֖לֶת כְּסִילִ֣ רוּם הָבִ֣ ת עָ֭ עַת׃ 8 חָכְמַ֣ שִׂפְתֵי־דָֽ

ת נַפְשׁ֑וֹ  ים רָצֽוֹן׃ 10 לֵב֣ יוֹ֭דֵעַ מָרַּ֣ ית⌉ יְשָׁרִ֣ ם ⌈וּבֵ֖ יץ אָשָׁ֑ וִלִים יָלִ֣ 9 אֱ֭



217 Proverbs 14:2–10

knowledge.” G reads כּלֹ מִנֶּגֶד לְאִישׁ כְּסִיל וּכְלֵי דַּעַת שִׂפְתֵי דַּעַת (Jäger). 
G’s variants are mechanical errors, as described in the apparatus, but 
they create a meaningful (though not very graceful) proverb. de waard 
(1993, 250) believes that these changes were deliberate attempts to deal 
with interpretive problems and to create antithesis and alliteration. but 
m is not difficult, and there is no reason to ascribe the differences to 
a complex interpretive process which somehow mimicked common 
scribal errors in order to produce a rather fuzzy antithesis with no theo-
logical gain.

14:8
G: (a) σοφία πανούργων ἐπιγνώσεται τὰς ὁδοὺς αὐτῶν, (b) ἄνοια δὲ 

ἀφρόνων ἐν πλάνῃ. “(a) The wisdom of the clever [pl] will understand 
their ways, (b) but the ignorance of fools goes astray [lit. ‘is in going 
astray’].” According to baumgartner, ἐπιγνώσεται = תָּבִין (3rd fem sg) for 
m’s infinitive הבין, but the translator would have had to treat the latter 
as a finite verb anyway. on the face of it, m 14:8b—“the folly of dolts is 
deceit”—is redundant and banal. (who else’s folly, after all? And how 
could folly be other than deceit?) G sharpens the proverb. ἐν πλάνῃ rein-
forces the “ways” motif of 14:8a (bAP).

s is close to G but diverges in rendering the apparently redundant 
 and the way“) ܘܐܘܪܚܐ ܕܣ̈ܟܠܡܐ as (”and the folly of fools“) ואולת כסילים
of fools”), thereby extending the theme of “ways” from the first stich to 
the second.

ין [ G (οἰκίαι δὲ) ≈ *ובית 14:9  m: norm; s: metath [of) (ܘܒܢ̈ܝ) s *ובני ;m וּבֵ֖
m] ני → ינ)

G: (a) οἰκίαι παρανόμων [var: ἀφρόνων GA] ὀφειλήσουσιν καθαρισμόν, (b) 
οἰκίαι δὲ δικαίων δεκταί. “(a) The houses of transgressors [var: ‘fools’] will 
require purification, (b) but the houses of the righteous are acceptable.” 
m is obscure. still, G does offer clues to variant words that make the verse 
more comprehensible, as well as providing its own interpretation. in the 
following, it is assumed that G treats grammatical number flexibly, as is 
often the case. (1) οἰκίαι = אהלי (m אולים). אהל is translated οἶκος fifteen 
times in the Hb; e.g., Gen 9:27; Job 15:34. (2) παρανόμων = לצים (only 
here; GA looks like an adjustment to m’s (3) .(יליץ The problematic אשם 
(“guilt” or “guilt offering”) is paraphrased as “requiring purification” 
(only here). (4) οἰκίαι = וּבֵית. This reading could be the earlier. Though 
intended to mean “house,” a scribe in the proto-m tradition parsed it as 
an Aramaism meaning “among,” as in Prov 8:2, and normalized it to the 
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standard רצון (5) .ובין can mean “what is desired,” “object of favor” (as in 
Prov 11:20; 12:22; 15:8; etc.). The text that reached G was, approximately, 
רָצוֹן יְשָׁרִים  וּבֵית  אָשָׁם  לֵצִים   =] The tents of mockers are guilt“) אָהֳלֵי 
‘guilty’], but the house of the righteous is favor [i.e., ‘favored’]”). (bAP 
notes the cultic resonances of καθαρισμόν and δεκταί.) since there is no 
good scribal explanation for אהלי → אולים or לצים → יליץ, and since 
most of the correspondences are unparalleled elsewhere, the proposed 
variants are too conjectural to introduce into the HbCe text.

s: ܒܬ̈ܝܗܘܢ ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܬܪܝܨܐܝܬ ܒܥܝܢ ܕܘܟܝܐ܂ ܘܒܬ̈ܝܗܘܢ ܕܙܕܝܩ̈ܐ ܡܩܒܠܝܢ܂ 
-The houses of evildo (a)“ .ܣ̈ܟܠܡܐ ܥܒܕܝܢ ܚ̈ܛܗܐ܂ ܘܒܢ̈ܝ ܬܪ̈ܝܨܐ ܨܒܝܢܐ
ers truly need cleansing, (b) but the houses of the righteous are accept-
able. (c) Fools commit sins, (d) but the sons of the upright (do) what is 
favored.” stichoi 14:9ab = G. s 14:9cd attempts to adjust to m, but 14:9d 
reflects (וּבְנֵי =) ובני for m’s ובין.

(ד → ר graph) G (ὕβρει) *זד [ (ܢܘܟܪܝܐ) m s זר 14:10
G: (a) καρδία ἀνδρὸς αἰσθητική, λυπηρὰ ψυχὴ αὐτοῦ. (b) ὅταν δὲ 

εὐφραίνηται, οὐκ ἐπιμείγνυται ὕβρει. “(a) (As for) the knowledgeable 
heart of a man—his soul is sad, (b) but when it [he?] rejoices, it [he?] is 
not mingled with arrogance.” The idea of 14:10a is similar to Qoh 7:4: 
“The heart of wise men is in the house of mourning, while the heart of 
fools is in the house of merrymaking.” ὕβρει = זֵד “arrogant,” which is 
treated as an abstract: “arrogance.” The same error occurred in 27:13.

s: ܠܒܐ ܝܕܘܥܬܢܐ ܒܟܠܙܒܢ ܟܪܝܘܬܐ ܗܘ ܠܢܦܫܗ. ܘܒܚܕܘܬܗ ܠܡܐ ܢܬܚܠܛ 
 The knowledgeable heart is anxious for itself, (b) and in its (a)“ .ܢܘܟܪܝܐ
[his?] joy, no stranger shall take part.” s is based on m but construes יודע 
as an adjective, ܝܕܘܥܬܢܐ (“knowledgeable”) = G αἰσθητική. s says that 
the wise man keeps his emotions to himself.

14:11
where m has the unusual metaphor “(the tents of the upright) will 

flourish (יפריח),” G has the more obvious “will stand” (στήσονται).

14:12
4QProvb 14:12–13 (fragmentary) = m.

ים  הֶל יְשָׁרִ֣ ד וְאֹ֖ שָׁעִים יִשָּׁמֵ֑ ית רְ֭ רַב זָֽר׃ 11 בֵּ֣ וּ֝בְשִׂמְחָת֗וֹ לאֹ־יִתְעָ֥
וֶת׃ 13 גַּם־ הּ דַּרְכֵי־מָֽ אַחֲרִיתָ֗ ישׁ וְ֝ שָׁר לִפְנֵי־אִ֑ רֶךְ יָ֭ יחַ׃ 12 יֵשׁ֤ דֶּ֣ יַפְרִֽ
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G: (a) ἔστιν ὁδὸς ἣ δοκεῖ ὀρθὴ εἶναι παρὰ ἀνθρώποις, (b) τὰ δὲ τελευταῖα 
αὐτῆς ἔρχεται εἰς πυθμένα ᾅδου. “(a) There is a way that seems to be 
straight to men, (b) but its ends go to the depth of Hades.” G interprets 
m correctly. A way that “is straight before a man” is behavior that seems 
straight and smooth (cf. 21:2a). m’s “its end is ways of death,” though 
somewhat awkward in grammatical number, means that this deceptive 
way ends up as paths to death (AbP 1.129, 2.577). since מות  is דרכי 
translated the same way in 16:25, G is not evidence for ירכתי מות (con-
trary to bHs).

s translates ואחריתה as ܿܘܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗ. This may seem to represent a 
graphic error in Hebrew: ארחותיה → אחריתה. However, אחרית is 
translated by ܐܘܪܚ̈ܬܐ also in Prov 19:20 and by ܿܘܫܒ̈ܝܠܝܗ in Prov 16:25. 
(The variant ܐܘܪܚ̈ܬܐ in the latter is a later adjustment in s 14:12. in 
ܫܒ̈ܝܠܡܐ ,16:25  in the present (.ܫܒܝܠܡܐ is a deliberate play on ܘܫܒ̈ܝܠܝܗܿ 
verse and in 16:25, “its ways” (ܿܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗ and ܿܘܫܒ̈ܝܠܝܗ ) were prompted 
by the adjacent דרכי. in 19:20, the translator may have resisted saying 
“so that you be wise in your end,” because, logically speaking, the youth 
should become wise now. it seems that the translator could treat אחרית 
as “ways” because of the similarity of אחרית to ארחות. This conflation 
includes an “exegetical metathesis” but other changes as well.

ה M [ ואחרית ‹ה›שמחה 14:13 הּ שִׂמְחָ֣ אַחֲרִיתָ֖  ≈ G (τελευταία δὲ χαρά) ≈ וְ֝
s (ܘܚܪܬܐ ܕܚܕܘܬܗ) (div)

G: (a) ἐν εὐφροσύναις οὐ προσμείγνυται λύπη, (b) τελευταία δὲ χαρὰ 
[var: χαρᾶς GA] εἰς πένθος ἔρχεται. “(a) Pain does not mingle in pleasures, 
(b) but in the end, happiness comes to sorrow [var: ‘(but the end of joy 
comes to) sorrow’].” G imports some of the phraseology of G 14:10 in 
slightly different form (in 14:10: λυπηρά, εὐφραίνηται, ἐπιμείγνυται). G 
reverses the meaning of m 14:13a. if the motive were to introduce a pos-
itive attitude, it is puzzling that the same was not done to 14:13b, for the 
verse remains pessimistic. rather, G means that while one is happy (or: 
enjoying pleasures) he does not feel grief, but ultimately his joy turns 
into sorrow. The majority G reading, τελευταία δὲ χαρά, represents the 
same problematic word division as m—ואחריתה שמחה—which should 
certainly be emended to ואחרית השמחה. (on the face of it, this division 
is supported by GA v 103 mss H-P. However, ἔρχεται requires a subject, so 
oG must have had the nominative χαρά, not the genitive χαρᾶς.)

s’s ܕܚܕܘܬܗ  is not evidence for (”the end of its happiness“) ܘܚܪܬܐ 
 must represent the ܚܕܘܬܗ since the possessive suffix of ,ואחרית השמחה
.ܕܚܕܘܬܗ ,even though it is attached to the nomen rectum ,ואחריתה of ה



14:13–21 Proverbs 220

יו [ G (ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν διανοημάτων αὐτοῦ) *וממעלליו 14:14  לל m (haplog וּ֝מֵעָלָ֗
(מ → ממ haplog ,ל →

As emended, the proverb means that a person’s own deeds come back 
to reward or punish him. Compare מעלליו // דרכיו in Jer 17:10.

G’s ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν διανοημάτων αὐτοῦ (“from his devisings”) = וממעלליו. 
it must be said that διανοημάτων is not good evidence for וממעלליו. in 
15:24, G uses διανοήματα to translate למעלה and so apparently thinks 
that מעלה means “thoughts” or the like, perhaps associating it with 
 in ezek 11:5 (see bHQ). Nevertheless, the emendation is ומעלות רוחכם
valid because the alternative does not make sense.

s: ܡܢ ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗ ܢܣܒܥ ܡܿܢ ܕܡܪܚ ܒܠܒܗ. ܘܓܒܪܐ ܛܒܐ ܢܣܒܥ ܡܢ 
 ,He who is rash in his heart will be sated from his ways“ .ܕܚܠܬܐ ܕܢܦܫܗ
and a good man will be sated from the fear of his soul.” s 14:14b is a 
guess at m’s מעלליו, “from himself ” (?).

14:15
G: (a) = m; (b) πανοῦργος δὲ ἔρχεται εἰς μετάνοιαν. “(b) but a clever 

man comes to a change of heart.” G 14:15b seems to be a broad rephras-
ing of m’s “while the shrewd man watches his step.” G implies a chain 
of reasoning: while the simple man believes everything, the shrewd one 
observes his own behavior and (when appropriate) has a change of heart.

s ܦܪܫ ܛܒ ܡܢ ܒܝܫ (“distinguishes between good and evil”) offers a 
different interpretation of what “watching his step” means.

t מתביין לטבתה (“examines his well-being”) associates לאשרו with 
.אֲשֶׁר or אַשְׁרֵי

14:16
G: (a) σοφὸς φοβηθεὶς ἐξέκλινεν ἀπὸ κακοῦ, (b) ὁ δὲ ἄφρων ἑαυτῷ 

πεποιθὼς μείγνυται ἀνόμῳ. “(a) The wise man, fearing, turned aside from 

יו יִ֭שְׂבַּע ס֣וּג  ה⌉ תוּגָֽה 14 מִדְּרָכָ֣ אַחֲרִית הַשִּׂמְחָ֣ בִּשְׂח֥וֹק יִכְאַב־לֵ֑ב ⌈וְ֝
ין  עָר֗וּם יָבִ֥ ר וְ֝ ין לְכָל־דָּבָ֑ תִי יַאֲמִ֣ ישׁ טֽוֹב׃ 15 פֶּ֭ יו⌉ אִ֣ לֵב֑ ⌈וּ֜מִמַּעֲלָלָ֗

צַר־ חַ׃ 17 קְֽ ר וּבוֹטֵֽ יל מִתְעַבֵּ֥ ע וּ֝כְסִ֗ ר מֵרָ֑ רֵא וְסָ֣ לַאֲשֻׁרֽוֹ׃ 16 חָכָ֣ם יָ֭
זִמּ֗וֹת יִשָּׂנֵֽא׃ 18 נָחֲל֣וּ פְתָאיִ֣ם אִוֶּלֶ֑ת  ישׁ מְ֝ ה אִוֶּלֶ֑ת וְאִ֥ פַּיִם יַעֲשֶׂ֣ אַ֭

י  ל־שַׁעֲרֵ֥ ים עַֽ ים וּ֝רְשָׁעִ֗ עִים לִפְנֵי֣ טוֹבִ֑ עַת׃ 19 שַׁח֣וּ רָ֭ רוּ דָֽ ים יַכְתִּ֥ עֲרוּמִ֗ וַֽ
הוּ  ים׃ 21 בָּז־לְרֵעֵ֥ יר רַבִּֽ י עָשִׁ֣ שׁ וְאֹהֲבֵ֖ נֵא רָ֑ רֵעֵהוּ יִשָּׂ֣ יק׃ 20 גַּם־לְ֭ צַדִּֽ
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a bad man, (b) but the fool, trusting in himself, associates with the law-
less man.” G’s μείγνυται equates מתעבר with מתערב, meaning “mix in,” 
“interfere”; thus s ܿܒܗ  G understood .(”intermingles with it“) ܡܬܚܠܛ 
 to mean “interfere” in 26:17, translating it as ὁ προεστώς (“he who מתעבר
puts himself forward,” i.e., interferes). Hence we need not suppose that 
G is reading מתערב here (contrary to bHs). The two similar-looking 
verbs could easily become confused because their meanings, “interfere” 
and “anger,” are related as cause and effect. in 14:16b, G rearranges the 
syntax and expands the sentence to provide a logical sequence: trusting 
the bad man leads to associating with him.

(נש → שנ metath) (ܪܡܝܣ) G (ὑποφέρει) ≈ s *ינשא [ m ישנא 14:17
G: (a) ὀξύθυμος πράσσει μετὰ ἀβουλίας, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ φρόνιμος πολλὰ 

ὑποφέρει. “(a) He who is quickly angered acts with carelessness, (b) but 
the prudent man endures much.” πολλὰ ὑποφέρει = ינשא, understood 
(ungrammatically) as transitive. G often changes the voice of a verb 
(diathesis). Consequently, ואיש מזמות (“a man of schemes” = “a shrewd 
man”) was interpreted positively. This creates a loose antithetical paral-
lelism. The point of the proverb in G is that the intelligent man can or 
will put up with much irritation.

s: ܩܠܝܠܡܐ ܟܘܠ ܕܥܒܕ ܠܡܐ ܡܬܡܠܟ܂ ܘܓܒܪܐ ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܪܡܝܣ. “(a) The 
hasty man—(in) all that he does he does not take counsel, (b) but a wise 
man is thoughtful.” s paraphrases G. ܪܡܝܣ (“moderate,” “thoughtful”) 
is based on G, not m.

14:19
G 14:19b clarifies that “the wicked will bow before the gates of the 

righteous” (m) means θεραπεύσουσιν θύρας δικαίων (“will serve at the 
doors of the righteous”). on the Greek idiom, see lsJ 793a.ii.2.

14:20
G: (a) φίλοι μισήσουσιν φίλους πτωχούς, (b) φίλοι δὲ πλουσίων πολλοί. “(a) 

Friends will hate poor friends, (b) but friends of the wealthy are many.” 
G identifies the רש (“poor”) more closely as “poor friends,” though that 
seems obvious from context. G also puts the clause in the active voice.

mQ (syn, equal) עֲנָוִ֣ים [ v (pauperi) (ܥܠ ܡܣܟܢܐ) mK s עניים 14:21
on this ketiv-qere pair, see the comment on 3:34.
G’s πένητας (“the wretched [pl]”) interprets m’s רעהו (“neighbor”) 

narrowly, in light of 14:20a and the parallel עניים.
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(ד → ת graph) (ܢܣܬܟܠܘܢ) G 22c (ἐπίστανται) s 22c *ידעו [ m יתעו 14:22
 (ܕܥܒܕܝܢ) G 22a (τεκταίνουσι) s 22a *חרשו [ m G 22c (τέκτονες) 1חרשי
(graph ו → י)
 (ܥܒܕܝܢ) G 22b (τεκταίνουσιν) s 22b *חרשו [ m ≈ G 22d (τέκτοσιν) 2חרשי
(graph ו → י)

G: (a) πλανώμενοι τεκταίνουσι κακά, (b) ἔλεον δὲ καὶ ἀλήθειαν 
τεκταίνουσιν ἀγαθοί. (c) οὐκ ἐπίστανται ἔλεον καὶ πίστιν τέκτονες κακῶν, 
(d) ἐλεημοσύναι δὲ καὶ πίστεις παρὰ τέκτοσιν ἀγαθοῖς. “(a) Those who go 
astray devise evils, (b) while the good devise mercy and truth. (c) The 
devisers of evils do not understand mercy and loyalty, (d) but compas-
sions and loyalties are with those who devise good [lit. ‘good devisers’].” 
G 14:22a, c ≈ m 14:22a; G 14:22b, d ≈ m 14:22b. G 14:22cd, has the obelus 
in syrH and is presumably oG. G 14:22ab, however, is not simply a revi-
sion toward m. G 14:22ab and 22cd are renderings of slightly different 
Hebrew texts, both of them awkward and erroneous. bAP observes that 
the expression ἐλεημοσύναι δὲ καὶ πίστεις in 14:22d is typical of G-Prov-
erbs, while the phrase ἔλεος καὶ ἀλήθεια in 14:22b is systematically used 
for חסד ואמת in G-Psalms and αλ′.

G twice read ּחָרְשׁו for m’s חרשי. it also had ידעו for יתעו, a graphic 
error probably occasioned by the loss of the left vertical of the ת. other 
departures from m were occasioned by these graphic errors.

s: ܟܠܗܝܢ ܥܒܕܝܢ  ܘܙܕܝܩ̈ܐ  ܘܡܪ̈ܚ�ܢܐ  ܒܝܫ̈ܬܐ܂  ܕܥܒܕܝܢ  ܛܥܝܢ   ܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ 
 ܛܒ̈ܬܐ܂ ܥܒ̈ܕܝ ܒܝܫ̈ܬܐ ܪ̈ܚܼ�ܐ ܘܗܝ�ܢܘܬܐ ܠܡܐ ܢܣܬܟܠܘܢ܂ ܡܪܚ�ܢܘܬܐ
 evildoers who do evil go (a)“ .ܕܝܢ ܘܗܝ�ܢܘܬܐ ܥܡ ܥܒ̈ܕܝ ܛܒ̈ܬܐ ܗܝ܂
astray, (b) but the merciful and righteous do all good things. (c) Those 
who do evil do not understand mercy and faithfulness, (d) but compas-
sion and faithfulness are with those who do good.” s also has a double 
rendering, probably made by the first translator of the version (Joosten 
1995, 71). s had only 14:22ab in its Hebrew source text; 14:22cd was sup-
plied from the Greek (ibid).

s saw חרשו רע in 14:22a and thought it was a verbal clause, “do evil.” 
This mistake was possible only when reading the Hebrew. The subject 
“evildoers” was supplied from context.

tl: עוולי תעיין דחשלין בישתא וחסדא וקשוט חשלין טאבי. “(a) evil-

סֶד  ע וְחֶ֥ רְשֵׁי רָ֑ לוֹא־יִ֭תְעוּ חֹ֣ יו׃ 22 הֲֽ א וּמְחוֹנֵ֖ןֽ ⌈עֲנִיִּי֣ם⌉ אַשְׁרָֽ חוֹטֵ֑
יִם אַךְ־ פָתַ֗ ר וּדְבַר־שְׂ֝ צֶב יִהְיֶה֣ מוֹתָ֑ רְשֵׁי טֽוֹב׃ 23 בְּכָל־עֶ֭ ת חֹ֣ אֱמֶ֗ וֶ֝

יל  ים אִוֶּֽלֶת׃ 25 מַצִּ֣ ם אִוֶּ֖לֶת כְּסִילִ֣ ים עָשְׁרָ֑ רֶת חֲכָמִ֣ לְמַחְסֽוֹר׃ 24 עֲטֶ֣
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doers go astray because they plan evil, (b) but the good plan kindness 
and truth.” t has finite verbs rather than the (nominal) participles חרשי, 
 its presence in) .הלא t bases itself on s—note the omission of .חרשי
some t mss is certainly a later adjustment to m.) t took the verbal 
forms from s but then adjusted toward m by substituting a more specific 
verb, חשל, for s’s vague ܥܒܕ.

(ו → 2י graph) (ܡܪܝܐ) s *יהוה [ m G (ἔνεστιν) יהיה 14:23
G: (a) ἐν παντὶ μεριμνῶντι ἔνεστιν περισσόν, (b) ὁ δὲ ἡδὺς καὶ ἀνάλγητος 

ἐν ἐνδείᾳ ἔσται. “(a) For [lit. ‘in’] everyone who takes care there is a profit, 
(b) but the comfortable and indifferent will be in need.” עצב (“toil,” 
“misery”) is rather construed as a metonymy for people who toil assidu-
ously. G 14:23b is a reasonable paraphrase of m, understanding “word of 
the lips” as a metonymy for those who merely talk and take no action. see 
the contemptuous use of this phrase in 2 Kgs 18:20 and Ps 59:13.

v paraphrases שפתים  as verba sunt plurima (“when there are דבר 
many words”).

s: ܒܟܠ ܕܝܨܦ ܐܢܬ ܚܕܐ ܗܝ ܕܡܘܬܪܐ܂ ܘܐܝܢܐ ܕܒܨܝܪ ܒܥܘܡܪܗ. ܢܝܚܐ 
ܕܣ̈ܦܘܬܗܘܢ ܘܡ�ܠܠܡܐ  ܡܡܐܣܐ܂  ܡܪܝܐ  ܟܐܒ  ܟܠ  ܢܗܘܐ܀   ܘܒܣܝ�ܡܐ 
 in all about which you are anxious, there is (a)“ .ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܡܚܣܪ ܠܗܘܢ
one profitable thing. (b) And he who is poor in his life [or ‘dwelling’] will 
be comfortable and happy. (c) The lord heals all pain, (d) but the utter-
ance of evildoers’ lips will cause them loss.” This is a double rendering. 
The first, 14:23ab, reworks G; the second, 14:23cd, is dependent on a text 
close to m. Neither translation is a correction toward m. on this verse, 
see Joosten 1995, 67–68.

in 14:23ab, s’s Greek text had ἕν ἔστιν (“there is one”) = Gs 122 149 161 
for ἔνεστιν (de lagarde). The subject and predicate, “comfortable” (or 
“sweet”) and “in need” (i.e., “poor”), were reversed to provide a theo-
logical explanation for the absence of pain in the afterlife. This verse 
exemplifies s-Proverbs’ tendency—Christian in character—to introduce 
affirmative statements about poverty (Joosten 1995, 68). in fact, 14:23b 
seems to allude to the afterlife. in 14:23c (≈ m 14:23a), s’s source text 
had יהוה for m’s יהיה and possibly כל for m’s בכל.

14:24
G: (a) στέφανος σοφῶν πανοῦργος, (b) ἡ δὲ διατριβὴ ἀφρόνων κακή. “(a) 

The crown of the wise [pl] is clever, (b) but the pastime of fools is evil.”
There are two ways to explain πανοῦργος, where m has (1) :עשרם 

πανοῦργος may reflect ערמה* construed as עֲרֻמָה (fem adj), though the 
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form that fits the context best is עָרְמָה (thus AbP). (2) πανοῦργος may be 
a moralizing reformulation of עשרם. instead of promising “wealth” as 
a reward for wisdom, G praises wisdom directly. Given the graphic dis-
tance between m and the emendation, as well as the hesitation G some-
times shows toward wealth (see the comment on 10:22), the second 
explanation is preferable.

in 14:24b, διατριβή and κακή eliminate m’s tautology (“the folly of dolts 
is folly”) by interpreting the first אולת as a particular type of behavior 
and the second as a moral quality; cf. the similar avoidance of an appar-
ent tautology in 16:22.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܗܘܦܟܐ ܕܣܟ̈ܠܡܐ ܫܛܝܘܬܗܘܢ. “(b) and the perversion 
of fools is their folly.” s too eliminates the tautology. t departs from s but 
instead of adjusting entirely to m (as it usually does), it avoids tautology 
by translating ושבהורהון דסכלי שטיותהון (“and the naïveté of fools is 
their folly”). The versions’ efforts to avoid the tautology in 14:24b show 
that they are working from m.

G (πρόσταγμα) (reform, equal) *מצות [ (ܕܚܠܬܗ) m s יראת 14:27
(י → ו graph) G (ποιεῖ δὲ ἐκκλίνειν) *לסיר [ m לסור

G: (a) πρόσταγμα κυρίου πηγὴ ζωῆς, (b) ποιεῖ δὲ ἐκκλίνειν ἐκ παγίδος 
θανάτου. “(a) The command of the lord is the fount of life. (b) it makes 
(one) turn away from the trap of death.” πρόσταγμα = מִצְוַת, as usually in 
G-Proverbs (though תורת is also possible). There is no graphic similarity 
or ideological motive to explain the change. G is simply a variant prov-
erb: מצות יהוה מקור חיים (27b = m). This is a variant of 13:14. There are 
many variant proverbs within m-Proverbs (catalogued by snell 1993, 
34–59), and it would make no sense for the critic to assimilate them 
to each other. likewise, variant proverbs preserved in G-Proverbs are 
of equal validity to the ones preserved in m-Proverbs. in 14:27b, it is 
impossible to determine whether G read לְהָסִיר = לסיר (“to cause to turn 
away”) or chose to treat לסור as a causative.

ז  ת יְ֭הוָה מִבְטַח־עֹ֑ ה׃ 26 בְּיִרְאַ֣ ים מִרְמָֽ חַ כְּזָבִ֣ ת וְיָפִ֖ פָשׁוֹת עֵ֣ד אֱמֶ֑ נְ֭
וֶת׃  קְשֵׁי מָֽ ס֗וּר מִמֹּ֥ ת יְ֭הוָה מְק֣וֹר חַיִּי֑ם לָ֝ ה׃ 27 יִרְאַ֣ יו יִהְיֶה֥ מַחְסֶֽ וּ֝לְבָנָ֗

רֶךְ  ןֽ⌉׃ 29 אֶ֣ ת ⌈רוֹזֵֽ ם מְחִתַּ֥ אֹ֗ פֶס לְ֝ לֶךְ וּבְאֶ֥ ם הַדְרַת־מֶ֑ ׃ 28 בְּרָב־עָ֥
שָׂרִים לֵב֣ מַרְפֵּ֑א  ים אִוֶּֽלֶת׃ 30 חַיֵּי֣ בְ֭ פַּיִם רַב־תְּבוּנָ֑ה וּקְצַר־ר֗וּחַ מֵרִ֥ אַ֭
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s translates לסור as ܠܡܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܣܛܝܢ (“to those who turn aside”; thus t); 
cf. 13:14. s was prompted to take this step because an infinitive depen-
dent on a noun could seem awkward. in other words, it felt more natural 
to say “The fear of the lord is a fount of life for those who turn away 
from snares of death” than “… a fount of life to turn aside from snares 
of death.”

(זו → וז metath) m רָזֽוֹן [ G? (δυνάστου) *רוזן 14:28
The form רוזן, used in the plural in Prov 8:15; 31:4; and elsewhere, is 

correct. s’s ܡܠܟܐ (“king”) is a serviceable guess and could have been 
used for either form.

G δυνάστου may reflect רוזן or (as in m) רזון, interpreting the latter as 
“potentate” out of contextual necessity.

14:29
G: (a) μακρόθυμος ἀνὴρ πολὺς ἐν φρονήσει, (b) ὁ δὲ ὀλιγόψυχος ἰσχυρῶς 

ἄφρων. “(a) A man of patient temper is abundant in good sense, (b) but 
an impatient one is exceedingly foolish.” in 14:29b, “exceedingly fool-
ish” is a contextual guess at a difficult מרים אולת (“exalts folly”). in 3:35, 
-was translated ὕψωσαν (“lift up, exalt”). Greek ὀλιγόψυχος and cog מרים
nates include a range of undesirable emotions, including fainthearted-
ness (e.g., isa 35:4; sir 4:9), despondency and distress (e.g., Ps 54[55]:9; 
Jdt 7:19; isa 25:5), and impatience (as here and probably exod 6:9, where 
it renders וקצר רוח). These are not distinct meanings but rather embrace 
a bundle of related emotions.

14:30
G: (a) πραύθυμος ἀνὴρ καρδίας ἰατρός, (b) σὴς δὲ ὀστέων καρδία 

αἰσθητική. “(a) The man of gentle temper is a healer of the heart, (b) but 
a knowledgeable heart is a moth [i.e., devourer] of bones.” πραύθυμος is 
added to echo μακρόθυμος in the preceding verse  and to reinforce the 
stoic tone (bAP). G 14:30a continues the praise of patience from 14:29a, 
ignoring חיי בשרים (“life of the body”) and construing לב as the direct 
object of מרפא, which is implicitly parsed as a participle in the H- or 
d-stem. G 14:30b is out of line with m-Proverbs’ consistent affirmation 
of wisdom as a source of happiness, but G 14:10 expresses a similar atti-
tude. (αἴσθησις/αἰσθητική translates words for knowledge/knowledgeable 
and is always a virtue.)
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14:31
4QProvb has 14:31–15:31.
G translates חרף (“insults”) euphemistically as παροξύνει (“angers”), as 

in 17:5. Apparently the translator recoiled from speaking of an insult to 
God even when condemning the person guilty of this. (G 27:11 shows 
that the translator knew that חרף actually means “insult.”) עשק is trans-
lated narrowly as ὁ συκοφαντῶν (sim Ps 119[118]:122; Prov 28:3, 16; 
etc.). The classical meaning of συκοφαντεῖν is “to slander, accuse.”

 (ܘܒܚܟ�ܬ ܢܦܫܗ) s (at 14:35b) *בדעתו [ m G (ἐν κακίᾳ αὐτοῦ) ברעתו 14:32
(graph ד → ר)
 m 4QProvb בְמוֹת֣וֹ [ (ܕܠܝܬ ܠܗ ܚ̈ܛܗܐ) G (τῇ ἑαυτοῦ ὁσιότητι) s *בְתֻמּוֹ
(metath מת → תם, theol, orth)

m 14:32b means, at least in the traditional reading, “but the righteous 
hath hope in his death” (KJv). The hope in immortality is otherwise for-
eign to Proverbs. As emended, 14:32b means, “but the righteous man 
trusts in his innocence” (AbP). The proverb teaches that when disaster 
befalls the wicked, the upright can חוסה (take refuge and find shelter) in 
their תום, innocence. This is the message of Prov 10:2b and 11:4b as well.

The versions treat this verse as follows:
G: (a) ἐν κακίᾳ αὐτοῦ ἀπωσθήσεται ἀσεβής, (b) ὁ δὲ πεποιθὼς τῇ ἑαυτοῦ 

ὁσιότητι δίκαιος. “(a) The wicked man will be shoved down in his wicked-
ness, (b) while the righteous man trusts in his piety.” α′, σ′, and θ′ read 
πέποιθεν ἐν τῷ θανάτῳ ἑαυτοῦ δίκαιος (“The righteous man trusts in his 
death” i.e., when he dies).

v: (a) in malitia sua expelletur impius, (b) sperat autem iustus in morte 
sua. “(a) The impious man will be cast out in his wickedness, but the just 
has hope in his death.

s: ܒܒܝܫܘܬܗ ܡܣܬܚܦ ܥܘܠܡܐ܂ ܘܕܬܟܝܠ ܕܠܝܬ ܠܗ ܚ̈ܛܗܐ ܙܕܝܩܐ ܗܘ. 
“(a) The evildoer is swept away by his evil, (b) but he who is confident 
that he has no sins is righteous.”

t: בבישותיה מסתחף רשיעא ודתכיל דמאית צדיקא הוא “(a) The evil-
doer is swept away by his evil, (b) but he who has trust, who dies, is 
righteous.”

m’s ֹבְמוֹתו (“in his death”), supported by 4QProvb, t, v, and the Hexa-

הוּ וּ֝מְכַבְּד֗וֹ חֹנֵֽ֥ן אֶבְיֽוֹן׃  ף עשֵֹׂ֑ ל חֵרֵ֣ ק־דָּ֭ שֵֽׁ ה׃ 31 עֹ֣ ב עֲצָמ֣וֹת קִנְאָֽ וּרְָקַ֖
בוֹן תָּנ֣וּחַ  יק׃ 33 בְּלֵב֣ נָ֭ ה ⌈בְתֻמּ֣וֹ⌉ צַדִּֽ ע וְחֹסֶ֖ ה רָשָׁ֑ רָעָתוֹ יִדָּחֶ֣ 32 בְּֽ
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plaric translations, is a crux. G’s τῇ ἑαυτοῦ ὁσιότητι = ֹבְתֻמּו (Jäger, de 
lagarde) or possibly ֹבְתֻמָּתו. (ὁσιότης = תם in 1 Kgs 9:4. within Prov-
erbs, forms of תמ"ם are translated by ὅσιος in 2:21; 10:29; and 29:10.) 
G would have had no ideological reason to avoid rendering במותו as 
“in his death,” because it hints at afterlife belief elsewhere; see G 11:7a.3 
 which expresses the same ,ܕܠܝܬ ܠܗ ܚ̈ܛܗܐ also has support in s’s בתומו
idea as G but does so independently of its wording. if s had במותו while 
translating as it does, it would be deliberately avoiding affirmation of the 
afterlife, contrary to the canonical beliefs of Judaism and Christianity.

Although G 14:32b means “while the righteous man trusts in his piety,” 
the Hebrew behind it, וחסה בתמו צדיק, would be better translated, “but 
the righteous man trusts in his innocence.” This makes good sense in the 
context of Proverbs. it teaches that when faced with רעה (“trouble”), the 
righteous man relies for protection on his innocence rather than his own 
cunning (cf. 28:26) or his wealth (11:28). Prov 11:6 puts this message 
in very similar terms: “The righteousness of the upright will save them, 
while the treacherous will be trapped by (their) deceit.”

we might weigh whether the change from בתמו to במותו was deliber-
ate. Geiger explains m’s reading as a theologically motivated alteration 
hinting at “die belohnung, die ihm in der erneuten welt werden wird,” in 
accordance with Pharisaic doctrine (1857, 175). Geiger reasonably com-
pares m’s variant here to the masoretic vocalization of Qoh 3:21, which 
attempts to obscure Qohelet’s doubt about the afterlife by pointing the 
interrogative ה in הָעלָֹה and הַיּרֶֹדֶת as an article. However, the cases are 
not really comparable. The masorah of Qoh 3:21 chooses a vocalization 
to make a doctrinally difficult text acceptable. This is a less radical move 
than a consonantal change in a theologically unexceptionable verse.

m’s reading in 14:32b probably was due to an accidental ת/מ metath-
esis followed by the addition of the vowel letter במותו .ו is unlikely to 
have been the original reading, because it strains the syntax. חסה always 
governs the preposition -ב and is not used absolutely, in the sense of 
“have faith.” -ב  is not followed by mention of an event, whether חסה 

3. Contrary to Jan de waard (1998), the fact that 4QProvb agrees with m does not 
“reinforce the thesis that the reading in G is due to a kind of ʼal tiqrâʼ treatment” (93). 
it shows only that the reading arose sometime before the mid-first century Ce, which 
we knew in any case from the Hexaplaric sources. michael b. dick (1990, 30) says that 
oG is introducing the Hellenistic Jewish concept of self-justification. However, that 
concept is not well established and would not force the deliberate elimination of an 
allusion to the afterlife.
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good or bad. in other words, -חסה ב means “rely on” or “seek refuge in,” 
not “expect” or “have hope for.” in fact, the connotation of refuge and 
shelter is probably always present when this verb is used.

once in existence, however, the variant with במותו would reasonably 
have been read as an allusion to the afterlife, as has indeed been done 
consistently by traditional interpreters. Another approach to m 14:32b 
is suggested by b. vawter, who translates, “and the just man rejoices in 
his [sc. the wicked man’s] death” (1972, 167). but -חסה ב is always fol-
lowed by mention of the source of hope and protection.

s 14:35bc has a second rendering of m 14:32: ܘܒܚܟ�ܬ ܢܦܫܗ ܡܣܬܚܦ 
ܙܕܝܩܐ ܗܘ ܕܠܝܬ ܠܗ ܚ̈ܛܗܐ  ܕܬܟܝܠ   And the evildoer is (b)“ .ܥܘܠܡܐ. 
swept away in his own wisdom. (c) He who is confident that he has no 
sins is righteous.” s 14:35b ≈ m 14:32a; s 14:35c = s 14:32b. s 14:32a “in 
his evil” = ברעתו. in s 14:35b “in his own wisdom” = בדעתו (Joosten 
1995, 70). Joosten conjectures that the first part of 14:32 was placed in 
the margin, then erroneously copied into 14:35. However, one would 
expect only בדעתו to be in the margin. moreover, s 14:35b is a complete 
sentence, which would not have arisen from the marginal writing of a 
lone word.

(כ → ב graph) (ܕܟܐ̈ܢܐ) G (ἀγαθῇ) s נכון [ m נבון 14:33
(logic) (ܠܡܐ) G α′ θ′ (οὐ) s *לא pre+ [ תודע

G: (a) ἐν καρδίᾳ ἀγαθῇ ἀνδρὸς σοφία, (b) ἐν δὲ καρδίᾳ ἀφρόνων οὐ 
διαγινώσκεται. “(a) in the good heart of a man is wisdom, (b) but in the 
heart of fools it is not perceived.” ἀγαθῇ = נכון, as in Job 42:8 GA (θ′). in 
14:33b, a negative is added. The negatives in θ′ and α′ attest to its exis-
tence in some Hebrew mss. (it could not have come to G-Proverbs as 
a Hexaplaric incursion, because the sentence makes no sense without 
it.) The negative was inserted within the Hebrew transmission for the 
sake of logic, because the notion of wisdom being known among fools 
seemed outlandish. (m actually means that the wise man’s wisdom man-
ifests itself among fools, in the form of chastisement.)

v (erudite) vocalizes ַתּוֹדִע. G s (ܬܬܝܕܥ) and t (תתידע) follow m’s 
passive.

s: ܒܠܒܐ ܕܟܐ̈ܢܐ ܬܫܪܐ ܚܟ�ܬܐ. ܘܒܠܒܐ ܕܣ̈ܟܠܡܐ ܠܡܐ ܬܬܝܕܥ. “(a) 

ים  סֶד לְאֻמִּ֣ ם־גּ֑וֹי וְחֶ֖ ה תְרֽוֹמֵֽ עַ׃ 34 צְדָָקָ֥ ים תִּוָּדֵֽ סִילִ֗ רֶב כְּ֝ ה וּבְָקֶ֥ חָכְמָ֑
ישׁ׃  עֶבְרָת֗וֹ תִּהְיֶה֥ מֵבִֽ יל וְ֝ בֶד מַשְׂכִּ֑ לֶךְ לְעֶ֣ צוֹן־מֶ֭ את׃ 35 רְֽ חַטָּֽ
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in the heart of honest men wisdom dwells, (b) but in the heart of fools 
it is not known.” s = G.

t ends the verse with שטיותא תתידע (“folly will become known”), to 
remove the apparent logical discrepancy in m.

(ר → ד graph) (ܘܡܙܥܪܝܢ) G (ἐλασσονοῦσι δέ) s *וחסר [ m וחסד 14:34
ulrich et al. (2000, 185) transcribe וחסר in 4QProvb, but the ר is dam-

aged and וחסד is quite possible. in any case, G ἐλασσονοῦσι δὲ and s 
 חסד G recognized the rare Aramaism) .(וְחִסֵּר) וחסר witness to ܘܡܙܥܪܝܢ
“disgrace” in 25:10 and could have done so here.)

v’s miseros facit (“makes miserable”) is indeterminate. but neither the 
verb חִסֵּר nor the noun חֶסֶר fits the sentence as well as m’s חֶסֶד (“dis-
grace”).

stichoi s (s 14:35bc) (displ from 14:32) 2 + [ משכיל 14:35
 metath ,מ → ב G (τῇ δὲ ἑαυτοῦ εὐστροφίᾳ) (graph *וערמתו [ m ועברתו
(רמ → מר

G: (a) δεκτὸς βασιλεῖ ὑπηρέτης δὲ νοήμων, (b) τῇ δὲ ἑαυτοῦ εὐστροφίᾳ 
ἀφαιρεῖται ἀτιμίαν. “(a) The intelligent servant is favored by the king, 
(b) and by his own adaptability he removes disgrace.” G 14:35 and 15:1 
form a unit advocating professional adaptability or even “opportunisme 
politique” (bAP). The hapax εὐστροφίᾳ means “the ability to adapt,” 
“to change one’s view” (bAP). since it stands in place of m’s  ,ועברתו 
it should be retroverted to the graphically similar ֹוְעָרְמָתו (“his clever-
ness”) (Jäger).

s: ܨܒܝܢܗ ܕܡܠܟܐ ܒܥܒܼܕܐ ܣܟܘܠܬܢܐ܂ ܘܒܚܟ�ܬ ܢܦܫܗ ܡܣܬܚܦ ܥܘܠܡܐ܂ 
 .ܕܬܟܝܠ ܕܠܝܬ ܠܗ ܚ̈ܛܗܐ ܙܕܝܩܐ ܗܘ܂ ܪܘܓܙܐ ܕܝܢ ܐܦ ܠܚ̈ܟܝ�ܡܐ ܡܘܒܕ
“(a) The king’s pleasure is in a wise servant, (b) and by his own wisdom 
the evildoer is swept away. (c) He who is [justifiably] confident that he 
has no sins is righteous, (d) for anger destroys even the wise.” s 14:35bc 
is a displaced second translation of m 14:32; see the comment there. 
ܢܦܫܗ  and is unrelated to τῇ δὲ וערמתו does not witness to ܘܒܚܟ�ܬ 
ἑαυτοῦ εὐστροφίᾳ. rather, m 14:35 has been split by a couplet based on 
m 14:32. בדעתו = ܘܒܚܟ�ܬ ܢܦܫܗ for m’s ברעתו. s 14:35d = G 15:1a.

For 4 ,ועברתוQProvb has either ועב תו, with a space where the ר should 
be, or (according to ulrich et al. 2000, 185) עברתו, with the ר damaged 
or faded away, which is in any case correct. it is far-fetched to explain the 
writing in 4QProvb as an unattested עבתו, supposedly a form of עב"ת 
(“twist”) and the basis for G’s εὐστροφίᾳ (bHQ; de waard 1998, 93). in 
any case, this supposition does not explain the space. it is no argument 
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against וערמתו to observe that ערמה does not have a suffix elsewhere 
(de waard 1999, 3). The nonattestation of ערמה with the suffix may be 
happenstance, since the noun occurs only five times. moreover, we do 
not know if the noun עבת* could take a suffix.

15:1 init + 1 stichos G (1a) (transition)
G: (a) ὀργὴ ἀπόλλυσιν καὶ φρονίμους, (b = m 15:1a) ἀπόκρισις δὲ 

ὑποπίπτουσα ἀποστρέφει θυμόν, (c = m 15:1b) λόγος δὲ λυπηρὸς ἐγείρει 
ὀργάς. “(a) Anger also destroys the intelligent. (b) but a submissive 
answer turns aside wrath, (c) and a painful word stirs up anger [pl].” G 
15:1a was added to introduce the warning against anger and connects 
with 14:35b. by changing the notion of softness or gentleness (רך) in 
m 15:1a into submissiveness, G continues depicting the scenario of G 
14:35, in which a royal official placates the king. b. berachot 17a quotes 
this verse using משיב for ישיב. s, v (t) = m.

(לו → ול metath) (ܠܘܛܬܐ) s *אלות [ m ≈ G (κακά) אולת 15:2
G ≈ m, but using κακά as a broad equivalent for אולת, as in 14:24. For 

 thus) (”curses“) אָלוֹת apparently reading ,(”curse“) ܠܘܛܬܐ s has אולת
s-deut 29:20) but ignoring the plural; see the comment on 12:23. The 
same metathesis occurs in 12:23. bHQ explains G’s καλὰ ἐπίσταται as 
based on טובות תדע for m’s תיטיב דעת via ו-י interchange and “a kind 
of ’al tiqra’ treatment, namely, a twofold metathesis.” This explanation 
seems rather strained and unnecessary.

(פלס → סלפ transp) G (ὁ δὲ συντηρῶν) *ופלס [ m וסלף 15:4
(] → paleo R ע → ר graph) (ܢܣܒܥ) G (πλησθήσεται) s *שבע [ m שבר

G: (a) ἴασις γλώσσης δένδρον ζωῆς, (b) ὁ δὲ συντηρῶν αὐτὴν πλησθήσεται 
πνεύματος [vars: πιότητος Gs*; τῶν καρπῶν ἀυτῆς Gsc]. “(a) The healing 
of the tongue is a tree of life, (b) and he who guards it will be filled with 
spirit [vars: ‘fatness’; ‘its fruit’].”

ὁ δὲ συντηρῶν = פלס (Jäger). The translator thought that one mean-
ing of פלס is “watch” or the like, drawing that notion from context in 

כָמִים  ף׃ 2 לְשׁ֣וֹן חֲ֭ צֶב יַעֲלֶה־אָֽ ה וּדְבַר־עֶ֗ יב חֵמָ֑ ךְ יָשִׁ֣ עֲנֶה־רַּ֭ 15:1 מַֽ
פ֗וֹת  קוֹם עֵינֵי֣ יְהוָה֑ צֹ֝ כָל־מָ֭ יעַ אִוֶּֽלֶת׃ 3 בְּֽ ים יַבִּ֥ סִילִ֗ י כְ֝ עַת וּפִ֥ יב דָּ֑ תֵּיטִ֣

יל  בֶר בְּרֽוּחַ׃ 5 אֱוִ֗ הּ שֶׁ֣ לֶף בָּ֗ ץ חַיִּי֑ם וְסֶ֥ שׁוֹן עֵ֣ א לָ֭ ים׃ 4 מַרְפֵּ֣ ים וטוֹבִֽ רָעִ֥
ב  סֶן רָ֑ דִּיק חֹ֣ ית⌉ צַ֭ ם׃ 6 ⌈בְּבֵ֣ חַת יַעְרִֽ ר תּוֹכַ֣ יו וְשׁמֵֹ֖ ר אָבִ֑ יִ֭נְאַץ מוּסַ֣
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Prov 5:21, where it is rendered σκοπεύει (“watch”). From “watching” to 
“guarding” is a reasonable semantic move. סלף (noun and verb) is else-
where translated by words meaning to cause harm or degradation, not 
by words for guarding or watching.

instead of m’s שבר (“breaking”), which is certainly correct, G 
πλησθήσεται = שבע or ישבע (“be sated,” Jäger). (G could have read שבע 
and treated it as a future passive verb.) to be sure, it is conceivable that 
the translator understood שבר as its homonym “provisions,” which he 
then paraphrased as “be sated.” but this does not happen elsewhere, 
whereas πιμπλάναι = שׂבע is the usual correspondence in G-Proverbs 
and elsewhere. on ע/ר confusion, see the comment on 6:16. The phrase 
“filled with spirit” is unparalleled in m and G, though it is prominent 
in the Nt (luke 1:15, 41; Acts 2:4; 4:8; etc.). The unusual locution in 
G-Prov 15:4 supports the reading שבע. see the comment on 6:16.

v ≈ m but translates וסלף בה as quae inmoderata est (“that which is 
immoderate”)—a unique understanding of סלף. This too seems to asso-
ciate stich 15:4b with the theme of eating.

s: ܐܣܝܘܬܐ ܕܠܫܢܐ ܐܝܠܢܐ ܗܝ ܕܚ̈ܝܐ܂ ܘܕܐܟܠ ܡܢ ܦܐܪ̈ܘܗܝ ܢܣܒܥ ܡܢܗ. 
“(a) The healing of the tongue is a tree of life, (b) and he who eats of its 
fruits will be satisfied by it.” s 15:4b combines phrases from m 18:20b 
(“and will be sated with the produce of his lips”) and m 18:21b (“and 
those who love it [sc. the tongue] will eat its fruit”). Quite likely, s had 
τῶν καρπῶν ἀυτῆς (Gsc) in his G text, and this was what sparked these 
associations. since s is independent of G in 15:4b, s’s ܢܣܒܥ supports the 
retroversion to שבע.

15:5
G has ἐντολάς (“commandments”) for תוכחת (“reproof ”). “Keeping 

the commandment(s)” is the usual expression, but since תוכחת  שמר 
occurs also in 13:18, the phrase was not unfamiliar. The motive for the 
assimilation from commandment to reproof (which could have occurred 
in Hebrew or in Greek) is unclear.

ית [ ‹בְ›בית 15:6  :G ;ב → בב G (ἐν πλεοναζούσῃ) (m: haplog ברבות* ;m בֵּ֣
near dittog בר → 1ב, graph ו → י)
ת [ (ܘܥ̈ܠܠܬܗܘܢ) mmss G (καρποί δέ) αλ′ (λογισμοὶ δέ) s ותבואת  וּבִתְבוּאַ֖
m (distant dittog בוב → בו)

G: (a) ἐν πλεοναζούσῃ δικαιοσύνῃ ἰσχὺς πολλή, (b) οἱ δὲ ἀσεβεῖς ὁλόρριζοι 
ἐκ γῆς ὀλοῦνται. (c) οἴκοις δικαίων ἰσχὺς πολλή, (d) καρποὶ δὲ ἀσεβῶν 
ἀπολοῦνται. “(a) in abundant righteousness there is much strength, 
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(b) but the wicked [pl] will perish, completely uprooted from the earth. 
(c) There is much strength for the houses of the righteous, (d) but the 
fruits of sinners will perish.” stichoi ab are oG; cd are an adjustment to 
a text close to m.

in G 15:6a, ἐν πλεοναζούσῃ δικαιοσύνῃ = בִּרְבוֹת צֶדֶק (baumgartner) or 
 .being treated, loosely, as an abstract (cf. 11:30) צדיק with ,בִּרְבוֹת צַדִּיק
 is an error, because the second stich speaks about the property ברבות
loss to the individual, so the first stich could be expected to speak about 
individual gain. in any case, ברבות is indirect support for the emenda-
tion, since ברבות is more likely to be a corruption of בבית than of בית. 
to be sure, בית without the preposition can be used adverbially (e.g., 
ruth 1:9; 2 Kgs 11:3; 12:11; compare the ketiv-qere variants בבית/בית 
in 2 Kgs 22:5 and Jer 52:11). Nevertheless, at the start of a sentence the 
preposition -ב is probably necessary (as in Prov 1:21; 8:2, 20; 15:3; and 
very often). s has  ܒܒܝܬܗ, possibly representing בבית, but it would have 
been obliged to supply a preposition even in its absence. The versional 
evidence is ambiguous but בבית is a reasonable conjecture.

in 15:6b, the preposition ב must be removed from m’s ובתבואת, 
because the verse mentions nothing that could be said to be “in” the 
produce of the wicked. The additional ב could arise through a careless 
reading of תב or a dittography with the preceding ב, in spite of the 
intervention of the ו. G καρποὶ  δέ in G 15:6d (which is an adjustment 
toward a Hebrew text of 15:6b) seems to reflect ותבואת, as does s’s 
 .but both would have ignored the preposition in any case ,ܘܥ̈ܠܠܬܗܘܢ
However, the Hexaplaric λογισμοὶ δέ (αλ′) supports the omission of the 
preposition. As emended above, the verse is to be translated, “in the 
house of the righteous there is much wealth, but the produce of the 
wicked is troubled.” baumgartner suggests that in G 15:6b, ὁλόρριζοι 
associates נעכרת with עקר (“root”); however, כ/ק interchanges or 
wordplays do not occur elsewhere in G-Proverbs. rather, G translates 
 with ὀλλύναι, as in 11:17 and 15:27 (with ἐξ), and adds ὁλόρριζοι עכר
and ἐκ γῆς for emphasis. s and v do not represent G 15:6ab, but only 
G 15:6cd. 

ים  עַת וְלֵ֖ב כְּסִילִ֣ כָמִים יְזָר֣וּ דָ֑ י חֲ֭ רֶת׃ 7 שִׂפְתֵ֣ ע נֶעְכָּֽ ת⌉ רָשָׁ֣ ⌈וּתְבוּאַ֖
ת  ים רְצוֹנֽוֹ׃ 9 תּוֹעֲבַ֣ ת יְשָׁרִ֣ ת יְהוָה֑ וּתְפִלַּ֖ שָׁעִים תּוֹעֲבַ֣ ן׃ 8 זֶבַ֣ח רְ֭ לאֹ־כֵֽ

רַח  ע לְעזֵֹב֣ אֹ֑ ר רָ֭ ב׃ 10 מוּסָ֣ ה יֶאֱהָֽ ף צְדָָקָ֣ ע וּמְרַדֵּ֖ רֶךְ רָשָׁ֑ יְ֭הוָה דֶּ֣
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15:7
G: (a) χείλη σοφῶν δέδεται αἰσθήσει, (b) καρδίαι δὲ ἀφρόνων οὐκ ἀσφαλεῖς. 

“(a) The lips of the wise [pl] are bound to [or ‘by’] knowledge, (b) but 
the hearts of fools are not secure.” in G 15:7a, δέδεται (“is bound”) parses 
-in 15:7b, ἀσφαλεῖς asso .(”gird on“) אז"ר as a passive of (”disperse“) יזרו
ciates כן with כו"ן (“make/be firm”).

 Cd A תוֹעֵבָה [ (ܡܣܠܡܐ ܡܪܝܐ) m G (βδέλυγμα κυρίῳ) s תועבת יהוה 15:8
11.21 (reform)
 + ;Cd A 11.21 (reform) צַדִּקִים [ (ܬܪ̈ܝܨܐ) m G (κατευθυνόντων) s ישרים
Cd A 11.21 (elab) כמנחת
Cd A 11.21 (reform) רצון [ (ܨܒܝܢܗ) m G (δεκταὶ παρ’ αὐτῷ) s רצונו

4QProvb has 15:1–8 (fragmentary) = m. The Covenant of damascus 
(Cd A 11.20–21 = 4Qdf [4Q271] 1.14) quotes this verse as זבח רשעים 
רצון כמנחת  צדקים  ותפלת   since this quotation is treated as .תועבה 
scripture and introduced by כי כתוב (“as it is written”), it may be con-
sidered a textual variant. m’s תועבת יהוה (“abomination to yahweh”) is 
required for m, because רצונו (“his delight”) assumes יהוה as an ante-
cedent. As cited in Cd, however, the divine name is not necessary. The 
Cd sentence is a reformulation, not the original. כמנחת רצון (“like an 
acceptable cereal offering” ) is an expression foreign to Proverbs (and 
not found in the bible). moreover, the Cd form of the proverb uses the 
cereal offering as a point of comparison for excellence, showing greater 
esteem for the temple cult than Proverbs usually does. There are no clear 
reasons for the other reformulations.

 → רב metath ,ר → ז G (ὑπὸ τῶν παριόντων) (graph *לעבר [ m לעזב 15:10
(בר

G: (a) παιδεία ἀκάκου [corr: κακοῦ] γνωρίζεται ὑπὸ τῶν παριόντων, 
(b) οἱ δὲ μισοῦντες ἐλέγχους τελευτῶσιν αἰσχρῶς. “(a) “The education of 
the innocent [corr: ‘wicked’] man is known by those who pass by, (b) 
and those who hate reproofs will perish shamefully.” ἀκάκου is an error 
(dittog) for κακοῦ = רע (Jäger). ὑπὸ τῶν παριόντων = אֹרַח  he“) לְעבֵֹר 
who passes on the way,” with number variance). The adjustments that 
G makes in other regards were in response to the somewhat puzzling 
text that G used here. The point of G 15:10a is that the discipline of the 
evildoer will be public and visible; similarly in 10:9. αἰσχρῶς is added to 
emphasize this point.

s: .ܕܣܢܝܢ ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܗܝ܂  ܒܝܫܬܐ ܓܠܝܐ  ܝܕܥܝܢ  ܕܠܡܐ  ܕܐܝܠܝܢ   ܡܪܕܘܬܐ 
ܢ�ܘܬܘܢ  The discipline of those who do not know (a)“ .ܡܟܣܢܘܬܐ 
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shame is exposed, (b) and those who hate reproof will die.” s works from 
m but picks up from G the motifs of public exposure and shame.

15:12
G: (a) = m; (b) μετὰ δὲ σοφῶν οὐχ ὁμιλήσει. “(b) and he will not con-

sort with the wise.” μετὰ δέ does not show a variant ואת for m’s ואל. G 
(and subsequently s ܘܥܡ) was likely motivated by the image of going 
with someone as companion, influenced by 13:20, rather than going to 
someone for instruction. The same motive would explain ואת in Codex 
vaticanus urbinati ebr. 1 (cited by bHQ).

15:13
G: (a) καρδίας εὐφραινομένης πρόσωπον θάλλει, (b) ἐν δὲ λύπαις οὔσης 

σκυθρωπάζει. “(a) when the heart is happy, the face flourishes, (b) but 
when it [the heart] is in sadness, it [the face] is sorrowful.” G tightens 
the parallelism of 15:13b with 15:13a by removing “spirit” and “heart” in 
15:13b. The subject of σκυθρωπάζει is πρόσωπον; compare how σκυθρωπός 
modifies πρόσωπον in Gen 40:7; θ′-dan 1:10; and sir 25:23. both stichoi 
focus on face as an indicator of mood.

s uses ܓܘܫ�ܡܐ (“body”) for פנים, perhaps reasoning that good cheer 
affects the whole body. s also uses ܓܘܫ�ܡܐ for גהה (“body”?) in 17:22a.

mK (syn) ופני [ (ܘܦܘܡܡܐ) mQ G (στόμα δέ) s ופי 15:14
(ד → ר graph) G (γνώσεται) ≈ *ידעה [ m ירעה

G: (a) καρδία ὀρθὴ ζητεῖ αἴσθησιν, (b) στόμα δὲ ἀπαιδεύτων [var: ἀσεβῶν 
Gs] γνώσεται κακά. “(a) The straight heart seeks knowledge, (b) but the 
mouth of the uneducated [var: ‘impious’] will know evils.”

Jäger retroverts ὀρθή to נכון (“established”) (for m’s נבון), but that 
correspondence is not found elsewhere. s uses ܟܐ̈ܢܐ (“of the honest”), 
which might seem like homoiophonic rendering of נכון (associating it 

נֵי־ י־לִבּ֥וֹת בְּֽ ף כִּֽ אֲבַדּוֹן נֶֽ֣גֶד יְהוָ֑ה אַ֗ חַת יָמֽוּת׃ 11 שְׁא֣וֹל וַ֭ שׂוֹנֵ֖א תוֹכַ֣
מֵחַ  ךְ׃ 13 לֵב֣ שָׂ֭ א יֵלֵֽ ֹ֣ ים ל כָמִ֗ חַֽ ל֑וֹ אֶל־חֲ֝ ץ הוֹכֵ֣ א יֶאֱהַב־לֵ֭ ֹ֣ ם׃ 12 ל אָדָֽ
י⌉  עַת ⌈וּפִ֥ בוֹן יְבַקֶּשׁ־דָּ֑ ה׃ 14 לֵ֣ב נָ֭ ב ר֣וּחַ נְכֵאָֽ ב פָּנִ֑ים וּבְעַצְּבַת־לֵ֝ יֵיטִ֣

יד׃  ה תָמִֽ ב מִשְׁתֶּ֥ ים וְטֽוֹב־לֵ֗ י עָנִי֣ רָעִ֑ ה אִוֶּֽלֶת׃ 15 כָּל־יְמֵ֣ ים יִרְעֶ֥ סִילִ֗ כְ֝
ת  ב וּמְה֥וּמָה בֽוֹ׃ 17 ט֤וֹב אֲרֻחַ֣ ר רָ֗ ת יְהוָה֑ מֵאוֹצָ֥ עַט בְּיִרְאַ֣ 16 טוֹב־מְ֭
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with כֵּן), but that correspondence is unique, whereas  is translated נבון 
by ܟܐ̈ܢܐ in 14:33 as well.

-is correct, for the mouth, but not the face, can be said (metaphori ופי
cally) to “shepherd” or “graze on” knowledge. The erroneous ופני arose 
because “mouth” and “face” are pragmatic synonyms in many contexts 
(see 2:6), though “face” does not work here. The appearance of נ would 
have been facilitated, if not occasioned, by near dittography, since פ and 
 are very similar in some square scripts, for example, the Nash Papyrus נ
(see yardeni 1997, 173, where sometimes פ is distinguished from נ only 
by a slight bulge to the right at the top of the vertical).

For m’s ירעה, γνώσεται = יֵדַע or an  ungrammatical ידעה, which G 
would have had to render “knows” anyway. A similar error occurred in 
10:21. in the present verse, s apparently read ירעה, and, not understand-
ing the metaphor, made do with the serviceable ܡ�ܠܠ (“speaks”).

The Gs variant ἀσεβῶν continues the tendency, begun in oG (e.g., 
10:26), of rendering words for ignorance and folly by words for immo-
rality. G = qere.

(יני → ני distant dittog) G (οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ) *עיני [ (ܕܡܣܟܢܐ) m s עני 15:15
G: (a) πάντα τὸν χρόνον οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ τῶν κακῶν προσδέχονται κακά, (b) 

οἱ δὲ ἀγαθοὶ ἡσυχάζουσιν διὰ παντός. “(a) All the time, the eyes of the 
evil people expect evil, (b) but the good are always at rest.” de lagarde 
retroverts 15:15a to כל יום עיני רעים רעֹתֹ רעה. However, רעה (“shep-
herd,” “seek”) is never rendered by προσδέσθαι. G undoubtedly had עיני. 
This led him to construe רעים as “the wicked” and to add a predicate 
that explains what happens to their eyes. G creates a moral antithe-
sis—“evil”/“good”—for m’s morally neutral “poor”/“cheerful.” G also 
explains משתה (“feast”) metaphorically as repose, lest the proverb be 
read as encouraging hedonism.

15:16
by translating מהומה as ἀφοβίας (“lack of fear,” sc. of the lord), G cre-

ates a sharper antithesis to “fear of the lord” and places מהומה in the 
realm of religious concerns.

שם 15:17 שם [ m ≈ G (πρὸς φιλίαν καὶ χάριν, dbl) ואהבה   s *ואהבת 
(ת → 2ה graph) (ܘܚܘܒܐ ܕܫ�ܡܐ)

G: (a) κρείσσων ξενισμὸς λαχάνων πρὸς φιλίαν καὶ χάριν (b) ἢ παράθεσις 
μόσχων μετὰ ἔχθρας. “(a) better a feast of greens for (the sake of) love and 
favor (b) than a meal of beef with hostility.” (ξενισμός is entertainment of 
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a guest.) G πρὸς φιλίαν καὶ χάριν is a double translation elaborating and 
clarifying ואהבה שם (lit. “and love is there”), for it may have been unclear 
how love can literally be “there,” i.e., in the provisions. other double trans-
lations in G-Proverbs, listed by Jäger (1788, 115), are αὐθάδης καὶ ἀλαζὼν 
for (21:24) יהיר; σοφία καὶ ἔννοια for (24:7) חכמות; οὐκ ἀποστρέφεται οὐδὲ 
καταπτήσσει for (30:30) ולא ישוב; κράτος καὶ ἰσχύς for חסן (Prov 27:24); 
κρίσεις καὶ μάχαι for (30:33) ריב. see also 17:9b, 15b, 18a; 21:19b, 26b; 
22:13a; 23:21b, 29b, 31c; 29:25a; 30:30b. G’s motive is usually to cover a 
broader semantic range perceived in the Hebrew word.

s’s ܘܚܘܒܐ ܕܫ�ܡܐ (“and love of name/reputation”) implicitly vocalizes 
.(Pinkuss) וְאַהֲבַת שֵׁם

15:18 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (18a) (elab)
G: (a) ἀνὴρ θυμώδης παρασκευάζει μάχας, (b) μακρόθυμος δὲ καὶ τὴν 

μέλλουσαν καταπραύνει. “(a) A hot-tempered man prepares conflicts, (b) 
but a patient man calms even one in the offing.” Patience prevents quar-
rels before they start.

15:18a
G: (a) μακρόθυμος ἀνὴρ κατασβέσει κρίσεις, (b) ὁ δὲ ἀσεβὴς ἐγείρει 

μᾶλλον. “(a) A patient man extinguishes contentions, (b) but an impious 
one stirs (them) up (even) more.” Paronomasia of μακρόθυμος (15:18b–
18aa) with θυμώδης (15:18a) helps link the two couplets (bAP).

G 15:18a has the obelus in syrH, which would seem to mark G 15:18 
as a revisionary addition (Fritsch 1953, 174). However, in spite of the 
obelus and G 15:18’s differences from m, G 15:18 is probably not Hexa-
plaric. verse 18 is probably oG and 15:18a a later addition, composed 
independently and placed here by association with 15:18. verse 18a 
shows signs of being based on G 28:2. Note also the unhebraic word 
order in 15:18aa and the adverbial use of μᾶλλον, which in verses trans-
lated from the Hebrew serves only as a comparative particle.

interestingly, G 15:18a is not a “pertinent religious interpretation” 

ה מָד֑וֹן  מָה יְגָרֶ֣ ישׁ חֵ֭ ב֗וּס וְשִׂנְאָה־בֽוֹ׃ 18 אִ֣ ם מִשּׁ֥וֹר אָ֝ רָק וְאַהֲבָה־שָׁ֑ יָ֭
ים  רַח יְשָׁרִ֣ דֶק וְאֹ֖ כַת חָ֑ צֵל כִּמְשֻׂ֣ רֶךְ עָ֭ יב׃ 19 דֶּ֣ יט רִֽ יִם יַשְָׁקִ֥ פַּ֗ רֶך אַ֝ וְאֶ֥
וֶּלֶת  ם בּוֹזֶה֥ אִמּֽוֹ׃ 21 אִ֭ דָ֗ יל אָ֝ ב וּכְסִ֥ כָם יְשַׂמַּח־אָ֑ ן חָ֭ ה⌉׃ 20 בֵּ֣ ⌈סֻלְּלָֽ

ין  חֲשָׁבוֹת בְּאֵ֣ ר מַ֭ כֶת׃ 22 הָפֵ֣ ה יְיַשֶּׁר־לָֽ בוּנָ֗ ישׁ תְּ֝ ה לַחֲסַר־לֵ֑ב וְאִ֥ שִׂמְחָ֣
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(Cook 2000, 174)—the religious enhancement is too slight to be the 
motive—but rather an example of the ongoing emergence of new prov-
erbs within the Greek scribal tradition.

ה [ 4QProvb סוללה = סֻלְּלָה 15:19 m (mod) סְלֻלָֽ
4QProvb has much of 15:19–31, with different readings in verses 19 

and 28. For m’s 4 ,סְלֻלָהQProvb has סוללה, presumably to be vocalized 
 a true G-passive participle. since this ,(”smoothed,” “leveled“) =סוּלְלָה 
form is the more archaic, it is probably what was originally intended 
by m’s consonants סללה, rather than m’s סְלֻלָה (also a G-stem passive 
participle), especially since the long û of the latter form is regularly writ-
ten with a ו, unless (as in Gen 31:39) it has a possessive suffix. on the 
G-passive, see GKC §58 and ibHs §22.6. The perfect and participle of 
true G-passives merged with d-passives, e.g., אֻכָּל (exod 3:2).

in G-Proverbs, ἀνδρεῖος renders חרוצים (“diligent, industrious”) when 
the context refers to diligence (10:4; 13:4; 11:16?). it can also render 
terms for strength: (31:10 ;12:4) חיל and (28:3) גבר. ἀνδρεία = תבונה in 
21:30, where the context is military skill. ἀνδρεῖος is not used of distinctly 
moral virtues. in the present verse, the choice of τῶν ἀνδρείων was prob-
ably prompted by its antithesis עצל (“sluggard”).

15:20
G renders וכסיל אדם (lit. “a fool of a man,” or “a fool-man”) as υἱὸς 

δὲ ἄφρων (“a foolish son”), to tighten the parallelism with “father.” The 
phrase is translated ἄφρονες δὲ ἄνδρες in 21:20.

15:21
G: (a) ἀνοήτου τρίβοι ἐνδεεῖς φρενῶν, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ φρόνιμος κατευθύνων 

πορεύεται. “(a) The paths of the mindless person lack sense, (b) but the 
prudent man walks straight.” Perhaps thinking it absurd that folly could 
be a joy to anyone, G substitutes a more predictable statement about the 
mindless.

s resolves the same difficulty differently: ܓܒܪܐ ܕܣܟܠ ܚܣܝܪ ܠܒܐ ܗܘ 
(“A man who is foolish lacks sense”).

15:22
G: (a) ὑπερτίθενται λογισμοὺς οἱ μὴ τιμῶντες συνέδρια, (b) ἐν δὲ καρδίαις 

βουλευομένων μένει βουλή. “(a) Those who do not respect assemblies 
delay plans, (b) but counsel abides in the hearts of those who take coun-
sel.” G ὑπερτιθέναι (only here for הֵפֵר [“confound,” “violate”]) means 
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“put off,” “defer” (Gels), and also “to omit” (lsJ). baumgartner retro-
verts ἐν δὲ καρδίαις to ובלב. However, since μετὰ καρδίας βουλευτικῆς 
corresponds to ברב יועץ in G 24:6, a translational explanation is better. 
rather than praising a large number of advisors, G prefers to stress the 
intellectual quality (“heart” = wisdom) of the advice. in a similar vein, 
in 11:14, while m praises the efficacy of “many advisors,” G praises the 
safety that resides in πολλῇ βουλῇ, “much counsel”; similarly in G 11:14; 
24:6. in 15:22b, G supplies βουλή as the subject of תקום (“stand,” “suc-
ceed”), perhaps not finding it easily in the first stich. G thereby creates a 
wordplay βουλευομένωνβουλή.

G is saying that if people fail to respect deliberations in the assembly, 
their own plans will fail, whereas those who confer with others receive 
wise counsel and thus will succeed. G has changed the verse from a rec-
ommendation to have many advisors (probably with reference to the 
royal court) into an affirmation of public councils or assemblies. Jewish 
assemblies existed in the Hellenistic period in various forms—for exam-
ple, the Gerousia in Palestine and Alexandria and the lesser synhedria 
in Palestine; see the comment on Prov 31:23.

s: .ܡܥܒܪܝܢ ܡܚܫ̈ܒܬܐ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܝܩܪ̈ܝܢ ܟܢܘܫܬܐ܂ ܘܒܣܘܓܐܐ ܕܡ̈ܠܟܝ 
ܬܬܩܝܡ  Those who honor the assembly make their plans (a)“ .ܡܠܼܟܐ 
pass, (b) and by a multiplicity of counselors [lit. ‘counselors of counsel’] 
it [sc. the assembly] is established.” s 15:22a is a converse translation of 
G 15:22a; s 15:22b = m.

15:23
G: (a) οὐ μὴ ὑπακούσῃ ὁ κακὸς αὐτῇ (b) οὐδὲ μὴ εἴπῃ καίριόν τι καὶ 

καλὸν τῷ κοινῷ. “(a) The bad man will surely not obey it [sc. counsel; see 
15:22], (b) nor will he say anything that is timely or good for the com-
monweal.” whereas m praises the satisfaction of answering back, G for-
mulates a new proverb loosely based on m 15:23. G 15:23 continues the 
thought of 15:22. The idea is that since a bad man does not obey counsel, 
he cannot say anything of value to others. in 15:23b, ודבר is understood 

ר בְּעִתּ֣וֹ  יו וְדָבָ֖ אִישׁ בְּמַעֲנֵה־פִ֑ ה לָ֭ ים תָּקֽוּם׃ 23 שִׂמְחָ֣ ב יוֹעֲצִ֣ ס֑וֹד וּבְרֹ֖
טָּה׃  עַן ס֗וּר מִשְּׁא֥וֹל מָֽ יל לְמַ֥ עְלָה לְמַשְׂכִּ֑ יִּים לְמַ֣ רַח חַ֭ מַה־טּֽוֹב׃ 24 אֹ֣

ת יְ֭הוָה  ב גְּב֣וּל אַלְמָנָֽה׃ 26 תּוֹעֲבַ֣ יַצֵּ֗ ח ׀ יְהוָה֑ וְ֝ אִים יִסַּ֥ ית גֵּ֭ 25 בֵּ֣

צַע וְשׂוֹנֵא֖  עַ בָּ֑ יתוֹ בּוֹצֵ֣ ר בֵּ֭ ים אִמְרֵי־נֽעַֹם׃ 27 עכֵֹ֣ ע וּ֝טְהֹרִ֗ מַחְשְׁב֣וֹת רָ֑
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as וְדִבֵּר, with the negative carried forward from 15:23a. The notion of 
the commonweal is taken from συνέδρια in the preceding verse.

15:24
G: (a) ὁδοὶ ζωῆς διανοήματα συνετοῦ, (b) ἵνα ἐκκλίνας ἐκ τοῦ ᾅδου σωθῇ. 

“(a) The thoughts of the intelligent man are ways of life, (b) so that, turn-
ing aside from Hades, he may be saved.”

G has διανοήματα for m למעלה. This rendering may have a vague rela-
tion to the idiom העולה על רוחכם (“that which comes up in your spirit,” 
i.e., “what you plan”) in ezek 20:32, though על רוחכם would seem nec-
essary to convey the thought. see the comment on 14:14.

σωθῇ for מטה (“below”) is hard to explain. מלט (bHQ) is too dissimi-
lar to be a secure retroversion, in the absence of further evidence. G is 
probably clarifying what it means to “turn aside” from Hades.

15:26
G: (a) βδέλυγμα κυρίῳ λογισμὸς ἄδικος, (b) ἁγνῶν δὲ ῥήσεις σεμναί. 

“An abomination to the lord is the thought of the unrighteous, (b) but 
the utterances of the pure are august [lit. ‘of the pure, the utterances are 
august’].” in 15:26b, G is overriding the word order, and consequently 
the syntax, to better parallel the first stich; cf. the comment on 11:21.

15:27
G: (a) ἐξόλλυσιν ἑαυτὸν ὁ δωρολήμπτης, (b) ὁ δὲ μισῶν δώρων λήμψεις 

σῴζεται. “(a) The gift-taker destroys himself, (b) but he who hates the 
taking of gifts is saved.” G (correctly) understands ביתו (“his house”) as 
equivalent to one’s possessions, hence “himself.” G construes בוצע בצע 
(“he who takes unjust gains”) narrowly (and probably correctly) as bribe 
taking, in light of the second stich. s ≈ G.

15:27a–16:9
G’s verse sequence differs from m’s. (s follows m fairly closely.) using 

rahlfs’s numbering of G and comparing it to m, G’s sequence is:

G M
[15:27] 15:27
[15:27a] 16:6
[15:28] 15:28
[15:28a] 16:7
[15:29] 15:29



[15:29a] 16:8
[15:29b] 16:9
[15:30] 15:30
[lacking] 15:31
[15:32] 15:32
[15:33] 15:33
[lacking] 16:1
[16:2a] ≈ 16:2a
[16:2b] 16:2b
[lacking] 16:3
[lacking, but cf. 16:9] 16:4
[16:5] 16:5
[lacking] 16:6; cf. G 15:27a
[16:7] ≠ 16:7
[16:8] ≠ 16:8
[16:9] ≈ 16:4
[16:10ff] = m

The shared core is m 15:27–30, 32, 33; and 16:4–9; G maintains the 
sequence of m 16:6–9 while interlacing these verses in 15:27–30. on this 
section, see tov 1990b, 50.

excursus on G-Prov 15:27a–16:9 

it is likely that a single person, whether a scribe in the Hebrew trans-
mission, or the Greek translator, or a scribe in the early Greek trans-
mission, was responsible for the relocations. Apart from the relocations, 
the translator enhanced the cohesiveness of the unit in several ways. 
G 15:28, 28a, 29, 29a, 29b are linked by the root δικαι-. This clustering 
depends on the presence of δεκταὶ in 15:28a and δίκαια in 15:29b, verses 
which probably originated with the translator. moreover, the parono-
masia of πίστεσιν in 15:27a and πίστεις in 15:28 was clearly the transla-
tor’s doing (d. A. teeter, pers. comm.). still, this enhanced cohesiveness 
cannot explain most of the relocations.

There is no satisfactory explanation, mechanical, ideological, or liter-
ary, for the absence in G of verses present in m. some of these verses are 
tightly integrated into their context in m, which speaks of yahweh’s con-
trol of human destiny (16:9). moreover, some of the G minuses are really 
displacements. we must admit the possibility that scribes in the proto-
m transmission were inspired by the context to add additional relevant 
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proverbs. still, i am inclined to accept the originality of content and loca-
tion of this section in m. it shows the kind of thematic clustering typical 
of the proverb collections. The question is whether we can go beyond 
these general observations and discern a tighter, more deliberate plan of 
organization. i am not persuaded by the attempts to do so.

(1) bAP (45–47) proposes that m arose from an editorial reworking 
that created a block of “yahwistic” sayings (15:33–16:9), while G dis-
plays a “theistic” series marked by the use of θεός. This section has an 
unusually large number of cases in which G has θεός for m’s 12) יהוה out 
of 35 times). elsewhere, κύριος = יהוה, θεός = אלהים, with few exceptions. 
The problem with bAP’s theory is that throughout Proverbs יהוה (rather 
than אלהים) is used, with only six exceptions, and this distribution is 
reflected for the most part in G. bAP’s theory requires presuming that 
at an early stage, in proto-Proverbs, yahwistic redactors did their work 
everywhere except in 15:33–16:9. bAP’s theory also does not account for 
other disruptions in the section.

(2) r. scoralick argues that G-Prov 15:27a–16:9 is a “kreative umge-
staltung des mt durch die lxx” that forms a carefully designed proverb 
composition (2002, 57). if such a reorganization had been undertaken 
in the Hebrew transmission, this would reinforce my belief (following 
tov 1990b) that in these verses (and elsewhere) G represents a differ-
ent recension. scoralick, however, maintains that the changes are the 
translator’s doing (2002, 49), not a Hebrew scribe’s. she believes that 
this translator reveals himself as “ein poetisch begabter Gelehrter … der 
erstaunlich frei mit dem text umgeht” (72).

The only argument scoralick offers in support of this hypothesis is that 
in 15:29, 33; 16:2, 5, and 7 יהוה is translated θεός, not κύριος, as it usually 
is. (in 15:27a, 28a; 16:8, 9, κύριος is used.) The use of θεός, she says, does 
not match the m of these verses. “die griechische Übersetzung hat durch 
den wechsel der Gottesbezeichnungen, der keinen Anhalt im mt hat, 
einen rahmen und einen innenteil im bereich unserer verse gestaltet” 
(2002, 68). but this is a rather strange argument, since of the eighty-
seven times יהוה is used in Proverbs, it is translated by θεός in eighteen 
or twenty cases (two are uncertain). G (like other, even more literal, 
translators) felt free to render the tetragrammaton by θεός and probably 
saw no distinction between these two synonyms. There is no reason for 
the intended reader of G-Proverbs to assign special importance to the 
clustering of θεός here and to recognize the use of κύριος in 15:28a, 29; 
16:8, and 9 as instrumental in framing the composition.

especially confusing is the way the segments of scoralick’s design 
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overlap and clash. For example, she sees 15:27a–28a + 16:8–9 as forming 
a framework distinguished from the “innenteil” by the use of κύριος (68). 
independent of this tripartite segmentation, scoralick maintains, the 
unit is also to be divided into two unequal parts: 15:27a–33 and 16:2–9. 
but the reader would have no reason to identify 15:27a as the start of a 
unit or 16:9 as its end (nor has any reader besides scoralick done so, as 
far as i can tell). in fact, the proposed design is incoherent and irrelevant 
to comprehension of the passage.

However, the inner resonances that scoralick points out are relevant 
to interpretation. in G, the theme of dependency on God is indeed less 
accentuated than in m, while the theme of righteousness is made more 
prominent. This change in emphasis could have come about simply by 
the clustering of proverbs on righteousness and by the addition of “righ-
teous” in 15:28a (≈ m 16:7); 15:29b (≈ m 16:9); and 16:7, 8 (≠ m 16:8), 9 
(≈ m 16:4) and of “unrighteously” in 16:5 (where an idiom is misunder-
stood). some of this enhancement may indeed be the translator’s doing. 
The diminution of the theme of dependence on God results from the 
omission of m 16:1 (“The dispositions of the heart belong to a man, but 
the answer of the tongue is from the lord”) and m 16:3 (“entrust your 
deeds to the lord, and your plans will succeed”). still, m 16:9, which 
insists on divine control, is maintained in G 15:29b, at the center of the 
unit in question. There is no great shift of theme.

in the comments on this section, m’s order and numbering will be fol-
lowed. Hexaplaric restorations will not be discussed.

4QProvb (unc) < [ (ܪܢܐ) m G (μελετῶσιν) s יהגה 15:28
G: (a) καρδίαι δικαίων μελετῶσιν πίστεις, (b) στόμα δὲ ἀσεβῶν ἀποκρίνεται 

κακά. “(a) The hearts of the righteous [pl] meditate faithfulness, (b) but 
the mouth of the wicked [pl] answers (with) evil.” πίστεις for לענות (“to 
answer”) and ἀποκρίνεται for יביע (“pour forth”) are substitutions that 
improve the “logic” of the verse. The object of righteous people’s medita-
tion is naturally a virtue, in this case, faithfulness. G shifts the emphasis 
from a skill to an ethical virtue. πίστεις is influenced by πίστιν in 15:27a. 
(The latter does occur in 15:28 in Gmss, but the singular in s [ܗܝ�ܢܘܬܐ] 

יעַ רָעֽוֹת׃  ים יַבִּ֥ שָׁעִ֗ י רְ֝ דִּיק יֶהְגֶּה֣ לַעֲנ֑וֹת וּפִ֥ ת יִחְיֶהֽ׃ 28 לֵ֣ב צַ֭ מַתָּנֹ֣
ינַיִם  ע׃ 30 ⌈מַרְאֵה⌉־עֵ֭ ים יִשְׁמָֽ ת צַדִּיָקִ֣ ים וּתְפִלַּ֖ 29 רָח֣וֹק יְ֭הוָה מֵרְשָׁעִ֑

מַעַת תּוֹכַ֣חַת חַיִּ֑ים  זֶן שֹׁ֭ צֶם׃ 31 אֹ֗ ה תְּדַשֶּׁן־עָֽ ה ט֝וֹבָ֗ ח־לֵ֑ב שְׁמוּעָ֥ יְשַׂמַּֽ
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and t [בהימנותא] is indeterminate because there was no plural avail-
able.) According to baumgartner, G associates לענות with ענוה (“humil-
ity”), but πίστις nowhere else renders words for humility.

4QProvb lacks יהגה, for unclear reasons. The word is essential to the 
sentence.

15:29
G 15:29a = m 16:8; G 15:29b = m 16:9 (see below).

אוֹר [ G (θεωρῶν) *מראה 15:30  ,orth ,אר → רא metath) (ܢܘܗܪܐ) m s מְֽ
assoc)

G: (a) θεωρῶν ὀφθαλμὸς καλὰ εὐφραίνει καρδίαν, (b) φήμη δὲ ἀγαθὴ 
πιαίνει ὀστᾶ. “(a) The eye, beholding good things, makes the heart 
rejoice, (b) and a good saying fattens the bones.” θεωρῶν = מראה, treated 
as a verb, though a G-stem participle would be required. (מאור is never 
translated by a word for seeing in the septuagint of the Hebrew bible.) 
The change was partly graphic, due to the similarity of מראה and מאור, 
but it was facilitated by the association of both words with “eyes” (see 
below). two directions of change are possible:

.מראה → מאור (1)  if מאור is original, the Hebrew would be trans-
lated, “The light of the eyes makes the heart glad, etc.” This means some-
thing like “joy makes the heart glad” or “vitality makes the heart glad.” 
(Compare this phrase with idioms using אור [verb and noun] + עינים in 
1 sam 14:27 [qere], 29; Ps 13:4; Prov 29:13, and elsewhere.) This reading 
is possible but rather awkward and tautologous.

 is original, the Hebrew means, “The sight מראה if .מאור → מראה (2)
of the eyes makes the heart glad, etc.” Then G added καλά for logical 
clarity, because not everything the eye sees is pleasing. This adjustment 
would make sense only in response to מראה in the source text. מראה 
 means either something that is present to a person in actuality or a עינים
desirable sight. Qoh 6:9 contrasts מראה עינים (“what the eyes see”) with 
 meaning a yearning for what one ,(”the wandering of desire“) הלך נפש
does not possess, a fata morgana. Qoh 11:9 uses the phrase similarly. by 
this reading the point of Prov 15:30 is that what one sees before him, 
what he actually possesses, gives him happiness, just as a good report, 
which resolves a matter in suspense, is physically satisfying. in this form, 
the first stich is a better parallel to the second, since both speak about 
perception. Though מראה is preferable, in light of the arguments that 
martin 2010 makes for wordplay within textual traditions, both variants 
can be accepted as forming meaningful proverbs.
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15:31 m s ] > oG (unc)
Absent in oG, see above on 15:27a–16:9.

G (ὁ δὲ τηρῶν) (syn, equal) *ושומר [ (ܘܕܫ�ܥ) m s ושומע 15:32
G: (a) ὃς ἀπωθεῖται παιδείαν μισεῖ ἑαυτόν. (b) ὁ δὲ τηρῶν ἐλέγχους ἀγαπᾷ 

ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ. “(a) He who rejects instruction hates himself, (b) but he 
who keeps reproofs loves his soul.” in 15:32a, τηρῶν = שומר (the word 
used in the equivalent expression in 13:18b; cf. 10:17a). on the inter-
change between ע and ר, see the comment on 6:16. in this context, שומר 
and שומע are pragmatic synonyms and there is no basis for preferring 
one to the other. in 15:32b, G’s “loves his soul” (i.e., his life) is based on 
19:8, which equates לב נפשו with קנה   This equation may have .אהב 
encouraged the translator or a scribe to replace קונה לב in 15:32b with 
 מואס thereby creating the converse of ,(ἀγαπᾷ ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ) אהב נפשו
 G is associating two passages with the same expressions .(15:32a) נפשו
and interpreting them in light of each other. This type of association is 
called gezerah shavah in rabbinic hermeneutics.

15:33
G: (a) φόβος θεοῦ παιδεία καὶ σοφία, (b) καὶ ἀρχὴ δόξης ἀποκριθήσεται 

αὐτῇ. “(a) Fear of God is education and wisdom, (b) and the beginning 
of honor is to respond to it.” The καί in 15:33a keeps “education” and 
“wisdom” distinct, as they are in m 1:2, 7; and 23:23. G 15:33b has the 
asterisk in syrH because of its difference from m. The differences from 
m were provoked by misunderstanding ענוה as an infinitive from ענ"ה 
“answer.” Possibly the word was implicitly vocalized as ָעֲנוּה, an impera-
tive, which was treated as an infinitive. (in other words, “and the begin-
ning of honor—answer it!” is paraphrased as “the beginning of honor 
is to answer it.”) “it” refers to wisdom’s summons; cf. 1:20; 8:1. Gss A 
and some minuscules add (with minor variations) (c) προσπορεύεται δὲ 

חַת  עַ תּ֝וֹכַ֗ ס נַפְשׁ֑וֹ וְשׁוֹמֵ֥ עַ מ֭וּסָר מוֹאֵ֣ ין׃ 32 פּוֹרֵ֣ ים תָּלִֽ רֶב חֲכָמִ֣ בְָּקֶ֖
ה וְלִפְנֵי֖ כָב֣וֹד עֲנָוָֽה׃ 16:1  ר חָכְמָ֑ ת יְה֭וָה מוּסַ֣ ק֣וֹנֶה לֵּֽב׃ 33 יִרְאַ֣

ישׁ זַךְֽ֣ בְּעֵינָי֑ו  ל־דַּרְכֵי־אִ֭ ה מַעֲנֵ֥ה לָשֽׁוֹן׃ 2 כָּֽ עַרְכֵי־לֵ֑ב וּ֝מֵיְהוָ֗ ם מַֽ לְאָדָ֥
ל  יךָ׃ 4 כֹּ֤ נוּ מַחְשְׁבתֶֹֽ יִכֹּ֗ יךָ וְ֝ ל אֶל־יְהוָה֣ מַעֲשֶׂ֑ ן רוּח֣וֹת יְהוָֽה׃ 3 גֹּ֣ וְתֹכֵ֖

ת יְ֭הוָה כָּל־גְּבַהּ־ ה׃ 5 תּוֹעֲבַ֣ ע לְי֣וֹם רָעָֽ שָׁ֗ ל יְ֭הוָה ⌈לְמַעֲנֵה֑וּ⌉ וְגַם־רָ֝ פָּעַ֣
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ταπεινοῖς δόξα, “(c) and honor goes before the humble.” de lagarde ret-
roverts this stich to ולפני ענוים כבוד. but G varies number and ignores 
word order on several occasions (see the comment on 11:21), and the 
additional stich is best explained as a partial adjustment to m.

s: .ܕܚܠܬܗ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܝܘܠܦܢܐ ]ܡܒܘܥܐ[ ܗܝ ܕܚ̈ܝܐ܂ ܘܬܫܒܘܚܬܗ ܕܡܟܝܟܐ 
ܩܕܡܘܗܝ  The fear of the lord is the teaching [var: “fount”] (a)“ .ܐܙܠܡܐ 
of life, (b) and the glory of the humble goes before him.” “teaching of 
life” or “fount of life” (the latter very likely the original) is influenced by 
14:27a. Also, ܝܘܠܦܢܐ and ܡܒܘܥܐ ܕܚ̈ܝܐ are conjoined in s 16:21–22. s 
15:33b looks like a rephrasing of G 15:33c.

16:1 m s ] > oG (unc, equal)
Absent in Gb (= oG); see above on 15:27a–16:9. it is supplied in syrH, 

to which is added a variant of sir 3:18 (“The greater you are, the more 
you should humble yourself, and you will find favor before the lord”).

16:2
G: (a) πάντα τὰ ἔργα τοῦ ταπεινοῦ φανερὰ παρὰ τῷ θεῷ, (b) οἱ δὲ ἀσεβεῖς 

ἐν ἡμέρᾳ κακῇ ὀλοῦνται. “(a) All the works of the humble are visible to 
God, (b) but the wicked [pl] will perish in the evil day.” G 16:2a is related 
to m only loosely and cannot be Hexaplaric. G 16:2b is lacking in Gb = 
oG, and in its place is a stich based on 16:4b (which, in G, is at 16:9b). 
it cannot be determined if the change is the work of the translator or 
an earlier scribe. A retroversion based on m usages elsewhere in Prov-
erbs (and ignoring number differences as resulting from G’s flexibility 
in number) would be והרשע יאבד ביום רעה.

s uses ܐܘܪܚܗ (“his way”) for רוחות in 16:2b. This makes it clear that 
the verse speaks about human spirits rather than actual winds.

16:3 m s ] > oG (unc, equal)
Absent in oG; see the introduction to 15:27a–16:9.

מַּעֲנֵ֑הוּ [ לְמַעֲנֵהוּ 16:4 m (vocal err) לַֽ
m’s anomalous ּלַמַּעֲנֵהו must be vocalized ּלְמַעֲנֵהו; see AbP.
An approximation of m 16:4 is found at G 16:9: (a) πάντα τὰ ἔργα τοῦ 

κυρίου μετὰ δικαιοσύνης, (b) φυλάσσεται δὲ ὁ ἀσεβὴς εἰς ἡμέραν κακήν. 
“(a) All the works of the lord are (done) with righteousness, (b) and 
the wicked man is kept for the evil day.” “with righteousness” attempts 
to clarify what it means for God to do something למענהו, which could 
mean either “for his own sake” (v propter semet ipsum) or “for its pur-
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pose.” ben sira (39:30, 34) interprets this concept similarly; see AbP on 
the present verse.

s (t) understands למענהו as “to him who responds (ענה) to him” and 
rephrases this as ܠܡܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܫܬܡܥܝܢ ܠܗ (“to them who obey him”). 

16:6
G of this verse is at 15:27a. see the introduction to 15:27a–16:9.

(נ → ב graph) G (at 15:28) (δεκταί) *נרצות [ (ܒܨܒܝܢܗ) m s ברצות 16:7
G (G’s 15:28a): (a) δεκταὶ παρὰ κυρίῳ ὁδοὶ ἀνθρώπων δικαίων, (b) διὰ 

δὲ αὐτῶν καὶ οἱ ἐχθροὶ φίλοι γίνονται. “(a) The ways of the just [pl] are 
acceptable to the lord; (b) through them even enemies become friends.” 
This is a paraphrase, probably occasioned by reading נרצות (“accept-
able”) for m’s ברצות (baumgartner). G moralizes by substituting “of the 
just” for “of a man.” G overrides m’s word order; for further examples, 
see the comment on 11:21.

At 16:7, G has a different proverb: (a) ἀρχὴ ὁδοῦ ἀγαθῆς τὸ ποιεῖν τὰ 
δίκαια, (b) δεκτὰ δὲ παρὰ θεῷ μᾶλλον ἢ θύειν θυσίας. “(a) The beginning 
of the good way (is) to do righteous deeds. (b) (These are) more accept-
able to God than offering sacrifices.” G 16:7a is based on m 1:7; G 16:7b 
≈ m 21:3b.

s ܢܦܪܘܥ vocalizes יְשַׁלֵּם, for m’s יַשְׁלִם, producing a sentiment (“[God] 
will also punish his enemies”) that is nearly the opposite of the Hebrew.

16:8
m 16:8 ≈ G 15:29a. At 16:8, G has a different proverb: (a) ὁ ζητῶν τὸν 

κύριον εὑρήσει γνῶσιν μετὰ δικαιοσύνης, (b) οἱ δὲ ὀρθῶς ζητοῦντες αὐτὸν 

ה ס֣וּר  הוָ֗ ת יְ֝ ר עָוֹן וּבְיִרְאַ֥ אֱמֶת יְכֻפַּ֣ סֶד וֶ֭ ה׃ 6 בְּחֶ֣ א יִנָָּקֶֽ ֹ֣ ד ל יָ֗ לֵב֑ יָד֥ לְ֝
עַט  ם אִתּֽוֹ׃ 8 טוֹב־מְ֭ יו יַשְׁלִ֥ ישׁ גַּם־א֝וֹיְבָ֗ ע׃ 7 בִּרְצ֣וֹת יְ֭הוָה דַּרְכֵי־אִ֑ מֵרָֽ

ה  יהוָ֗ ב דַּרְכּ֑וֹ וַֽ דָם יְחַשֵּׁ֣ ט׃ 9 לֵב֣ אָ֭ א מִשְׁפָּֽ ֹ֣ בוּא֗וֹת בְּל ב תְּ֝ ה מֵרֹ֥ בִּצְדָָקָ֑
יו׃  א יִמְעַל־פִּֽ ֹ֣ ט ל מִשְׁפָּ֗ לֶךְ בְּ֝ ל־שִׂפְתֵי־מֶ֑ סֶם ׀ עַֽ ין צַעֲדֽוֹ׃ 10 קֶ֤ יָכִ֥

ת  יס׃ 12 תּוֹעֲבַ֣ הוּ כָּל־אַבְנֵי־כִֽ עֲשֵׂ֗ יהוָה֑ מַ֝ שְׁפָּט לַֽ לֶס ׀ וּמאֹזְנֵי֣ מִ֭ 11 פֶּ֤

לָכִים שִׂפְתֵי־ א׃ 13 רְצ֣וֹן מְ֭ ה יִכּ֥וֹן כִּסֵּֽ צְדָקָ֗ י בִ֝ שַׁע כִּ֥ לָכִים עֲשׂ֣וֹת רֶ֑ מְ֭
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εὑρήσουσιν εἰρήνην. “(a) He who seeks the lord will find knowledge with 
righteousness, (b) and those who seek him uprightly will find peace.”

16:9
G 15:29b: (a) καρδία ἀνδρὸς λογιζέσθω δίκαια, (b) ἵνα ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ 

διορθωθῇ τὰ διαβήματα αὐτοῦ. “(a) let the heart of a man plan righteous 
things, (b) so that his steps may be made straight by God.” G makes m’s 
apparently deterministic statement into a moral instruction by constru-
ing the first verb as jussive and substituting “righteous things” for “his 
way.” G 16:9 = m 16:4; see the comment on the latter.

16:11
G: (a) ῥοπὴ ζυγοῦ δικαιοσύνη παρὰ κυρίῳ, (b) τὰ δὲ ἔργα αὐτοῦ στάθμια 

δίκαια. “(a) The poise of the balance scale is justice before the lord, 
)b( and honest weight stones are his works.” Possibly G 16:11a should be 
translated, “(a) righteousness is the poise of the balance scale before the 
lord, (b) and his works are honest weight stones.” G seems to be saying 
that a true balance weight is considered as righteous in God’s eyes and 
that he is the creator of honest weights, but not of all of them. This avoids 
the obvious fact that many weights are dishonest. similarly s ܕܡܣܐܬܐ 
 and v pondus et statera iudicia Domini. (m actually means that ܕܝܢܗ
God is the ultimate source of standards; hence any distortion in their 
accuracy offends him directly; see AbP.)

16:12
G: (a) βδέλυγμα βασιλεῖ ὁ ποιῶν κακά, (b) μετὰ γὰρ δικαιοσύνης 

ἑτοιμάζεται θρόνος ἀρχῆς. “(a) An abomination to the king is he who does 
evil, (b) for the throne of rulership is established by righteousness.” G 
treats the infinitive עשות as a participle (עשֶֹׂה) and adds “rulership.” G 
thereby excludes the inference that kings naturally and inevitably hate 
evil. This inference is allowed for by m’s “doing of evil is the abomina-
tion of kings.” G shows less enthusiasm for kings and counselors and 
less confidence in their virtue than does m-Proverbs, which was com-
posed in part by royal courtiers; see AbP 2.500–503. see the comments 
on 11:4; 15:22; 20:5, 8; 24:6.

s seems bothered by the same problem. with little attention to the 
Hebrew grammar, he translates 16:12a as ܛ�ܡܐܝܢ ܐܢܘܢ ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܕܥܒܕܝܢ 
.(”impure are the kings who do iniquity“) ܥܘܼܠܡܐ
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(ב → פ graph) G (υἱός) *בני [ (ܕܦܪܨܘܦܗ) m s פני 16:15
G: (a) ἐν φωτὶ ζωῆς υἱὸς βασιλέως, (b) οἱ δὲ προσδεκτοὶ αὐτῷ ὥσπερ 

νέφος ὄψιμον. “(a) The son of the king is in the light of life, (b) and those 
who are acceptable to him are like the late rain.” Neither ideology nor 
the target language required the translator to violate the word order or 
insert the royal son into the picture. For m’s פני, G’s source text must 
have had בני (treated as sg because of the sg suffix of ורצונו). G treats 
 .as a bound phrase, though the words are not conjoined חיים and באור
d. N. Freedman argues for the existence of the broken construct chain 
in Hebrew (1972). but it is difficult to tell if the G translators recognized 
(or imposed) this (doubtful) construction, since m’s word order is over-
ridden in other circumstances as well; see the comment on 11:21. s = m.

G (νοσσιαί) (norm, theol) *קנות [ (ܘܕܩܢܐ) m s קנה 16:16
G (αἱρετώτεραι) (syn) *נבחר [ (ܛܒܐ) m s טוב

G: (a) νοσσιαὶ σοφίας αἱρετώτεραι χρυσίου, (b) νοσσιαὶ δὲ φρονήσεως 
αἱρετώτεραι ὑπὲρ ἀργύριον. “(a) Nests of wisdom are preferable to gold, 
(b) and nests of understanding are preferable to silver.” in 16:16a, G’s 
source text had קנות, a normalization of m’s rare infinitive construct 
form קְנֹה. G rendered קנות in both 16:16a and 16b as if it were קִנּוֹת 
(“nests”), though קנות (“to acquire”) was rendered correctly elsewhere. 
(in Gen 6:14 and in rH, the pl of קֵן is קִנִּים.) Probably “acquire” was 
avoided for theological reasons; see the comment on 4:4–5a.

The exclamatory מה is not represented in G 16:16a. Possibly it was 
missing in the source text and its presence in m was the result of dit-
tography. However, since a similar מה is not reflected in G 30:13 either, 
it may have been omitted for the sake of the target-language syntax, as 
happened also in v, s, and t.

ם  ישׁ חָכָ֣ וֶת וְאִ֖ לֶךְ מַלְאֲכֵי־מָ֑ ב׃ 14 חֲמַת־מֶ֥ ים יֶאֱהָֽ ר יְשָׁרִ֣ דֶק וְדבֵֹ֖ צֶ֑
נֹה־ ב מַלְקֽוֹשׁ׃ 16 קְֽ לֶךְ חַיִּ֑ים וּ֝רְצוֹנ֗וֹ כְּעָ֣ נָּה׃ 15 בְּאוֹר־פְּנֵי־מֶ֥ יְכַפְּרֶֽ

סֶף׃ 17 מְסִלַּ֣ת יְ֭שָׁרִים  ר מִכָּֽ ה נִבְחָ֥ ינָ֗ ה מַה־טּ֥וֹב מֵחָר֑וּץ וּקְנ֥וֹת בִּ֝ חָכְמָ֗
שָּׁל֗וֹן  בֶר גָּא֑וֹן וְלִפְנֵי֥ כִ֝ ר דַּרְכּֽוֹ׃ 18 לִפְנֵי־שֶׁ֥ פְשׁ֗וֹ נֹצֵ֥ ר נַ֝ ע שׁמֵֹ֥ ס֣וּר מֵרָ֑
ים׃  ל אֶת־גֵּאִֽ לָ֗ ק שָׁ֝ חַלֵּ֥ בַהּ רֽוּחַ׃ 19 ט֣וֹב שְׁפַל־ר֭וּחַ אֶת־⌈עֲנִיִּי֑ם⌉ מֵֽ גֹּ֣

ב  יו׃ 21 לַחֲכַם־לֵ֭ חַ בַּיהוָה֣ אַשְׁרָֽ בָר יִמְצָא־ט֑וֹב וּבוֹטֵ֖ יל עַל־דָּ֭ 20 מַשְׂכִּ֣

יו  כֶל בְּעָלָ֑ יִּים שֵׂ֣ קַח׃ 22 מְק֣וֹר חַ֭ יף לֶֽ יִם יסִֹ֥ פָתַ֗ תֶק שְׂ֝ א נָב֑וֹן וּמֶ֥ יִקָּרֵ֣
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in 16:16a, where m has טוב, G has αἱρετώτεραι. since αἱρετός and cog-
nates do not translate טוב elsewhere, but often render words from בח"ר, 
G probably had נבחר in its source text, as in m 16:16b and 22:1a. since 
the translator often chooses to vary words in parallelism, he is unlikely 
to have eliminated the variation here. The reason for the synonym 
change—טוב to נבחר or the reverse—is hard to determine, but m’s form 
seems preferable rhetorically.

16:17
G: (a) τρίβοι ζωῆς ἐκκλίνουσιν ἀπὸ κακῶν, (b) μῆκος δὲ βίου ὁδοὶ 

δικαιοσύνης. (c) ὁ δεχόμενος παιδείαν ἐν ἀγαθοῖς ἔσται, (d) ὁ δὲ φυλάσσων 
ἐλέγχους σοφισθήσεται. (e) ὃς φυλάσσει τὰς ἑαυτοῦ ὁδούς, τηρεῖ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ 
ψυχήν. (f) ἀγαπῶν δὲ ζωὴν αὐτοῦ φείσεται στόματος αὐτοῦ. “(a) The paths 
of life turn away from evils, (b) and the ways of righteousness are length 
of living. (c) He who receives instruction will be in good (fortune), 
(d) and he who keeps reproofs will become wise. (e) He who keeps his 
own ways guards his own soul, (f) and he who loves his life will restrain 
his mouth.” (“receives instruction” means to absorb it, to take it to heart; 
“keeps reproofs” means to accept and follow them; “keep one’s ways” 
means to stick to the right path, to avoid evildoing.)

G 16:17a ≈ m 16:17a; G 16:17e ≈ m 16:17b. Possibly G 16:17b is oG 
and 16:17a a revision. in any case, new stichoi, combining phraseology 
found elsewhere in Proverbs, are added to form three couplets: 16:17ab; 
16:17cd; 16:17ef. it is unclear whether this happened in Hebrew or 
Greek. both creative expansions and recombination of phrases can be 
found throughout wisdom literature and can be the work of a scribe, a 
translator, or a copyist in subsequent transmission.

ים [ mK עניים 16:19  :mQ) (ܥܝ̈ܢܐ) s עינים ;(ענוונא) mQ v (mitibus) tl עֲנָוִ֑
syn, equal; s: metath [in mK form] ינ → ני)

on the ketiv-qere, see the comment on 3:34.
s: (a) ܛܒ ܗܘ ܡܟܝܟ ܪܘܚܐ ܘܡܟܝܟ ܥܝ̈ܢܐ, (b) = m. “(a) better is one 

humble of spirit and humble of eyes.” s read an obviously erroneous 
 Possibly he simply mistook the latter for the) .עניים for the ketiv עינים
former.) Then the second ܡܟܝܟ was added by a translator.

(orth ,ל → נ phon) G (φαύλους) *נבל [ (ܣܘܟܠܡܐ) m s נבון 16:21
G: (a) τοὺς σοφοὺς καὶ συνετοὺς φαύλους καλοῦσιν, (b) οἱ δὲ γλυκεῖς ἐν 

λόγῳ πλείονα ἀκούσονται. “(a) They call the wise and intelligent base, 
(b) but those who are sweet in word shall hear more.” The rendering 
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“wise and intelligent” takes each component of the phrase חכם לב as a 
word for wisdom. G’s φαύλους must reflect נבל (“knave”) for נבון (“intel-
ligent”), because the resulting sentence is awkward and could have arisen 
only if constrained by a textual peculiarity. There is no graphic similarity 
between ל and נ, and the interchange is not frequent, but see J. Kennedy 
1928, 89. The interchange may be phonetic in origin, since the liquids 
have similar sounds. This is indicated by the lexical variants 2) לשכה Kgs 
23:11; ezek 40:17, 45, etc.) and נשכה (Neh 13:7; 3:30; 12:44). in 16:21b, 
G understands לקח as “taking in,” that is, “hearing” (ἀκούσονται).

16:22
G: (a) πηγὴ ζωῆς ἔννοια τοῖς κεκτημένοις, (b) παιδεία δὲ ἀφρόνων κακή. 

“(a) For those who have acquired it, understanding is a font of life, (b) 
but the education of fools is bad.”

in AbP i say that τοῖς κεκτημένοις = לבעליו (dittography לל → ל), and 
this is possible. However, G’s (and s’s) treatment of prepositions is often 
flexible. in 16:22a, the antecedent of “its possessor” may seem to be 
“font” but is actually “understanding.” G’s rephrasing resolves the ambi-
guity. in fact, G chooses to paraphrase בעליו every time it occurs (1:19; 
3:27; 16:22; 17:8), and indeed, in all these cases there is an ambiguity or 
unclarity to be resolved. in the present verse, the parallel construct pair, 
.supports m ,ומוסר אולים

G eliminates the apparent tautology of m 16:16b (“the education 
of fools is folly”) by substituting κακή for “folly.” This means that it is 
worthless to try to educate fools; similarly G 14:24b. This idea is taught 
in G and m of 9:7–8 and some commentators find it in m 16:22 as well; 
see AbP.

s eliminates the tautology differently, by rendering אולת as ܫܝܛܘܬܐ 
(“contempt”); compare s 14:24.

16:24
G: (a) κηρία μέλιτος λόγοι καλοί, (b) γλύκασμα δὲ αὐτῶν ἴασις ψυχῆς. 

“(a) beautiful words are honeycombs (b) and their sweetness is a heal-

יף  יו יסִֹ֥ פָתָ֗ יהוּ וְעַל־שְׂ֝ יל פִּ֑ כָם יַשְׂכִּ֣ ים אִוֶּֽלֶת׃ 23 לֵב֣ חָ֭ ר אֱוִלִ֣ וּמוּסַ֖
צֶם׃ 25 יֵשׁ֤  א לָעָֽ נֶּפֶשׁ וּמַרְפֵּ֥ עַם מָת֥וֹק לַ֝ בַשׁ אִמְרֵי־נֹ֑ קַח׃ 24 צוּף־דְּ֭ לֶֽ
מְלָה לּ֑וֹ  מֵל עָ֣ וֶת׃ 26 נֶפֶ֣שׁ עָ֭ הּ דַּרְכֵי־מָֽ אַחֲרִיתָ֗ ישׁ וְ֝ רֶךְ יָ֭שָׁר לִפְנֵי־אִ֑ דֶּ֣
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ing of the soul.” G 16:24b overrides m’s word order, treats certain mor-
phological features loosely, and renders מתוק לנפש ומרפא as if it were 
 Given the differences from m, it is hard to detect .וּמִתְקָם לנפש מַרְפֵּא
variants. on G’s treatment of word order in Proverbs, see the comment 
on 11:21. לעצם was left without function and was not translated.

s restates נעם as ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ (“wise man”), so that the verse praises an 
intellectual-moral quality (wisdom) rather than a neutral skill (pleasant 
speech). Pleasant speech, after all, can be misused; see the comment on 
16:21, and compare the cautiousness exhibited about speech in 6:24 and 
13:2.

16:25
see the comment on the identical 14:12.

 ה graph) (ܠܗܿ ܐܒܕܢܐ) G (ἑαυτοῦ τὴν ἀπώλειαν) s *פידו [ m פיהו 16:26
(ד →

G: (a) ἀνὴρ ἐν πόνοις πονεῖ ἑαυτῷ (b) καὶ ἐκβιάζεται ἑαυτοῦ τὴν ἀπώλειαν, 
(c) ὁ μέντοι σκολιὸς ἐπὶ τῷ ἑαυτοῦ στόματι φορεῖ τὴν ἀπώλειαν. (divided 
differently from rahlfs.) “(a) A man who toils [lit. “who is in toils”] toils 
for himself (b) and pushes away his destruction. (c) The perverse one, 
however, bears destruction on his own mouth.” ἑαυτοῦ τὴν ἀπώλειαν 
 כי אכף עליו being unable to make good sense of .(de lagarde) פידו =
 G chose to produce a proverb asserting the value of toil. This is ,*פידו
reinforced by the moralizing addition in G 16:26c, which is an active 
rewriting of m 16:26b that shows awareness of both פיהו and פידו (in 
Hebrew or Greek translation). The result is antithetical parallelism (Ger-
lemann 1956, 20), but there are too many other changes to indentify the 
creation of parallelism as the main motive.

s: ܢܦܫܐ ܡܟܐܒܬܐ ܟܐ̈ܒܝܗܿ ܠܗܿ. ܘܡܢ ܦܘܡܡܐ ܕܢܦܫܗܿ ܐܬܐ ܠܗܿ ܐܒܕܢܐ. 
“(a) A person who causes suffering—he has sufferings, (b) and from his 
own mouth destruction comes upon him [lit. ‘it’—the ܢܦܫ].” exploit-
ing the fact that עמל can refer to suffering as well as toil, s ignores the 
morphology of the Hebrew and paraphrases in such a way as to avoid 
giving the impression that hard work can backfire. s 16:26a is based on 
m 16:26a; s shows no sign of G 16:26b; s 16:26b ≈ G 16:26c. s takes the 
notion of “destruction” from G 16:26c but does not follow G’s construal.
The verse becomes a maxim about self-wrought moral retribution.
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 [ (ובספוותיה) mK G (τῶν ἑαυτοῦ χειλέων) v (labiis eius) t שפתיו 16:27
פָת֗וֹ mQ (num) שְׂ֝
(בר → רב metath) G (θησαυρίζει) ≈ *צברת [ (ܝܩܕܐ) m s צרבת

The ketiv’s plural is certainly right. According to the common idiom, 
words are on a person’s lips, not lip. in this case, the ketiv is an ortho-
graphic clarification of the שפתו, which was retained as the qere and 
should have been vocalized שְׂפָתָו. in the preponderance of cases, it is 
the qere that inserts a yod  to indicate a plural (see the list in Gordis 1971, 
86–92), but there are exceptions, as in 21:29.

θησαυρίζει (“stores up”) retroverts to צבר (Jäger) or a grammatically 
impossible צברת (cf. the correspondence in Zech 9:3) misconstrued as a 
masculine. The translator would have overlooked the final ת in any case.

s has ܦܘܡܗ (“his mouth”) for “his lip.” This is a synonym variant that 
could belong to the translator or a Hebrew scribe.

(orth ,רדף → פרד transp) (ܪܕܦ) s *מרדף [ m G (διαχωρίζει) מפריד 16:28
G: (a) ἀνὴρ σκολιὸς διαπέμπεται κακὰ (b) καὶ λαμπτῆρα δόλου πυρσεύει 

κακοῖς (c) καὶ διαχωρίζει φίλους. “(a) A perverse man spreads evils 
about, (b) and kindles a torch of deceit for the wicked (c) and separates 
friends.” stichoi a and b are overlapping translations of m 16:28a. in 
16:28a, κακά is a broad translation of מדון “strife,” similar to the treat-
ment of זדון in 13:10 and ריב in 18:6. The word choice emphasizes the 
scope of the damage. in 16:28b, G construes the נר of ונרגן as נֵר (thus 
λαμπτῆρα) and ignores the rest of the word. δόλου and πυρσεύει were 
added to develop the fire imagery implicit in G’s “torch.” The trouble-
maker ignites the torch that the wicked will use to burn others. This is a 
rare case of G-Proverbs creating a metaphor on its own. G 16:28c = m 
16:28b. This could be a later correction, though not from the Hexaplaric 
sources, which do not represent it.

שׁ  יו⌉ כְּאֵ֣ ה וְעַל־⌈שְׂפָתָ֗ ה רָעָ֑ לִיַּעַל כּרֶֹ֣ ישׁ בְּ֭ יהוּ׃ 27 אִ֣ ף עָלָ֣יו פִּֽ י־אָכַ֖ כִּֽ
ישׁ  יד אַלּֽוּף׃ 29 אִ֣ ן מַפְרִ֥ נִרְגָּ֗ הְפֻּכוֹת יְשַׁלַּ֣ח מָד֑וֹן וְ֝ ישׁ תַּ֭ בֶת׃ 28 אִ֣ צָרָֽ

ב  ינָיו לַחְשֹׁ֣ רֶךְ לאֹ־טֽוֹב׃ 30 עצֶֹ֣ה עֵ֭ הוּ וְ֝הוֹלִיכ֗וֹ בְּדֶ֣ ה רֵעֵ֑ מָס יְפַתֶּ֣ חָ֭
רֶךְ  ה בְּדֶ֥ רֶת שֵׂיבָ֑ רֶת תִּפְאֶ֣ ה׃ 31 עֲטֶ֣ ה רָעָֽ יו כִּלָּ֥ פָתָ֗ ץ שְׂ֝ תַּהְפֻּכ֑וֹת קרֵֹ֥

יר׃  ד עִֽ רוּח֗וֹ מִלֹּכֵ֥ ל בְּ֝ פַּיִם מִגִּבּ֑וֹר וּמֹשֵׁ֥ רֶךְ אַ֭ א׃ 32 ט֤וֹב אֶ֣ ה תִּמָּצֵֽ דָקָ֗ צְ֝
רֵבָה  ת חֲ֭ ה כָּל־מִשְׁפָּטֽוֹ׃ 17:1 ט֤וֹב פַּ֣ ל וּ֝מֵיְהוָ֗ ל אֶת־הַגּוֹרָ֑ חֵיק יוּטַ֣ 33 בַּ֭
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s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܣܪܝܩܐ ܪܕܦ ܪ̈ܚܿ�ܘܗܝ. “(b) and a worthless man perse-
cutes friends.” s has מרדף, a transposition of מפרד (to which the vowel 
letter י was subsequently added).

G (πάντα τὰ κακά) (div) *כל הרעה [ (ܘܓ�ܪ ܒܝܫܬܐ) m s כלה רעה 16:30
fin ] + הוא הרעה   G (οὗτος κάμινός ἐστιν κακίας) (transfer from *כר 
16:27a, elab)

G: (a) στηρίζων ὀφθαλμοὺς αὐτοῦ λογίζεται διεστραμμένα, (b) ὁρίζει [Gb s; 
var: ὀργίζει GA; ἐπιδάκνων Gmss] δὲ τοῖς χείλεσιν αὐτοῦ πάντα τὰ κακά, (c) 
οὗτος κάμινός ἐστιν κακίας. “(a) Fixing his eyes, he plans crooked things, 
(b) and he marks out [vars: “enrages”; “bites”] with his lips all the evils. 
(c) This one is a furnace of evil.” The textual situation of G in this verse 
is complex, but the text in Gb s is best, with ὁρίζει representing basically 
the same understanding of קרץ as in 6:13, where it is translated ἐννεύει, 
which means to mark out, hint at, or the like. ἐπιδάκνων (preferred by de 
lagarde and baumgartner), attested in minuscules and some secondary 
translations, also goes back to the Hebrew text but understands קרץ as 
“pinch,” hence—since the action is done with the lips/mouth—“bites.” 
 means “pinch” in Job 33:6, but this sense is not recognized elsewhere קרץ
in G.

πάντα τὰ κακά = כָּל הָרָעָה, for m’s כִּלָּה רָעָה (“completes evil”). G han-
dles similar phraseology quite differently in 6:13–14. 16:30c is an addi-
tion based on 16:27a which says that the knave כרה רעה (“mines evil”). 
transferred to the present verse, the phrase was misdivided as כר הרעה 
and understood as כֻּר הָרעָה. The division error shows that the transfer 
took place in Hebrew, not Greek. The source text read, approximately, 
 The added stich enhances the description of the lawless .כר הרעה הוא
man by transferring to him one of the characteristics of another bad 
type, the man of beliyya‘al.

16:32
G = m, but using “anger” (ὀργῆς) to render רוח for greater specificity.

16:33
G: (a) εἰς κόλπους ἐπέρχεται πάντα τοῖς ἀδίκοις, (b) παρὰ δὲ κυρίου πάντα 

τὰ δίκαια. “(a) everything comes into the bosom for the unjust [pl], 
(b) and from the lord are all just things.” so as not to give credibility to 
lot casting (which was a common way of inquiring of gods among for-
eign peoples but not in Hellenistic Judaism), the translator transforms 
the verse into a new proverb. see the comment on 18:18.
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17:1
G: (a) κρείσσων ψωμὸς μεθ’ ἡδονῆς ἐν εἰρήνῃ (b) ἢ οἶκος πλήρης [var: 

πλήρης > Gb] πολλῶν ἀγαθῶν καὶ ἀδίκων θυμάτων μετὰ μάχης. “(a) better 
a morsel with pleasure in peace (b) than a house full of many good 
things and unrighteous sacrifices with contention.” This is an expansive 
translation, showing the influence of μετὰ ἀδικίας in G 15:29a (m 16:8). 
μεθ’ ἡδονῆς does not render חרבה (or ערבה*, as Jäger suggests). rather, 
 is translated twice. The translator may שלוה בה is ignored while חרבה
intend to emphasize the goodness of the experience of eating in peace, 
though he is actually missing the point of the ratio (“better A [some-
thing not so good] with b [something very good] than A′ [something 
better than A] with b′ [something much worse than b].”) in 17:1b, G 
details the ratio by separating A′ and b′. see the comment on 15:17 in 
AbP. v sicca (“dry”) = חרבה, cum gaudio (“with gladness”) = μεθ’ ἡδονῆς 
considered as representing ושלוה בה.

17:2
For m’s בבן מביש (“a disappointing son”), G uses δεσποτῶν ἀφρόνων 

(“foolish masters”) to intensify the assertion of wisdom’s power. whereas 
m says that the wise servant will rule over the foolish son (but not over 
the other sons), G has him lording it over his own master; see Giese 
1992b, 408. (The plural “masters” is for generality.)

G (ἐκλεκταί) (syn, Aram, equal) *ובחר [ m ובחן 17:3
G: (a) ὥσπερ δοκιμάζεται ἐν καμίνῳ ἄργυρος καὶ χρυσός, (b) οὕτως 

ἐκλεκταὶ καρδίαι παρὰ κυρίῳ. “(a) As silver and gold are tested in a 
furnace, (b) so are hearts chosen by the lord.” G supplies coordinat-
ing adverbs as it often does; e.g., 21:1; 25:14, 19, 20; 26:14. For m’s ובחן 
(“tests”), G has ἐκλεκταί, which reflects ובחר in the source text, where 
it would have been an Aramaism meaning “test” (used in Prov 10:20; 
sir 4:27; isa 48:10). G gave בחר its standard Hebrew sense of “choose.” 

ישׁ  ן מֵבִ֑ יל יִ֭מְשׁלֹ בְּבֵ֣ בֶד־מַשְׂכִּ֗ יב׃ 2 עֶֽ א זִבְחֵי־רִֽ יִת מָלֵ֥ בַּ֗ הּ מִ֝ וְשַׁלְוָה־בָ֑
ן לִבּ֣וֹת  ב וּבחֵֹ֖ כֶּסֶף וְכ֣וּר לַזָּהָ֑ ף לַ֭ ה׃ 3 מַצְרֵ֣ ים יַחֲלֹ֥ק נַחֲלָֽ חִ֗ וּבְת֥וֹךְ אַ֝

ג  זִין עַל־לְשׁ֥וֹן הַוֹת׃ 5 לֹעֵ֣ קֶר מֵ֝ וֶן שֶׁ֥ יב עַל־שְׂפַת־אָ֑ רַע מַקְשִׁ֣ יְהוָֽה׃ 4 מֵ֭
קֵנִים בְּנֵי֣ בָנִ֑ים  רֶת זְ֭ ה׃ 6 עֲטֶ֣ א יִנָָּקֶֽ ֹ֣ יד ל אֵ֗ חַ לְ֝ הוּ שָׂמֵ֥ ף עשֵֹׂ֑ רָשׁ חֵרֵ֣ לָ֭

יב  י־לְנָדִ֥ ף כִּֽ ל שְׂפַת־יֶתֶ֑ר אַ֗ ם׃ 7 לאֹ־נָאוָה֣ לְנָבָ֣ רֶת בָּנִ֣ים אֲבוֹתָֽ וְתִפְאֶ֖
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(to be sure, אֶבֶן בּחַֹן is translated λίθον πολυτελῆ ἐκλεκτόν in isa 28:16, 
but there the word is difficult and the notion of “choice” was probably 
prompted by context.) ובחר could be original or have arisen in proto-G 
transmission.

s’s ובחן = ܒܚܪ or ובחר.

17:4
G: (a) κακὸς ὑπακούει γλώσσης παρανόμων, (b) δίκαιος δὲ οὐ προσέχει 

χείλεσιν ψευδέσιν. “(a) An evil man obeys the tongue of evildoers, (b) 
but a righteous man does not hearken to deceitful lips.” G 17:4b is a 
converse translation of m’s “deceit (= a deceitful man) hearkens to a 
deceitful tongue,” creating an antithesis between the stichoi. it trans-
poses “tongue” and “lips,” apparently indifferent to the placement of 
these pragmatic synonyms.

s = G.

17:5
G: (a) (b) = m; (c) ὁ δὲ ἐπισπλαγχνιζόμενος ἐλεηθήσεται. “(c) but he 

who shows compassion will receive mercy.” G adds 17:5c to provide an 
antithesis to 17:5a and emphasizes the importance of compassion (see 
bAP 122–23).

17:6 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (17:6a) (elab)

17:6a
G: (a) τοῦ πιστοῦ ὅλος ὁ κόσμος τῶν χρημάτων, (b) τοῦ δὲ ἀπίστου οὐδὲ 

ὀβολός. “(a) to the trustworthy man (belongs) the entire world of pos-
sessions, (b) but to the unfaithful one, not a penny.” This is an indepen-
dent saying that connects to the following by the theme word πιστός. 
most mss add this to 17:4, but Gb appends it to verse 6. its syntax sug-
gests Greek origin. The notion of the spiritual riches of the sage is a com-
monplace of Greek rhetoric; see bAP.

17:7
G: (a) οὐχ ἁρμόσει ἄφρονι χείλη πιστὰ (b) οὐδὲ δικαίῳ χείλη ψευδῆ. “(a) 

trustworthy lips do not befit a fool, (b) nor deceitful lips the righteous 
man.” m has “excessive speech is not fitting for a scoundrel; how much 
less so false speech for a noble!” This is puzzling, because excessive 
speech does not befit anyone. bHs seeks to improve m 17:7a by reading 
.change would be hard to explain ת → ש but a ,יתר for ישֶֹׁר
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G’s “trustworthy lips” was probably a deliberate change from “exces-
sive speech.” G makes the proverb more logical by changing “excessive” 
to “trustworthy” (on the basis of the antithesis). trustworthy lips may be 
said not to befit a fool in the sense that he does not have them, just as a 
righteous man does not have deceitful ones.

s ܡܗܝ�ܢܬܐ (“faithful”) = G.

17:8
G: (a) μισθὸς χαρίτων ἡ παιδεία τοῖς χρωμένοις, (b) οὗ δ’ ἂν ἐπιστρέψῃ, 

εὐοδωθήσεται. “(a) instruction is a reward of grace for those who use 
(it), (b) and wherever it turns, it succeeds [or, ‘and wherever he turns 
he succeeds’].” (by the latter translation, the antecedent of “he” is “those 
who use it,” in spite of the difference in number.) G backs away from m’s 
praise of bribes. The G translators generally understood שחד as a gift 
and rendered it δῶρον. G-Proverbs does not condemn gift giving alto-
gether (see 18:16; 21:14), but it does reject bribes in 15:27 and 19:24. on 
.see the comment on 16:22 בעליו

v: (a) gemma gratissima expectatio praestolantis (b) quocumque se 
verterit prudenter intellegit. “(a) The expectation of him who waits is a 
lovely jewel, (b) wherever he turns, he observes wisely.” v likewise avoids 
praise of bribes, though taking a different tack from G.

Although s does not avoid affirming gift giving consistently, he may 
be shying away from it in this case. in 21:24, he uses ܡܘܗܒܬܐ (“gift”), 
a less weighted term, saving ܫܘܚܕܐ for illegitimate bribes (6:35; 15:27; 
17:23). in the present verse s avoids praise of bribes by translating 
ܗܝ with השחד ܗܝ with ישכיל and (”is lovely“) ܫܦܝܪܐ   is“) ܣܘܟܠܡܐ 
intelligence”).

17:9
G’s μισεῖ (“hates”) misconstrues ושנה as וְשׂנֵֹא. G possibly read ושנא. 

The latter is found in a Hebrew manuscript (see bHQ). However, both 
G and a later Hebrew scribe might have used “hates” bcause it is hatred 

ר יִפְנֶה֣  ל־כָּל־אֲשֶׁ֖ יו אֶֽ שּׁחַֹד בְּעֵינֵי֣ בְעָלָ֑ ן הַ֭ בֶן־חֵ֣ קֶר׃ 8 אֶֽ שְׂפַת־שָֽׁ
יד אַלּֽוּף׃  ר מַפְרִ֥ דָבָ֗ ה וְשׁנֶֹ֥ה בְ֝ שׁ אַהֲבָ֑ שַׁע מְבַקֵּ֣ כַסֶּה־פֶּ֭ יל׃ 9 מְֽ יַשְׂכִּֽ

ע  י יְבַקֶּשׁ־רָ֑ ה׃ 11 אַךְ־מְרִ֥ יל מֵאָֽ ין מֵהַכּ֖וֹת כְּסִ֣ ה בְמֵבִ֑ חַת גְּעָרָ֣ 10 תֵּ֣

יל  סִ֗ ישׁ וְאַל־כְּ֝ ב שַׁכּ֣וּל בְּאִ֑ י יְשֻׁלַּח־בּֽוֹ׃ 12 פָּג֬וֹשׁ דֹּ֣ כְזָרִ֗ ךְ אַ֝ וּמַלְאָ֥
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that could be expected to divide friends. (The Hebrew proverb actually 
condemns gossip.)  φίλους καὶ οἰκείους (“friends and kin”) is a double 
translation of אלוף (“friend”).

s: (a) = m, (b) = G. read ܠ�ܟܣܝܘ = κρύπτειν, for ܠ�ܟܣܘ (Pinkuss).

17:10
G: (a) συντρίβει ἀπειλὴ καρδίαν φρονίμου, (b) ἄφρων δὲ μαστιγωθεὶς 

οὐκ αἰσθάνεται. “(a) A threat breaks the heart of a prudent man, (b) but 
a fool, (even when) beaten, perceives nothing.” m’s תֵּחַת is a G-stem 
imperfect from נח"ת “come down,” hence “impact.” This word gave the 
translators difficulty. G parses תחת as a causative H-stem (תָּחֵת), as if 
from גע"ר .חת"ת is rendered ἀπειλή also in 13:8; isa 50:2; 54:9. G’s “per-
ceives nothing” (or “does not take notice”) is a contextual guess for מאה, 
which became obscure once תחת was assumed to be causative.

s: ܠܘܚ�ܡܐ ܫܚܩ ܠܒܗ ܕܚܟܝ�ܡܐ. ܘܚܠܦ ܟܐܬܐ ܡܬܢܓܕ ܣܟܠܡܐ ܘܠܡܐ 
 A rebuke shatters the heart of the wise, (b) and instead of [or (a)“ .ܪܓܫ
‘because of ’] a blow, a fool is beaten and does not feel (it).” s first trans-
lates תחת as ܫܚܩ (“shatters”) = G, then as תַחַת = ܘܚܠܦ, thus accommo-
dating his two sources, though not very smoothly.

v proficit (“benefits”) and α′ πλῆξις (“a blow”) are contextual guesses. 
θ′ ηξει (“will reach”) and t עאלא (“enters”) are basically correct.

17:12
G: (a) ἐμπεσεῖται μέριμνα ἀνδρὶ νοήμονι, (b) οἱ δὲ ἄφρονες διαλογιοῦνται 

κακά. “(a) Cares will befall an intelligent man, (b) but fools are preoc-
cupied with evils.” G’s point is that although the intelligent man is not 
immune to worries, the fool is constantly in anxiety about pending mis-
fortune. to express this idea, G uses wordplays: דב with דאבה (“worry”) 
and שכול (properly: “bereft”) with שׂכ"ל (“be intelligent”). it is clear that 
the wordplays are deliberate and homiletically motivated, because דב 
is unproblematic and, outside of Proverbs, consistently translated ἄρκος 
(“bear”). in Prov 28:15, G identifies דב with Aramaic דאב and trans-
lates λύκος (“wolf ”), though דב means “bear” in Aramaic also. to enable 
his homily, G also ignores the Hebrew word order in ἀνδρὶ νοήμονι (see 
comment on 11:21). ואל כסיל was understood as elliptical for “and cares 
fall upon (וְאֶל) a fool.” κακά is loosely based on m באולתו; cf. 13:6. The 
result is an idea out of line with m-Proverbs’ belief that wisdom brings 
security and confidence (1:33; 3:23; 10:9; 28:1). in 17:10, too, G concedes 
the occasional vulnerability of the wise. The sentiment of G 17:12a is 
closer to that of Qoh 1:18. The idea of the evildoer living in anxiety may 
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have been imported from Prov 17:13. Given these uncertainties, further 
retroversion is not feasible.

s: ܢܦܠ ܪܢܝܐ ܘܕܚܠܬܐ ܠܓܒܪܐ ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ. ܘܠܣܟܠܡܐ ܒܫܛܝܘܬܗ. “(a) Care 
and fear may befall a wise man (b) and a fool in his folly.” s = G, but 
translating μέριμνα by a hendiadys: ܪܢܝܐ ܘܕܚܠܬܐ (with a sg verb).

 תמיש [ (תפסוק) v (recedet) tl (ܬܥܢܕ) mQ G (κινηθήσεται) s תמוש 17:13
mK (graph י → ו)

The intransitive qere is required by context.

 G: near dittog/haplog) (ܕܡܡܐ) s *דמים ;G (λόγοις) *מלים [ m מים 17:14
(רד → ר equal; s: near dittog ,לי↔י

m reads, literally, “releasing water—the start of a quarrel, so before a 
quarrel breaks out, leave off!” in other words, provoking a quarrel is like 
opening a sluice gate. The flow begins as a trickle but quickly surges out 
of control; see AbP.

G: (a) ἐξουσίαν δίδωσιν λόγοις ἀρχὴ δικαιοσύνης, (b) προηγεῖται δὲ τῆς 
ἐνδείας στάσις καὶ μάχη. “(a) righteous rule gives authority to words, 
(b) but sedition and strife go before poverty.” G’s translation is a guess at 
a difficult verse, connecting to m only in miscellaneous words. (G does 
not know the meaning of התגלע but renders it differently in each occur-
rence [17:14; 18:1; 20:3; see de waard 2006, 266–68]. in fact, modern 
lexicographers also guess its meaning.) Nevertheless, it is possible to 
retrovert λόγοις to מִלִּים, where m has מים. The validity of G’s reading is 
supported by the idiom in Ps 22:8b, יַפְטִירוּ בְשָׂפָה (“they let loose with 
the lip”), i.e., “shoot off their mouths” in insult. The graphic mechanism 
of the dittography or haplography לי↔י is unclear, but it is also unclear 
why the translator would make the change. G’s source text should be 
translated, “releasing words starts a quarrel, so before a quarrel breaks 
out, leave off.” That is to say, uncontrolled speech provokes conflict—a 
teaching found often in wisdom literature, such as in Prov 10:19 and 
17:27. both m and G’s reconstructed source text are valid proverbs. in 

ה מִבֵּיתֽוֹ׃  עָ֗ ה לאֹ־⌈תָמ֥וּשׁ⌉ רָ֝ חַת טוֹבָ֑ עָה תַּ֣ יב רָ֭ בְּאִוַּלְתּֽוֹ׃ 13 מֵשִׁ֣
יק  יב נְטֽוֹשׁ׃ 15 מַצְדִּ֣ ע הָרִ֖ תְגַּלַּ֗ ית מָד֑וֹן וְלִפְנֵי֥ הִ֝ יִם רֵאשִׁ֣ ר מַ֭ 14 פּ֣וֹטֵֽ

יר  ם׃ 16 לָמָּה־זֶּה֣ מְחִ֣ ה גַּם־שְׁנֵיהֶֽ הוָ֗ ת יְ֝ יק תּוֹעֲבַ֥ יעַ צַדִּ֑ שָׁע וּמַרְשִׁ֣ רָ֭
ח  עַ וְאָ֥ ב הָרֵ֑ ת אֹהֵ֣ יִן׃ 17 בְּכָל־עֵ֭ ה וְלֶב־אָֽ יל לִקְנ֖וֹת חָכְמָ֣ בְּיַד־כְּסִ֑
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fact, G’s rendering, too, though not in my view correct, creates a valid 
proverb, because proverbs can emerge in the act of translating.

v construes the proverb as a warning against imprudence, translat-
ing 17:14b as et antequam patiatur contumeliam iudicium deserit (“and 
before he suffers insult he abandons judgment”).

s: ܕܐܫܕ ܕܡܡܐ ܕܝܢܐ ܡܓܪܓ ܩܕܡ ܫܠܝܛܐ. “(a) He who spills blood 
(b) provokes a judgment before the ruler.” s has ܕܡܡܐ (“blood”) = דמים 
for מים. This arose by a near dittography of the ר of פוטר. s is struggling 
to make sense out of this text. t combines s and m: אשיד דמא היך מיא 
(“he who spills blood like water”).

17:15
G: (a) ὃς δίκαιον κρίνει τὸν ἄδικον, ἄδικον δὲ τὸν δίκαιον, (b) ἀκάθαρτος 

καὶ βδελυκτὸς παρὰ θεῷ. “(a) He who judges the unjust as just, and the 
just as unjust, (b) is impure and disgusting before God.” G has a double 
translation of תועבת, probably for emphasis but perhaps also for the 
sake of quantitative balance (Gerleman 1956, 25). since G speaks of only 
one person in 17:15a, it ignores שניהם in 17:15b.

17:16 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (17:16a) (elab)

17:16a
G: (a) ὃς ὑψηλὸν ποιεῖ τὸν ἑαυτοῦ οἶκον, ζητεῖ συντριβήν. (b) ὁ δὲ σκολιάζων 

τοῦ μαθεῖν ἐμπεσεῖται εἰς κακά. “(a) He who raises high his own house 
seeks disaster, (b) and he who turns aside from learning will fall into 
evils.” G 17:16aa ≈ m 17:19b. G’s raising one’s house is a clearer image 
of haughtiness than m’s idiom in 17:19b of raising the door (פתח). G 
17:16ab represents and paraphrases a few words taken from m 17:20, 
namely, עקש לב (“he whose heart is crooked”) and יפול ברעה (“will fall 
into evil”). G 17:16a probably originated as a Hebrew verse composed 
(like many sayings in m-Proverbs itself) from components of other 
verses. G 17:16a can be retroverted approximately to מגביה ביתו מבקש 
 infinitive is (judging + עקש The locution .שבר ועקש ללמוד יפל ברעה
from the thirteen usages of עִקֵּש in the Hb) foreign to bH usage and was 
composed by a later scribe. some mss of v include 17:16a in 17:16.

17:17
G: (a) εἰς πάντα καιρὸν φίλος ὑπαρχέτω σοι, (b) ἀδελφοὶ δὲ ἐν ἀνάγκαις 

χρήσιμοι ἔστωσαν. (c) τούτου γὰρ χάριν γεννῶνται. “(a) let there be to 
you a friend for every occasion, (b) and let (your) brothers be useful in 
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tribulations, (c) because for this were they born.” G turns m’s statement 
into advice. stichoi 17:17bc recapitulate m 17:17b expansively, lest one 
get the grim impression that a brother being “born” for trouble means 
that he is destined to suffer it.

17:18
G: (a) ἀνὴρ ἄφρων ἐπικροτεῖ καὶ ἐπιχαίρει ἑαυτῷ (b) ὡς καὶ ὁ ἐγγυώμενος 

ἐγγύῃ τὸν ἑαυτοῦ φίλον. “(a) A foolish man applauds and takes pleasure 
in himself, (b) just like one who pledges himself by (giving) surety for 
his friend.” תוקע כף (“strikes the hand”) is translated twice in 17:18a and 
is understood as an expression of joy, as in Ps 47[46]:2, where the phrase 
is rendered κροτήσατε χεῖρας (“clap hands”). (G misunderstands the 
idiom in Prov 11:15 as well.)

G is unbalanced, comparing the fool’s smug pleasure in himself with 
the very different happiness one gets when providing a friend with finan-
cial help. This awkwardness results from the translator’s assumption that 
the guarantor is offering surety for his friend, as in G 6:1. (what is actu-
ally happening is that a loan guarantor shakes [lit. “strikes” or “clasps”] 
the lender’s hand to seal an agreement to provide surety on behalf of a 
third party, the borrower [AbP].) The lender in this situation is the guar-
antor’s רע (“neighbor,” “acquaintance.”) G assumes that providing surety 
for a friend is a worthy deed; thus too in sir 29:14–20. (both G and ben 
sira may be reflecting an awareness of the necessity of loan guarantees in 
a more commercialized economy.) At the same time, G 6:1 (like sir 8:13; 
29:20) acknowledges the risks involved in doing so.

17:19–21
G shapes these verses into three couplets, whose pairing is marked by 

the particle δέ (bAP): 17:19–20a, 20b–21a, and 21b–21c.

הוּ׃  ה לִפְנֵ֥י רֵעֵֽ רֻבָּ֗ ב עֲ֝ ף ערֵֹ֥ עַ כָּ֑ ב תּוָֹקֵ֣ ם חֲסַר־לֵ֭ ד׃ 18 אָדָ֣ ה יִוָּלֵֽ צָרָ֗ לְ֝
ב  בֶר׃ 20 עִקֶּשׁ־לֵ֭ תְח֗וֹ מְבַקֶּשׁ־שָֽׁ יהַּ פִּ֝ ה מַגְבִּ֥ ב מַצָּ֑ שַׁע אֹהֵ֣ ב פֶּ֭ הֵֽ 19 אֹ֣

סִיל לְת֣וּגָה ל֑וֹ  ה׃ 21 ילֵֹ֣ד כְּ֭ לְשׁוֹנ֗וֹ יִפּ֥וֹל בְּרָעָֽ ךְ בִּ֝ א יִמְצָא־ט֑וֹב וְנֶהְפָּ֥ ֹ֣ ל
ה תְּיַבֶּשׁ־ כֵאָ֗ ה וְר֥וּחַ נְ֝ ב גֵּהָ֑ מֵחַ יֵיטִ֣ ל׃ 22 לֵב֣ שָׂ֭ י נָבָֽ ח אֲבִ֣ שְׂמַ֗ א־יִ֝ ֹֽ וְל

ט׃  הַטּ֗וֹת אָרְח֥וֹת מִשְׁפָּֽ ח לְ֝ ע יִקָּ֑ חֵיק⌉ רָשָׁ֣ חַד ⌈בְּ֭ ֽרֶם׃ 23 שֹׁ֣ גָּֽ
ן  אָבִיו בֵּ֣ עַס לְ֭ רֶץ׃ 25 כַּ֣ יל בִּקְצֵה־אָֽ סִ֗ ה וְעֵינֵי֥ כְ֝ ין חָכְמָ֑ 24 אֶת־פְּנֵי֣ מֵבִ֣
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17:19
G 17:19 = m 17:19a. m 17:19b is lacking in G here but appears in 

different form in G 17:16aa; see the comment there. The cause of the 
dislocation is uncertain.

(שק → קש metath) (ܕܥܫܝܩ) s *עשק [ m G (σκληροκάρδιος) עקש 17:20
G = m, but the latter also appears partially in G 17:16ab. Though 

σκληροκάρδιος is not the standard translation of עקש לב, it is a reason-
able approximation, and it is not clear that the Hebrew should be retro-
verted to קשה לב (as bHQ does). in any case, what bHQ calls sa‘adia’s 
“identical translation” does not witness to קשה, since his comment on 
the verse presupposes m.

s: ܕܥܫܝܩ ܠܒܗ (“he whose heart is oppressed”). s had עֲשֻׁק לב for m’s 
לב  s says that “the man whose heart is oppressed will not find .עקש 
good.” This pessimistic statement arose by a metathesis that was cer-
tainly accidental, not exegetical.

17:21 fin ] + 1 stichos G (21c) (antithesis)
G: (a) καρδία δὲ ἄφρονος ὀδύνη τῷ κεκτημένῳ αὐτήν. (b) οὐκ εὐφραίνεται 

πατὴρ ἐπὶ υἱῷ ἀπαιδεύτῳ, (c) υἱὸς δὲ φρόνιμος εὐφραίνει μητέρα αὐτοῦ. “(a) 
and the heart of the fool is a misery to its possessor. (b) A father does not 
rejoice over an uneducated son, (c) but a prudent son makes his mother 
rejoice.”

G’s additional 17:21c is a converse translation of 10:1b. it provides 
an antithesis to 17:21b and with it forms a couplet, which disappeared 
when G paired 17:21a with 20b.

(מ → ב graph) m מֵחֵיק [ G (ἐν κόλπῳ) *בְּחֵיק 17:23
G: (a) λαμβάνοντος δῶρα ἐν κόλπῳ ἀδίκως οὐ κατευοδοῦνται ὁδοί, (b) 

ἀσεβὴς δὲ ἐκκλίνει ὁδοὺς δικαιοσύνης. “(a) The ways of him who unjustly 
takes gifts in the bosom do not prosper, (b) and a wicked man perverts 
the ways of righteousness.” ἐν κόλπῳ = בחיק. m’s רשע (“evildoer”) has a 
double translation: first used adverbially, ἀδίκως, then as the subject of 
17:23b, ἀσεβὴς. (s does not translate the word.)

17:24
s’s ܿܒ̈ܥܘܡܩܝܗ (“in the depths [of the earth],” for m’s בקצה) alludes to 

the underworld and hints that this is the fool’s (early) destination.
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17:26
G: (a) ζημιοῦν ἄνδρα δίκαιον οὐ καλόν, (b) οὐδὲ ὅσιον ἐπιβουλεύειν 

δυνάσταις δικαίοις. “(a) to punish a righteous man is not good, (b) nor 
is it pious to scheme against righteous princes.” G’s ὅσιον—a restate-
ment of טוב (“good”)—makes disloyalty to princes a religious offense. G 
explains להכות (“smiting”) as “scheming,” which is the more usual way 
of harming princes. G loosely renders נדיבים על ישר without attention 
to syntax. in a similar vein v has principem qui recta iudicat (“the prince 
who judges right”). s’s ܠܙܕܝܩ̈ܐ ܕܐܡܪ̈ܝܢ ܬܪ̈ܝܨܬܐ (“righteous men who 
speak the truth”) is more accurate; see AbP.

 [ (ודמכיכיא רוחיה) t ≈ (ܘܕܢܓܝܪܐ) mK ≈ G (μακρόθυμος δὲ) ≈ s וקר 17:27
(י → ו graph) mQ v (pretiosi) יְקַר

The ketiv וקר רוח (“cool of spirit”), rather than the qere יקר רוח (“pre-
cious of spirit”), is earlier and preferable. רוח  recalls the egyptian קר 
idiom “the cool man,” meaning the man who is characterized by repose 
(see AbP). קר רוח is supported by the doublet in 14:29, with ארך אפים 
(“patient” or “long-suffering”). The qere’s “precious of spirit” is a graphic 
change prompted by an unfamiliarity with the idiom “cool of spirit.” 
“Precious spirit” does not occur elsewhere, but נפש יקרה is used in Prov 
6:26. t’s ודמכיכיא רוחיה (“and he whose spirit is humble”) is an inter-
pretation of the unparalleled idiom וקר רוח rather than a translation of 
the easier יקר רוח, since t translated the similar idiom נפש יקרה in 6:26 
using יקירתא.

G: (a) ὃς φείδεται ῥῆμα προέσθαι σκληρόν, ἐπιγνώμων, (b) μακρόθυμος δὲ 
ἀνὴρ φρόνιμος. “(a) He who refrains from uttering a harsh word, is intel-
ligent, (b) and the patient man is prudent.” G adds “harsh” to explain 
what kind of words should be curbed.

17:28
G: (a) ἀνοήτῳ ἐπερωτήσαντι σοφίαν σοφία λογισθήσεται, (b) ἐνεὸν δέ τις 

ἑαυτὸν ποιήσας δόξει φρόνιμος εἶναι. “(a) wisdom will be ascribed to the 

ים  יק לאֹ־ט֑וֹב לְהַכּ֖וֹת נְדִיבִ֣ מֶר לְיוֹלַדְתּֽוֹ׃ 26 גַּ֤ם עֲנ֣וֹשׁ לַצַּדִּ֣ יל וּ֝מֶ֗ כְּסִ֑
ישׁ תְּבוּנָֽה׃ 28 גַּ֤ם  עַת וְקַר־ר֗וּחַ אִ֣ עַ דָּ֑ מָרָיו יוֹדֵ֣ ךְ אֲ֭ עַל־יֽשֶֹׁר׃ 27 חוֹשֵׂ֣

שׁ  תַאֲוָה יְבַקֵּ֣ יו נָבֽוֹן׃ 18:1 לְֽ ם שְׂפָתָ֣ ב אֹטֵ֖ חֲרִישׁ חָכָ֣ם יֵחָשֵׁ֑ אֱוִ֣יל מַ֭
ם־ י אִֽ סִיל בִּתְבוּנָה֑ כִּ֗ ץ כְּ֭ א־יַחְפֹּ֣ ֹֽ ע׃ 2 ל ה יִתְגַּלָּֽ ד בְּכָל־תּ֝וּשִׁיָּ֗ נִפְרָ֑
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unintelligent man who consults wisdom, (b) and whoever makes himself 
mute will be thought to be prudent.” The translator understood מחריש 
(“be silent”) in the extended sense of “be quiet and pay attention” (as 
in m-isa 41:1 [≠ G]), hence “consults.” חכם is used twice: σοφίαν and 
σοφία. This is not exactly a double translation, since the words do not fill 
the same syntactic slot. rather, once the translator understood מחריש 
as implying attention, hence consultation, he had to explain just what 
the object of consultation was. The image “shutting the lips” is (rather 
unnecessarily) demetaphorized.

(נ → ו graph) G (προφάσεις) *לתאנה [ (ܒܪܓܬܐ) m s לתאוה 18:1
G: (a) προφάσεις ζητεῖ ἀνὴρ βουλόμενος χωρίζεσθαι ἀπὸ φίλων, (b) ἐν 

παντὶ δὲ καιρῷ ἐπονείδιστος ἔσται. “(a) A man who wishes to separate 
himself from friends seeks pretexts, (b) and at all times he will be dis-
graced.” προφάσεις = לְתֹאֲנָה (Cappelli, ref de lagarde). This correspon-
dence is unique but cannot be excluded, because πρόφασις occurs only 
four times in translated texts. The error could have arisen by נ → ו con-
fusion, such as mentioned by Kennedy (1928, 68–69). The rest of the 
verse is a reasonable attempt to render a difficult text. βουλόμενος is dis-
tant from לתאוה in placement and meaning and is not a doublet (contra 
bHQ). v = G.

s: ܪܢܐ ܒܪܓܬܐ܂ ܘܡ�ܝܩ ܒܝܘܠܦܢܐ ܛܒܐ  And in (a)“ .ܘܒܫܬܝܩܘܬܗ 
silence he thinks about desire (b) and mocks good instruction.” s con-
tinues 17:28a, which describes the fool who keeps silent. He does not 
do so from prudence, s explains, but because he is preoccupied with his 
cravings and lusts. s ܡ�ܝܩ (“mocks”) translates יתגלע, as in 20:3, associ-
ating it with לע"ג (baumgartner; bHQ).

18:2
G: (a) οὐ χρείαν ἔχει σοφίας ἐνδεὴς φρενῶν. (b) μᾶλλον γὰρ ἄγεται 

ἀφροσύνῃ. “(a) He who lacks good sense has no use for wisdom, 
(b) because he is instead led by folly.” G 18:2b departs considerably from 
m. G’s ἄγεται associates התגלות with גל"ה “go into exile,” as in, e.g., 
Amos 7:11, 17; isa 23:1 (erroneously, as in the present verse); and Jer 
40[47]:1.

s: ܣܟܠܡܐ ܠܡܐ ܨܿܒܼܐ ܒܚܟ�ܬܐ܂ ܡܛܠ ܕܪܢܐ ܠܒܗ ܒܫܛܝܘܬܐ. “(a) The 
fool does not desire wisdom, (b) because his heart dwells on folly.” s uses 
some of G’s phrasing but continues the theme of the silent fool from 
17:27–18:1, in spite of a Hebrew text that says almost the contrary.
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18:3
G: (a) ὅταν ἔλθῃ ἀσεβὴς εἰς βάθος κακῶν, καταφρονεῖ, (b) ἐπέρχεται δὲ αὐτῷ 

ἀτιμία καὶ ὄνειδος. “(a) when a wicked man comes to the depth of evils he 
shows scorn, (b) and dishonor and disgrace come upon him.” Jäger sug-
gests that G’s “comes to the depth of evils” paraphrases בא באגם (dittog 
of בא), lit. “in a pool,” hence “to the depths”; then “of evils” was added to 
explain the apparent metaphor. but the semantic distance between “pool” 
and “depths” is great. it is more likely that G did not understand that בוז 
is the subject of “comes” and found it necessary to add the phrase to give 
the movement of “coming” an appropriate terminus.

s: ܘܡܡܐ ܕܐܬܐ ܥܘܠܡܐ ܠܥܘܡܩܐ ܕܒܝܫ̈ܬܐ܂ ܐܬܝܐ ܥܠܘܗܝ ܫܛܝܘܬܐ 
 ,when the wicked man comes to the depth of evils (a)“ .ܘܨܥܪܐ ܘܚܣܕܐ
(b) there come upon him stupidity and contempt and shame.” s incor-
porates G’s εἰς βάθος κακῶν. (s, independently of G, made use of “to the 
depths” to allude to the underworld in 17:24.) like G, s misunderstands 
the function of בוז but tries to make sense of it on his own. The syntax 
of s 18:3b resembles G insofar as it ignores “with” but departs from G by 
placing the three nouns קלון ,בוז, and חרפה in the second stich. s thereby 
turns the verse into a warning of the evildoer’s fate in “the depths,” that 
is, the underworld, as in s 17:24.

G (λόγος) (reform) *דבר [ (ܡ̈ܠܝ) m s דברי 18:4
G (ἐν καρδίᾳ) (reform) *בלב [ (ܦܘܡܗ ܕ) m s פי
G (ζωῆς) (assim, reform) *חיים [ (ܕܚܟ�ܬܐ) m s חכמה

G: (a) ὕδωρ βαθὺ λόγος ἐν καρδίᾳ ἀνδρός, (b) ποταμὸς δὲ ἀναπηδύει καὶ 
πηγὴ ζωῆς. “(a) A word is deep water in the heart of a man, (b) a welling 
river and a fount of life.”

G’s differences from m in this verse may have arisen in Greek or in the 
Hebrew source text. For פי, G has ἐν καρδίᾳ, a choice that bHQ explains 
as assimilation to 20:5. For m’s “fount of wisdom” G has πηγὴ ζωῆς. 
This may be an assimilation to the more common חיים  ;10:11) מקור 

יִם  ה׃ 4 מַ֣ עִם־קָל֥וֹן חֶרְפָּֽ א גַם־בּ֑וּז וְֽ שָׁע בָּ֣ בוֹא־רָ֭ בְּהִתְגַּלּ֥וֹת לִבּֽוֹ׃ 3 בְּֽ
ע  ת פְּנֵי־רָשָׁ֣ ה׃ 5 שְׂאֵ֣ עַ מְק֣וֹר חָכְמָֽ בֵ֗ ישׁ נַ֥חַל נֹ֝ י פִי־אִ֑ מֻקִּים דִּבְרֵ֣ עֲ֭
יו  יב וּ֝פִ֗ אֽוּ בְרִ֑ סִיל יָבֹ֣ י כְ֭ ט׃ 6 שִׂפְתֵ֣ יק בַּמִּשְׁפָּֽ דִּ֗ לאֹ־ט֑וֹב לְהַטּ֥וֹת צַ֝
שׁ נַפְשֽׁוֹ׃  יו מוָֹקֵ֥ סִיל מְחִתָּה־ל֑וֹ וּ֝שְׂפָתָ֗ י־כְ֭ א׃ 7 פִּֽ מַהֲלֻמ֥וֹת יִקְרָֽ לְֽ
ה  ם מִתְרַפֶּ֣ טֶן׃ 9 גַּ֭ ם יָרְד֥וּ חַדְרֵי־בָֽ הֵ֗ ים וְ֝ תְלַהֲמִ֑ רְגָּן כְּמִֽ י נִ֭ 8 דִּבְרֵ֣
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13:14; 14:27). “Assimilation,” it should be noted, is not in itself a reason 
to ascribe a difference to the translation process and reject its status as 
a variant. Assimilation is also a means of creating new proverbs from 
existing sayings. if there was an underlying Hebrew in the present verse, 
it was מים עמקים דבר בלב איש, נחל נבע מקור חיים.

several medieval mss Kr have חיים, which almost certainly is an 
adjustment, probably accidental, to the expected idiom. whatever the 
motivations for the changes, both variants form valid proverbs.

18:5
G has τὸ δίκαιον where m has צדיק. G several times translates a person 

type as an abstraction, e.g., 5:5; 14:10; 15:6; 18:5; 23:28.

(gram) (מייתן) G (ἄγουσιν) t *יביאו [ (ܥܐ̈ܠܢ) m s יבאו 18:6
 :G) (ܠ�ܘܬܐ) s *למות ;G (τὸ θρασὺ θάνατον) *ההמה למות [ m למהלמות
div, scrambling ההמה → למה; s: homoi למ⌒למ)

G: (a) χείλη ἄφρονος ἄγουσιν αὐτὸν εἰς κακά,  (b) τὸ δὲ στόμα αὐτοῦ 
τὸ θρασὺ θάνατον ἐπικαλεῖται. “(a) The lips of a fool lead (him) to evils, 
(b) and his rash mouth summons death.” G had יביאו (or understood 
the verb as ּיָבִאו). The direct object “him” was supplied from context. 
in 18:6b, τὸ θρασὺ θάνατον = לַמָּוֶת  lit. “which murmurs for) הָהֹמֶה 
death”). הומיה is translated θρασεῖα in 9:13. G’s ההמה למות comes from  
 .למהלמות ,a redivision and scrambling of m’s consonants ,ההמהלמות
The cause was the repeated consonant sequences, but exact steps of the 
process cannot be determined.

s: ܣ̈ܦܘܬܗ ܕܣܟܠܡܐ ܥܐ̈ܠܢ ܒܕܝܢܐ܂ ܘܦܘܡܗ ܡ�ܛܐ ܠܗ ܠ�ܘܬܐ. “(a) 
The lips of the fool enter into litigation, (b) and his mouth brings him 
to death.” s’s “to death” reflects למות, which partially coincides with G’s 
reading. s’s reading must have arisen by homoio in למהלמות, skipping 
over הלמ because of the repeated למ.

t’s )מייתן )ליה (“bring [him]”) takes יבאו as causative. This is one of 
the rare cases in which t agrees with G against s and m. t’s rendering is 
surprising, because he must be using a pointed text. but the agreement 
with G is coincidental, as shown by the fact that t and G supply different 
words as complements, εἰς κακά and דינא (“judgment,” “conflict”).

 עצלה תפיל תרדמה [ m ≈ s דברי נרגן כמתלהמים והם ירדו חדרי־בטן 18:8
 G (ὀκνηροὺς καταβάλλει φόβος, ψυχαὶ δὲ ἀνδρογύνων *ונפש רמיה תרעב
πεινάσουσιν) (transf from m 19:15, unc)

G: (a) ὀκνηροὺς καταβάλλει φόβος, (b) ψυχαὶ δὲ ἀνδρογύνων πεινάσουσιν. 
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“(a) Fear casts lazy people down, (b) and the souls of effeminate (men) 
will starve.” G here is fairly close to m 19:15, but there the Greek is quite 
different. The translation in 19:15 is tied to context. Apparently G’s 
source text had m 19:15 in 18:8 as well, but it is hard to explain the dis-
parity between the translations. m 18:8 = m 26:22, but G 26:22 ≠ G 18:8. 
in other words, assimilation was at times one of the translator’s motives, 
but it was not applied consistently.

s: ܠܬܘ̈ܢܐ ܠܗ  ܡܚ̈ܬܢ  ܘܗ̈ܢܝܢ  ܒܒܝܫܬܐ܂  ܠܗ  ܪ̈ܡܝܢ  ܕܚܒܢܢܐ   ܡ̈ܠܘܗܝ 
 The words of the sluggard cast him into evil, (b) and they (a)“ .ܕܫܝܘܠ
bring him down to the chambers of sheol.” ܚܒܢܢܐ (“lazy”) takes the 
meaning of נרגן from G. (s does not know the meaning of the word and 
translates it differently at each occurrence [16:28; 18:8; 26:20, 22].) s 
translates חדרי בטן as ܬܘ̈ܢܐ ܕܟܪܣܐ (“chambers of the belly”) in 20:27 
and 30, while in 26:22 it renders it as ܠܬܘ̈ܘܢܐ ܕܠܒܐ (“chambers of the 
heart”). in the present verse s wants to provide a clear deterrent to the 
disfavored behavior, since m’s “and they go down into the chambers 
of the belly” does not seem to be a bad outcome (and, in fact, is not 
intended as such).

 mmss G (ἰώμενος מתרפא [ (ܘܐܝܢܐ ܕܡܪܦܐ ܐ̈ܝܕܘܗܝ) m ≈ s מתרפה 18:9
ἑαυτόν) (aur)

G: (a) ὁ μὴ ἰώμενος ἑαυτὸν ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις αὐτοῦ (b) ἀδελφός ἐστιν τοῦ 
λυμαινομένου ἑαυτόν. “(a) He who does not heal himself by his labors 
(b) is the brother of the one who harms himself.” since G could easily 
have understood מתרפה as “slack off,” its natural sense in this context, 
his source text probably had מתרפא. The latter writing, found also in a 
Geniza fragment (rüger 1959, 275) and a number of medieval mss Kr, 
arose in Hebrew copying by careless association of the two homophones. 

ם יְהוָ֑ה בּֽוֹ־יָר֖וּץ  ז שֵׁ֣ ית׃ 10 מִגְדַּל־עֹ֭ עַל מַשְׁחִֽ ח ה֗וּא לְבַ֣ בִמְלַאכְתּ֑וֹ אָ֥
ה בְּמַשְׂכִּיתֽוֹ׃  שְׂגָּבָ֗ ה נִ֝ שִׁיר קִרְיַת֣ עֻזּ֑וֹ וּכְחוֹמָ֥ ב׃ 11 ה֣וֹן עָ֭ יק וְנִשְׂגָּֽ צַדִּ֣

בָר  יב דָּ֭ ישׁ וְלִפְנֵי֖ כָב֣וֹד עֲנָוָֽה׃ 13 מֵשִׁ֣ הּ לֵב־אִ֑ בֶר יִגְבַּ֣ 12 לִפְנֵי־שֶׁ֭

ישׁ יְכַלְכֵּ֣ל מַחֲלֵ֑הוּ  ה׃ 14 רֽוּחַ־אִ֭ ע אִוֶּ֥לֶת הִיא־ל֗וֹ וּכְלִמָּֽ רֶם יִשְׁמָ֑ בְּטֶ֣
ים תְּבַקֶּשׁ־ כָמִ֗ זֶן חֲ֝ עַת וְאֹ֥ בוֹן יִקְנֶה־דָּ֑ נָּה׃ 15 לֵ֣ב נָ֭ י יִשָּׂאֶֽ ה מִ֣ כֵאָ֗ וְר֥וּחַ נְ֝
יק הָרִאשׁ֣וֹן  נּוּ׃ 17 צַדִּ֣ ים יַנְחֶֽ יב ל֑וֹ וְלִפְנֵי֖ גְדלִֹ֣ דָם יַרְחִ֣ ן אָ֭ עַת׃ 16 מַתָּ֣ דָּֽ
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The error forced the addition of the negative and created a rather awk-
ward statement.

18:10
G ἐκ μεγαλωσύνης (“from the greatness”), which is supported by αλ′ 

(ἐκ μεγέθους ἔργων), misconstrues מִגְדַּל as מִגֹּדֶל.

18:11
G: (a) ὕπαρξις πλουσίου ἀνδρὸς πόλις ὀχυρά, (b) ἡ δὲ δόξα αὐτῆς μέγα 

ἐπισκιάζει. “(a) The property of a rich man is a strong city, (b) and its 
honor gives much shade.” ἡ δὲ δόξα explains the metaphor of “wall.”  
Hitzig retroverts the Greek to וכבודה, but that is graphically distant from 
m’s כחומה. in 18:11b, G’s “shade” associates m’s במשכיתו with שׂכ"כ/
 is rendered by ἐπισκιάζειν in Ps 91[90]:4 סכ"כ) .(”to cover over“) סכ"כ
and by σκιάζειν in 1 Chr 28:18 and Job 40:22.)

s: ܐܝܩܪܐ ܘܥܘܬܪܐ ܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܕܥܘܫܢܗ܂ ܘܒܫܘܪܐ ܥܫܝܢܐ ܡܫܪܝܗ. “(a) His 
strong city is glory and wealth, (b) and in a strong wall is his dwelling.” s 
continues the description of the righteous man’s rewards (hence ܥܘܬܪܐ 
“wealth” for “rich man” in 18:11a). s thereby avoids praising wealth, as 
m seems to do, and enhances the moral message. ܡܫܪܝܗ derives the dif-
ficult משכיתו from סכ"כ, but differently than G. That s had the very 
different משכן (bHQ) is doubtful.

18:14
G: (a) θυμὸν ἀνδρὸς πραύ̈νει θεράπων φρόνιμος, (b) ὀλιγόψυχον δὲ ἄνδρα 

τίς ὑποίσει; “(a) A sensible servant eases a man’s anger, (b) but who will 
bear a discouraged man?” The first stich seems like a guess at the dif-
ficult Hebrew. G’s guess creates a proverb with a rather subtle lesson: 
although it is prudent to appease the anger of one’s master, fainthearted-
ness, with the refusal to say anything that may irritate him, is intolerable. 
(m would be best translated, “A man’s spirit can sustain him in sickness, 
but an ill spirit—who can bear it?”)

(כ → ב graph) (ܬܩܢܐ) s *נכון [ m G (φρονίμου) נבון 18:15
 everywhere in s-Proverbs except for כו"ן corresponds to a form of ܬܩܢ

here and 20:24. Here too it probably represents נכון. but m’s נבון best fits 
the context and the parallel חכמים.

א [ mK יבא 18:17 mQ (gram, equal) ובָֽ
either the ketiv (ֹיָבא) or the qere is possible, but the qere’s use of the 
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conjunction (reflected apparently in G’s and s’s “and when”) seems to be 
an attempt to smooth out the abrupt introduction of the second stich as 
the ketiv has it. Abruptness, however, is often characteristic of Proverbs’s 
style. one type of this asyndesis is discussed in AbP 1.256.

G: (a) δίκαιος ἑαυτοῦ κατήγορος ἐν πρωτολογίᾳ. (b) ὡς δ’ ἂν ἐπιβάλῃ ὁ 
ἀντίδικος, ἐλέγχεται. “(a) A righteous man is his own opponent at the 
start of the plea, (b) but when the litigant responds, he [i.e., the latter] 
is refuted.” πρωτολογία is the prosecutor’s right to speak first (Gels). 
G ἐπιβάλλειν here means “respond to an accusation,” and ἐλέγχειν has 
its classical sense of “refute,” “disprove” (bAP). using technical judicial 
terminology, the verse says that the righteous man can effectively plead 
his own case and rebut accusations. righteousness endows a man with 
rhetorical powers.

18:18
G: (a) ἀντιλογίας σιγηρὸς [Gb s* A mss; var: κλῆρος Gsc v mss rahlfs syrH] 

παύει κλῆρος, (b) ἐν δὲ δυνάσταις ὁρίζει. “(a) The silent man [var: “the lot”] 
stops conflicts (b) and separates princes.” σιγηρός is oG, while κλῆρος 
(“lot”) (= m) is the revision. The translator used “silent man” out of a 
hesitation to praise lot casting; similarly 16:33.

(?graph) (ܕܡܬܥܕܪ) G (βοηθούμενος) s *נושע [ m נפשע 18:19
ים [ mK ומדונים mocQ mor (dial? norm) וּ֝מִדְיָנִ֗

G: (a) ἀδελφὸς ὑπὸ ἀδελφοῦ βοηθούμενος ὡς πόλις ὀχυρὰ καὶ ὑψηλή, 
(b) ἰσχύει δὲ ὥσπερ τεθεμελιωμένον βασίλειον. “(a) A brother helped by 
a brother is like a fortified and lofty city (b) and is as strong as a well-
founded palace.” G is largely a guess at an obscure verse, rendered with 
little attention to word order. Nevertheless, βοηθούμενος can be plausibly 
retroverted to נוֹשָׁע (lit. “is saved,” i.e., “helped”). βοηθεῖν renders יש"ע 
(H-stem) in, e.g., deut 22:27; 28:29, 31; Josh 10:6; and most significantly 
(in the N-stem) in Prov 28:18.

s ܕܡܬܥܕܪ (“is helped”) (whence tl דמתעדר; cf. bHQ) is probably 

ים  ין עֲצוּמִ֣ ל וּבֵ֖ ית הַגּוֹרָ֑ דְיָנִים יַשְׁבִּ֣ הוּ וַחֲקָרֽוֹ׃ 18 מִ֭ עֵ֗ בְּרִיב֑וֹ ⌈יָבאֹ⌉־רֵ֝
י  יחַ אַרְמֽוֹן׃ 20 מִפְּרִ֣ ים⌉ כִּבְרִ֥ ז ⌈וּ֝מְדוֹנִ֗ ע מִקִּרְיַת־עֹ֑ ח נִפְשָׁ֥ יד׃ 19 אָ֗ יַפְרִֽ

חַיִּים בְּיַד־ וֶת וְ֭ ע׃ 21 מָ֣ יו יִשְׂבָּֽ ת שְׂפָתָ֣ ע בִּטְנ֑וֹ תְּבוּאַ֖ ישׁ תִּשְׂבַּ֣ פִי־אִ֭
צ֗וֹן  צָא ט֑וֹב וַיָּפֶ֥ק רָ֝ שָּׁה מָ֣ א אִ֭ ל פִּרְיָֽהּ׃ 22 מָצָ֣ יהָ יאֹכַ֥ אֹהֲבֶ֗ לָשׁ֑וֹן וְ֝
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dependent on G. The mechanism of change from נפשע to נושע is 
unclear, but נפשע would not have been rendered “is helped.” Given the 
difficulties of the verse, G ὡς πόλις is uncertain evidence for כקרית*, 
though that is a reasonable emendation if the original said something 
positive about the brother.

on the ketiv-qere, see the comment on 6:14.

(י → ו graph) morK תביאת [ moc morQ תבואת 18:20
G’s ἀπὸ καρπῶν (“and from the fruits”) in 18:20b for m’s תבואת (“the 

produce of [sc. his lips]”) was influenced by the phrase “the fruit of the 
mouth” in 18:20a as well as in 12:14a and 13:2a.

18:21
Jäger and others retrovert G’s οἱ δὲ κρατοῦντες αὐτῆς (“and those who 

seize it”) to ָוְאֹחֲזֶיה, for m’s ואהביה, but there is no graphic similarity 
between ז and ב to explain the error. The notion of “loving” the tongue 
(an organ that can produce either good or evil) may have puzzled the 
translator (as it does some modern commentators, e.g., delitzsch and 
Clifford). moreover, m may have seemed susceptible to a misreading 
advocating garrulousness. (it actually means to cherish fine speech.) For 
caution’s sake, the translator substituted κρατεῖν. by this translation, the 
verse inculcates the familiar teaching of controlling one’s tongue; com-
pare the advice in 21:23 and 16:32. The notion of “control” accords with 
the metaphor of ἐν χειρί in the first stich.

 (ܛܒܬܐ) rab G (ἀγαθήν) αλ′ (χρηστήν) syrH (ἀγαθήν) s טובה + [ אשה 18:22
t (טבתא) (> m) (explic)
fin ] + 2 stichoi G (22a: cf.  s) (dbl, vocal)

G: (a) ὃς εὗρεν γυναῖκα ἀγαθήν, εὗρεν χάριτας, (b) ἔλαβεν δὲ παρὰ θεοῦ 
ἱλαρότητα. “(a) He who has found a good wife, has found happiness, (b) 
and has received joy from God.”

“woman” is modified by “good” in several sources (see above), includ-
ing Hexaplaric translations that must have had it in their Hebrew. Note 
especially the rabbinic sources, b. ber. 8a; b. yeb. 63b; mid. shohẹr tov 
151ab, with this addition. some manuscripts of v (A mss) add bonam.

m 18:22a speaks of the good fortune of finding a wife, thereby prais-
ing marriage itself. (The sages were, however, well aware that unfortu-
nate matches are possible; cf. 19:13; 21:9, 19; 25:24; 27:15). G and other 
witnesses add “good,” to make it clear that only a virtuous woman is a 
blessing. “Good” must have been present in the Hebrew source text of G 
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18:22a, since אשה טובה is reflected in G 18:22a, which, in Hebrew, is a 
doublet of G 18:22a. The Hexaplaric translations (see above) must have 
had it in their Hebrew as well. to be sure, “good” could have been added 
without a textual basis, as in v mss. in fact, the medieval commenta-
tors, though using m without this word, emphasized that אשה refers 
only to a good woman. Nevertheless, the diversity of the sources cited, 
and the presence of טובה in talmudic and midrashic citations, show that 
the word was found in some ancient Hebrew mss and that the expanded 
form had become a proverb in its own right.

18:22a
G: (a) ὃς ἐκβάλλει γυναῖκα ἀγαθήν, ἐκβάλλει τὰ ἀγαθά. (b) ὁ δὲ κατέχων 

μοιχαλίδα ἄφρων καὶ ἀσεβής. “(a) He who expels a good wife expels hap-
piness [lit. “the good”; pl], (b) but he who retains an adulteress is foolish 
and wicked.” G 18:22aa is a variant of m 18:22a, with טובה. The trans-
lator of 18:22aa implicitly vocalizes מצא as an H-stem participle: מֹצִא 
(“expel”) twice. The play on the consonantal מצא required knowledge of 
a Hebrew text; hence this verse too witnesses to טובה in the source of G 
18:22a.The Hebrew underlying G 18:22a could be vocalized מֹצִא אִשָּׁה 
 The former was probably .מָצָא אִשָּׁה טוֹבָה מָצָא טוֹב or טוֹבָה מֹצִא טוֹב
the primary intended sense, but the double reading may be deliberate as 
well. it creates the converse of the preceding verse: it is good to find a 
good wife and bad to divorce her.

The second stich, 18:22ab, was not available to s (see below). Hence it 
is probably a later addition in Greek. it supplies an antithesis to the first 
stich, 18:22aa, and also reminds the reader of the importance of divorc-
ing an adulteress, which was obligatory in rabbinic law.

After m 18:22, s adds only 18:22aa: ܡܦܩ ܛܒܬܐ  ܐܢܬܬܐ   ܘܕܡܦܩ 
ܒܝܬܗ ܡܢ   And he who expels a good wife expels good from“) ܛܒܬܐ 
his house”). s had the equivalent of G 18:22aa in its source text but not 
18:22ab. Joosten (1995, 71–72) says that the second rendering of 18:22 
(i.e., G 18:22aa) is a translation of G but with attention to m. However, 
if s were dependent on G here, it would probably have copied the entire 
G addition. Also, s 18:22ab is not identical to G 18:22a but adds “from 

עִים  ישׁ רֵ֭ יר יַעֲנֶ֥ה עַזּֽוֹת׃ 24 אִ֣ עָשִׁ֗ שׁ וְ֝ מֵיְהוָֽה׃ 23 תַּחֲנוּנִ֥ים יְדַבֶּר־רָ֑
שׁ  שׁ הוֹלֵ֣ךְ בְּתֻמּ֑וֹ מֵעִקֵּ֥ ח׃ 19:1 טֽוֹב־רָ֭ ק מֵאָֽ ב דָּבֵ֥ הֵ֗ עַ וְיֵשׁ֥ אֹ֝ לְהִתְרעֵֹ֑
ץ בְּרַגְלַ֣יִם  עַת נֶפֶ֣שׁ לאֹ־ט֑וֹב וְאָ֖ יר⌉׃ 2 גַּ֤ם בְּלאֹ־דַ֣ יו וְה֣וּא ⌈עָשִֽׁ פָתָ֗ שְׂ֝
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his house” to explain (unnecessarily) where the woman must be expelled 
from. The likelihood is that s had a Hebrew form of 18:22a in its source 
text, which was implicitly vocalized as מֹצִיא אִשָּׁה טוֹבָה מֹצִא טוֹב.

18:23 m s ] > G (unc)
G lacks 18:23–19:2. i see no mechanical or ideological reason that 

would motivate the omission of these four verses from G.

18:24 m s ] > G (unc)
s: (a) ܐܝܬ ܪ̈ܚ�ܡܐ ܕܪ̈ܚ�ܡܐ ܐܢܘܢ (b) = m. “(a) There are friends who 

are (truly) friends.” s construes איש (correctly) as יש, in accordance with 
the sebir; see AbP.

19:1 m ] > G (unc)
יל [ vmss (dives) (ܥܬܝܪܐ) s *עשיר m (reform) כְסִֽ

since a similar verse is omitted in 21:5, one might weigh whether G 
chose to omit 19:1 because the second stich seems to disparage ambi-
tion. still, the first stich is entirely acceptable to G, and that too is absent. 
Also, 19:1 is part of a block of four omitted verses, so its absence cannot 
be explained individually.

s: ܛܒ ܗܘ ܡܣܟܢܐ ܕܡܗܠܟ ܒܬܡܝ�ܘܬܐ܂ ܝܬܝܪ ܡܢ ܥܬܝܪܐ ܕܡܥܩ̈�ܢ 
 The poor man who goes in innocence (b) is better than a (a)“ .ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗ
rich man whose ways are twisted.” s 19:1b ≈ m 28:6b.

v: A variant in v has dives (“rich man”) rather than insipiens (“fool”). 
since the phrase is absent from both G and ol, and v here differs from 
the way it translates 28:6b (quam dives pravis [“than a crooked rich 
man”]), the unexpected dives seems to be original and thus to witness 
independently to a Hebrew variant. t סכל = m.

m 19:1 is ideologically unexceptionable, and it is unlike v to make 
radical changes for the sake of aesthetics or poetic logic (s, admittedly, 
might do so.) earlier scribes in the Hebrew transmission, however, felt 
more at liberty to transfer verses and verse components, so the s-v vari-
ant has a claim to antiquity. As a rule we would not expect a significant 
Hebrew variant in Jerome. Nevertheless, the independent testimony of 
s and v support the hypothesis that there was a variant proverb, with 
28:6b in place of 19:1b. The fact that G lacks 18:23–19:2 suggests that 
this part of the text was in flux fairly late.

m reads, “better a poor man who walks in his innocence than a man 
of crooked lips who is a dolt.” This saying is unbalanced and rather 
banal, for an innocent poor man is better than either a liar or a fool, and 
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combining the two only weakens the force of the contrast. in a “better 
than” proverb like this, the second line should mention a quality that, 
other things being equal, is more desirable than indigence; see AbP. in 
any case, both the m and the s-v variant are valid proverbs.

19:2 m s ] > G (unc)

עהוּ [ mA y מֵרֵעֵהוּ 19:4 ml (vocal err) מֵרֵ֥

19:6
G: (a) πολλοὶ θεραπεύουσιν πρόσωπα βασιλέων, (b) πᾶς δὲ ὁ κακὸς 

γίνεται ὄνειδος ἀνδρί. “(a) many serve the faces of kings, (b) but every 
bad man becomes a reproach to (another) man.” similar phraseology 
occurs in G 29:26a, where θεραπεύουσιν translates מבקשים (lit. “seek”). 
in 19:6a, G has “kings” for m’s נדיב (“noble”). As in 25:15; 28:16; and 
29:12, G elevates a high-ranking person (מֹשֵׁל ,נגיד ,קצין) to royal status 
so as to underscore the seriousness of the advice. κακός construes הרע 
as הָרָע. According to Gels, ὄνειδος = מדון (for m’s מתן), but that cor-
respondence does not occur elsewhere. it seems that having begun the 
translation on a wrong track in 19:6b by assuming that וכל הרע לאיש 
means “but every bad man to a man,” the translator then had to plug 
in a word (“disgrace”) that made sense of the clause. This antithesis was 
not created for literary elegance but to make sense of a misunderstood 
text.

s is based on m but largely ignores its syntax.

stichoi G (7c–f) (elab) 4 + [ ממני 19:7
mQ (aur, equal) לוֹֹ [ mK לאֹ

The ketiv and the qere are “equal” insofar as 19:7c is incomprehensible 
by either variant.

ף לִבּֽוֹ׃ 4 ה֗וֹן יסִֹ֭יף  ה יִזְעַ֥ הוָ֗ דָם תְּסַלֵּף֣ דַּרְכּ֑וֹ וְעַל־יְ֝ א׃ 3 אִוֶּלֶ֣ת אָ֭ חוֹטֵֽ
יחַ  ה וְיָפִ֥ א יִנָָּקֶ֑ ֹ֣ קָרִים ל ד׃ 5 עֵ֣ד שְׁ֭ הוּ⌉ יִפָּרֵֽ ל ⌈מֵרֵעֵ֥ דָ֗ ים וְ֝ ים רַבִּ֑ רֵעִ֣

ל  ן׃ 7 כָּ֥ ישׁ מַתָּֽ עַ לְאִ֣ רֵ֗ יב וְכָל־הָ֝ בִּים יְחַלּ֣וּ פְנֵיֽ־נָדִ֑ א יִמָּלֵֽט׃ 6 רַ֭ ֹ֣ ים ל זָבִ֗ כְּ֝
ים לאֹ־ ף אֲמָרִ֣ נּוּ מְרַדֵּ֖ רֵעֵהוּ רָחֲק֣וּ מִמֶּ֑ י מְ֭ ף כִּ֣ הוּ אַ֤ נֵאֻ֗ שׁ ׀ שְֽׂ אֲחֵי־רָ֨

קָרִים  ה לִמְצאֹ־טֽוֹב׃ 9 עֵ֣ד שְׁ֭ בוּנָ֗ ר תְּ֝ ב נַפְשׁ֑וֹ שׁמֵֹ֥ ב אֹהֵ֣ נֶה־לֵּ֭ מָּה׃ 8 קֹֽ הֵֽ
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G: (a) πᾶς, ὃς ἀδελφὸν πτωχὸν μισεῖ, (b) καὶ φιλίας μακρὰν ἔσται. (c) 
ἔννοια ἀγαθὴ τοῖς εἰδόσιν αὐτὴν ἐγγιεῖ, (d) ἀνὴρ δὲ φρόνιμος εὑρήσει αὐτήν. 
(e) ὁ πολλὰ κακοποιῶν τελεσιουργεῖ κακίαν. (f) ὃς δὲ ἐρεθίζει [var: περικεντεῖ 
Gmss] λόγους [var: λόγοις GComplut mss], οὐ σωθήσεται. “(a) everyone 
who hates a poor brother (b) will also be far from friendship. (c) Good 
understanding will come to those who know it, (d) and a sensible man 
will find it. (e) He who does much evil fully accomplishes evil, (f) and 
he who provokes [var: “pierces”] by words will not be saved.” (The dative 
λόγοις in 19:7f, though poorly attested, seems necessary.)

G 19:7ab: G converts the first couplet from a cynical assertion to a 
moral lesson, partly by ignoring the Hebrew word order and by treating 
the morphology loosely. After 19:7b, G adds two couplets, verse 7cd and 
verse 7ef (not marked in rahlfs as additions). 

G 19:7cd: The second couplet is an independent proverb absent from 
m. it is an addition present in G’s source text and can be retroverted to 
ימצאנו תבונה  ואיש  ליודעיו  טוב   ἐγγιεῖ looks like the translator’s .שכל 
addition, to clarify the elliptical Hebrew construction “x to y” (found 
also in Ps 111:10). behind ἔννοια ἀγαθή lies Hebrew שכל טוב. (ἔννοια = 
 in Prov 16:22; the other words translated by ἔννοια are not modified שֵׂכֶל
by “good,” as שֵׂכֶל is in 3:4; 13:15; Ps 111:10; and 2 Chr 30:22.) The ret-
roverted Hebrew could also be translated: “(c) There is good intelligence 
for those who know it, (d) and the man of good sense will attain it.” (“it” 
in 19:7cd refers to “good intelligence.”)

G19:7ef: The third couplet, like the second, had a Hebrew source. 
τελεσιουργεῖ κακίαν represents the Hebrew idiom כלה רעה (see 1 sam 
20:7, 9; 25:17). The couplet is related to the enigmatic m 19:7c (מרדף 
 and the semantic association between אמרים = by λόγοις (אמרים לא המה
“pursuing” (מרדף) and “provoking” (ἐρεθίζει). The Hebrew behind this 
couplet cannot be retroverted except by guesswork. This is unfortunate, 
because it might have provided a clue to the correct form of m 19:7c, an 
isolated and meaningless clause that looks like the mangled fragment of 
a lost couplet. G’s negative (οὐ) seems to support the qere, but the sen-
tence is too distant from m to determine just what was in its source. v 
is influenced by G.

s 19:7c (ܐܝܢܐ ܕܛܪܟܢ ܒ̈�ܠܘܗܝ ܠܡܐ ܫܪܝܪ; “He who is malicious in his 
words is not strong”) ≈ G 19:7f.

19:8
s has ܗܝ�ܢܘܬܐ (“faith”) for תבונה. bHQ says, opaquely, that s arises 
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“via אמונה.” in fact, א/ת interchange is possible in the paleo script (a, 
t). For the phenomenon, see talmon 1981, 504–21. The error was facili-
tated by the fact that “keep faith” felt more natural.

19:10
G: (a) = m; (b) καὶ ἐὰν οἰκέτης ἄρξηται μεθ’ ὕβρεως δυναστεύειν. “(b) 

or if a home slave begins to rule with arrogance.” G’s addition of μεθ’ 
ὕβρεως allows for the possibility that a home slave can properly gain 
control, as 17:2 asserts (even more emphatically in G than in m).

ml (vocal err) וְתִפאַרְתּוֹ [ mA y וְתִפְאַרְתּוֹֹ 19:11
ml’s reading is an obvious scribal error. m’s האריך is understood as 

an infinitive (for H-stem infinitives absolute with this writing, see GKC 
§53k) and translated as a noun in s (ܢܓܝܪܘܬ “lengthening”); tl (נגירות); 
v (per patientiam “by patience” [+ noscitur “is known”]). (in fact, m’s 
(.could be an infinitive; GKC §53l הֶאֱרִיךְ

For unclear reasons, t has אורחיה (“his way”) for אפו.

19:12
For נהם ככפיר (“roar like a lion”), G substitutes ὁμοία βρυγμῷ λέοντος 

(“like the bite of a lion”). G-Proverbs may not know the meaning of נהם. 
it is translated differently in each of its occurrences in Proverbs (θυμοῦ 
[“anger”] in 20:2 and πεινῶν [“hungry”] in 28:15; on 5:11 see the com-
ment). elsewhere in the bible נהם is usually translated, correctly, with 
a word meaning “shout” or “roar.”4 in a sense, G is more logical than 
m, since it is the lion’s bite, not his roar, that is dangerous. G translates 
19:12a quite differently in its doublet, 20:2a.

4. both Gels and lsJ give “roaring” as one sense of βρυγμός, but both refer only 
to this verse. This is a case of imposing the meaning of the Hebrew word on the Greek.

יל תַּעֲנ֑וּג  א־נָאוֶה֣ לִכְסִ֣ ֹֽ ד׃  פ  10 ל ים יאֹבֵֽ יחַ כְּזָבִ֣ ה וְיָפִ֖ א יִנָָּקֶ֑ ֹ֣ ל
יךְ אַפּ֑וֹ  דָם הֶאֱרִ֣ כֶל אָ֭ ים׃ 11 שֵׂ֣ ל בְּשָׂרִֽ בֶד ׀ מְשֹׁ֬ י־לְעֶ֤ ף כִּֽ אַ֗

ל עַל־ לֶךְ וּכְטַ֖ כְּפִיר זַעַ֣ף מֶ֑ שַׁע׃ 12 נַהַ֣ם כַּ֭ ר עַל־פָּֽ תִפְאַרְתּ֗וֹ⌉ עֲבֹ֣ ⌈וְ֝
ה׃  ד מִדְיְנֵי֥ אִשָּֽׁ רֵ֗ לֶף טֹ֝ יל וְדֶ֥ ן כְּסִ֑ אָבִיו בֵּ֣ שֶׂב רְצוֹנֽוֹ׃ 13 הַוֹת לְ֭ עֵ֣

יל  צְלָה תַּפִּ֣ לֶת׃ 15 עַ֭ ה מַשְׂכָּֽ ה אִשָּׁ֥ הוֹן נַחֲלַ֣ת אָב֑וֹת וּ֝מֵיְהוָ֗ יִת וָ֭ 14 בַּ֣
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19:13
G: (a) αἰσχύνη πατρὶ υἱὸς ἄφρων, (b) καὶ οὐχ ἁγναὶ εὐχαὶ ἀπὸ μισθώματος 

ἑταίρας. “(a) A foolish son is a disgrace to his father, (b) and vows (paid) 
from a harlot’s wages are not sacred.” G’s αἰσχύνη (“disgrace”) for הות 
(“disaster”) is probably influenced by knowledge of what a foolish son is 
said to cause in 19:26 and 29:15: to disgrace his parents. s ܒܗܬܬܐ = G 
≠ m 19:13b. (A variant of 19:13b is rendered fairly literally in G 27:15.)

it is possible that G’s source text read מנדני (“from the gifts”); for מדיני 
(bHQ; see ezek 16:33, though the term used there is אתנן). more likely, 
G has chosen to provide a more specific interpretation of מדיני אשה by 
introducing a teaching based on deut 23:19. The present verse looks like a 
cautionary response—albeit belated—to Prov 7:14, in which the strange 
woman says, “i have peace offerings. today i pay my vows [εὐχάς].” in 
21:9 as well, G redirects the topic from the contentious woman to one of 
greater moral import. (in 21:19; 25:24; and 27:15, however, G maintains 
m’s complaint about the obnoxious wife.) GA, continuing the ancient 
practice of combining monostichs to make new proverbs, adds 19:13c: 
καὶ ὀδύνη τῇ τεκούσῃ αὐτοῦ (“and misery to his mother”) = 17:25b.

19:14
G: (a) οἶκον καὶ ὕπαρξιν μερίζουσιν πατέρες παισίν, (b) παρὰ δὲ θεοῦ 

ἁρμόζεται γυνὴ ἀνδρί. “(a) Fathers allocate a house and possessions to 
children, (b) but a woman is matched [or ‘betrothed’] to a man by God.” 
in a similar vein, Gen. rab. §68 says that God has been arranging mar-
riages ever since creation. The translation of משכלת as “matched”/“fit 
together” may be playing on שׂכל (“cross,” hence “interleave”; de lagarde 
vocalizes מְשֻׂכָּלֶת, with reference to Gen 48:14). lady wisdom uses 
ἁρμόζουσα to describe what she was doing “with God” at creation (8:30).

19:15
G: (a) δειλία κατέχει ἀνδρογύναιον, (b) ψυχὴ δὲ ἀεργοῦ πεινάσει. 

“(a) timidity seizes the effeminate man, (b) and the soul of the lazy will 
starve.” תרדמה (actually “deep sleep”) is understood to mean fear also in 
G-Gen 15:12 and G-Job 33:15. The lazy man is called “effeminate” just 
as the diligent one is called ἀνδρεῖος, that is to say, possessing the manly 
virtues (10:4; 13:4; etc.). bAP sees a connection between 19:14–15 and 
Plato’s Symposium 189de, which speaks of man, woman, and androgyne 
as the three primordial human types. but the similarity is slight.
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mK (gram) יומת [ (ימות) mQ G (ἀπολεῖται) v (mortificabitur) t ימות 19:16
The qere “will die” rather than the ketiv “be put to death” is certainly 

right, because the penalty for being contemptuous is not capital punish-
ment.

in s, ܢܬܩܛܠ can represent either the ketiv (Hp-stem) or the qere 
(G-stem).

19:18
where m reads ֹֹוְאֶל־הֲמִיתו, G’s εἰς δὲ ὕβριν (“to arrogance”) implicitly 

vocalizes ֹוְאֶל הֶמְיָתו; cf. ὑβριστικόν = המה in 20:1. s ܘܠܨܥܪܗ (“and to his 
insult/arrogance”) = G.

(ר → ד graph) mK גרל [ (ܚ�ܬܢܐ) mQ G (πολλά) ≈ s גדל 19:19
The ketiv is a meaningless mechanical error. G πολλὰ and s ܚ�ܬܢܐ 

(“wrathful”) witness to the qere, so it must have existed as a textual vari-
ant.

G: (a) κακόφρων ἀνὴρ πολλὰ ζημιωθήσεται, (b) ἐὰν δὲ λοιμεύηται, καὶ τὴν 
ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ προσθήσει. “(a) A malicious man will be severely punished, 
(b) and if he is obnoxious [lit. ‘pestilent’], he will also add (punishment) 
to himself.” λοιμεύηται = יליץ (“is arrogant” or the like) for m’s תציל (de 
lagarde). or possibly G read תליץ, which is ungrammatical but closer to 
m’s consonants. (Compare how G treats תוסף in 19:19b as 3rd masc sg)

s: in 19:19a, s’s intense “wrathful” implies the notion of “great” = qere. 
 s may be influenced by G for the .יליץ does not translate (”sin“) ܡܥܠܡܐ
general sense, since m is difficult. (m says, “if you save him,” and one 
may wonder how and why this would happen.)

יו  ר נַפְשׁ֑וֹ בּוֹזֵה֖ דְרָכָ֣ צְוָה שׁמֵֹ֣ ר מִ֭ ב׃ 16 שׁמֵֹ֣ ה וְנֶפֶ֖שׁ רְמִיָּה֣ תִרְעָֽ תַּרְדֵּמָ֑
נְךָ כִּי־יֵשׁ֣  ר בִּ֭ ל וּ֝גְמֻל֗וֹ יְשַׁלֶּם־לֽוֹ׃ 18 יַסֵּ֣ ןֽ דָּ֑ ⌈יָמֽוּת⌉׃ 17 מַלְוֵה֣ יְ֭הוָה ח֣וֹנֵֽ

י  נֶשׁ כִּ֥ שֵׂא עֹ֑ מָה נֹ֣ דָֽל⌉־חֵ֭ ךָ׃ 19 ⌈גְּֽ א נַפְשֶֽׁ מִית֗וֹ אַל־תִּשָּׂ֥ תִּקְוָה֑ וְאֶל־הֲ֝
ם  עַן תֶּחְכַּ֥ מַ֗ ר לְ֝ צָה וְקַבֵּ֣ל מוּסָ֑ ע עֵ֭ ף׃ 20 שְׁמַ֣ יל וְע֣וֹד תּוֹסִֽ צִּ֗ אִם־תַּ֝

יא תָקֽוּם׃  ה הִ֣ הוָ֗ ת יְ֝ ישׁ וַעֲצַ֥ ךָ׃ 21 רַבּ֣וֹת מַחֲשָׁב֣וֹת בְּלֶב־אִ֑ בְּאַחֲרִיתֶֽ
ת יְהוָה֣  ישׁ כָּזָֽב׃ 23 יִרְאַ֣ שׁ מֵאִ֥ ם חַסְדּ֑וֹ וְטֽוֹב־רָ֝ ת⌉ אָדָ֣ 22 ⌈תְּבוּאַ֣

חַת גַּם־אֶל־ דוֹ בַּצַּלָּ֑ ן עָצֵ֣ל יָ֭ מַ֤ ע׃ 24 טָ֘ קֶד רָֽ ין בַּל־יִפָּ֥ לִ֗ עַ יָ֝ לְחַיִּי֑ם וְשָׂבֵ֥
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 שמע בני [ (ܫ�ܥ ܡܠ̣ܟܐ ܘܩܒܠ ܡܪܕܘܬܐ) m s שמע עצה וקבל מוסר 19:20
G (ἄκουε υἱέ παιδείαν πατρός σου) (assim) *מוסר אביך

G: (a) ἄκουε, υἱέ, παιδείαν πατρός σου, (b) = m. “(a) Hear, son, the 
instruction of your father.” G 19:20a = ָשְׁמַע בְּנִי מוּסַר אָבִיך, taken from 
1:8a, either in the Hebrew source text or in the Greek. The motive for 
this assimilation is not clear.

For m’s באחריתך s has ܒܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܟ (“in your ways”), which probably 
does not represent a variant; see the comment on 14:12.

19:21
G adds εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα (“for ever”) in 19:21b; compare Ps 33[32]:11.

m s (unc) תַּאֲוַ֣ת [ G *תבואת 19:22
m’s “A man’s desire (תאות) is his kindness” is not very meaningful. 

with G’s reading, the verse teaches that even a poor man has a “fruit,” a 
benefit he can provide to others, namely, his kindness (AbP). m 19:22b 
is what i call a disjointed proverb, on which see AbP 2.494–98. The 
reader is to complete the message by supplying what each clause lacks; 
thus: “and better (an honest) poor man than (a rich) liar.”

G: (a) καρπὸς ἀνδρὶ ἐλεημοσύνη, (b) κρείσσων δὲ πτωχὸς δίκαιος ἢ 
πλούσιος ψεύστης. “(a) Kindness is fruit for a man. (b) And better a righ-
teous poor man than a rich liar.” G adds “righteous” to make it clear that 
not every poor man has preference to a rich liar, or any liar. καρπός = 
 G fills in the blanks .(AbP; de lagarde; cf. G 10:16b and G 15:6d) תְּבוּאַת
of the disjointed proverb in 19:21b to guide the reader.

s has ܪܓܬܗ (“desire”) (= m) but adds ܥܬܝܪܐ (“rich”) (= G). t ריגתא 
= s.

(ד → ר graph) G (γνῶσις) *דע [ (ܒܝܫܬܐ) m s רע 19:23
G: (a) φόβος κυρίου εἰς ζωὴν ἀνδρί, (b) ὁ δὲ ἄφοβος αὐλισθήσεται ἐν τόποις, 

οὗ οὐκ ἐπισκοπεῖται γνῶσις. “(a) The fear of the lord is [i.e., leads] to life 
for a man, (b) but the unfearing will dwell in places where knowledge 
does not visit.” The erroneous ַדֵּע made the verse appear to mean that he 
who fears the lord “dwells sated, without being visited by knowledge,” 
which could hardly be said of the God-fearer. The translator avoided 
this implication by clever parsing of the rest of the clause. He construed 
 to mean overconfident, thus unfearing, hence (in the light (”sated“) שבע
of the first stich) not fearing God. such a person will dwell (ילין) in places 
where knowledge (דע) does not visit (ֹבל יִפְקד). These are spiritual waste-
lands such as mentioned in G 9:12c.
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ὁ αἰώνιος (“the eternal one”) in Gv 106 (*161 mg) 252 = עד, an error for דע. 
both variants must have arisen in Hebrew.

19:24
G: (a) ὁ ἐγκρύπτων εἰς τὸν κόλπον αὐτοῦ χεῖρας ἀδίκως, (b) οὐδὲ τῷ 

στόματι οὐ μὴ προσαγάγῃ αὐτάς. “(a) He who hides (his) hands in his 
bosom unjustly (b) certainly cannot bring them forth to (his) mouth.” 
The translator misunderstood צלחת (actually “dish”) as “bosom” (as 
in 26:15a, q.v.), making the present verse into a warning against taking 
bribes. Consequently, m’s עצל was replaced by ἀδίκως in order to make 
the deed a moral issue; see the comment on 10:5. it is possible that “hides 
his hands in his bosom” means to be stingy, like the idiom κόλπῳ χεῖρας 
ἔχειν (“to keep one’s hand in one’s pocket”) (lsJ 974, κόλπος ii; suggested 
by d. A. teeter, pers. comm.). However, the added ἀδίκως suggests that a 
distinctly immoral act is in question.

s: ܚܒܢܢܐ ܕܡܛܫܐ ܐ̈ܝܕܘܗܝ ܒܥܘܒܗ܂ ܐܦ ܠܡܐ ܠܦܘܡܗ ܢܩܪܒ ܐܢܝ̈ܢ. “(a) 
A sluggard who hides his hands in his bosom (b) does not even bring 
them near to his mouth.” s ≈ m, but “in his bosom” = G. Τ בשחאתיה, 
α′ σ′ μασχάλην, and v ascella understand the word to mean “armpit(s),” 
probably independently. This rendering is suggestive of a man hugging 
himself in inactivity, as in Qoh 4:5.

19:25
s: ܣܟܠܡܐ ܡܡܐ ܕܡܬܢܓܕ ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܡܙܕܗܪ܂ ܘܐܢ ܬܟܣ ܠܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܡܣܬܟܠ 

 when a fool is beaten, the wise man takes warning, (b) but (a)“ .ܝܕܥܬܐ
if you rebuke a wise man, he understands knowledge.” The translator 
follows the syntax of G (turning the imperatives into conditionals) but 
reverses the meaning of the first clause by translating פתי as “wise man.” 
it may seem more “logical” that a wise man rather than a fool would 
learn a lesson.

דַל [ mA y חֲדַל 19:27 ml (vocal err) חַֽ
m is impossible—it commands the son to cease hearing words of 

עַת׃  ין דָּֽ נָב֗וֹן יָבִ֥ יחַ לְ֝ ם וְהוֹכִ֥ תִי יַעְרִ֑ כֶּה וּפֶ֣ נָּה׃ 25 לֵ֣ץ תַּ֭ א יְשִׁיבֶֽ ֹ֣ יהוּ ל פִּ֗
עַ  נִי לִשְׁמֹ֣ יר׃ 27 ⌈חֲדַל⌉־בְּ֭ ישׁ וּמַחְפִּֽ ן מֵבִ֥ ם בֵּ֗ יחַ אֵ֑ ב יַבְרִ֣ שַׁדֶּד־אָ֭ 26 מְֽ

ים  שָׁעִ֗ י רְ֝ ט וּפִ֥ יץ מִשְׁפָּ֑ לִיַּעַל יָלִ֣ ד בְּ֭ עַת׃ 28 עֵ֣ אִמְרֵי־דָֽ שְׁג֗וֹת מֵֽ ר לִ֝ מוּסָ֑
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instruction and, concomitantly, (to cease) straying from it.The versions 
offer no help.

G: (a) υἱὸς ἀπολειπόμενος φυλάξαι παιδείαν πατρὸς (b) μελετήσει ῥήσεις 
κακάς. “(a) A son who ceases to keep the instruction of (his) father (b) 
will meditate on bad words.” while G is meaningful in itself, it is hard 
to reconstruct a meaningful Hebrew source text. G forces sense out of 
his Hebrew—probably the same as m—by using some of m’s words and 
imposing a radical revision on the rest. if this is freedom, it is the free-
dom of desperation. Given G’s license in this verse it would be risky to 
retrovert φυλάξαι to לשמר, but see the comment on 6:16.

v: (a) non cesses fili audire doctrinam (b) nec ignores sermones scientiae. 
“(a) do not cease, my son, to hear instruction, (b) nor ignore discourses 
of knowledge.” v deals with the difficulty by supplying negatives.

s: ܦܘܫ ܒܪܝ ܘܫ�ܥ ܡܪܕܘܬܐ܂ ܘܠܡܐ ܬܛܥܐ ܡܡܐܡܪܐ ܕܝܕܥܬܐ. “(a) Cease 
my son, and hear instruction, (b) and you will not forget words of 
knowledge.” s too is straining to make the text meaningful; similarly t.

some commentators construe the verse as ironic, but this reading 
does not really work. on this and other attempts to deal with the prob-
lems, see AbP. There is very likely at least one textual error in this verse. 
instead of לשמע, the source text must have had a word implying repu-
diation, such as לשנא (“to hate” [toy; cf. 5:12]) or the graphically closer 
to spurn,” “to throw off“) לִפְרעַֹ ”; compare Prov 8:33; 13:18; and 15:32). 
A scribe might have looked at לפרע מוסר in the present verse and care-
lessly transformed it into the familiar מוסר  but in view of the .לשמע 
distance of the conjectures from m and the absence of external evidence 
for them, i have not included them in the apparatus.

בליעל 19:28 ܥܘܠܡܐ) m s עד  בליעל [ (ܣܗܕܐ  בן   G (ὁ ἐγγυώμενος *ערב 
παῖδα ἄφρονα) (graph ר → ד, dittog בב → ב, near dittog בנ → ב, dittog 
(בב → ב
(graph paleo? a → d) (ܕܝܢܐ .sc ,ܠܗ) G (κρίσεις) ≈ s *דין [ m און

G: (a) ὁ ἐγγυώμενος παῖδα ἄφρονα καθυβρίζει δικαίωμα, (b) στόμα δὲ 
ἀσεβῶν καταπίεται κρίσεις. “(a) He who gives surety for a foolish child 
dishonors what is just, (b) and the mouth of the wicked [pl] swallows 
down judgments.” m’s עד בליעל became (עָרֵב בֶּן בְּלִיַּעַל) ערב בן בליעל. 
This could have happened by a series of graphic errors (de lagarde) or 
by one confused misreading. in either case, it was a mechanical error. 
There is no ethical or religious motive to explain the change, which 
involves changing condemnation of a dishonest witness into a strange 
warning against giving surety—specifically on behalf of a foolish child—
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and then condemning this act not as foolish leniency but as a dishonor 
to justice. The very awkwardness of G’s advice indicates that the transla-
tor was struggling with a difficult Hebrew source. G’s κρίσεις = דין for m’s 
 ,is not. still ד → א is, of course, a common change, but י → ו The .און
the confusion may be due to the similarity between ד and א in the paleo 
script (d, a).

s: ܠܗ ܕܥܘܠܡܐ ܡܛܒܥ  ܘܦܘܡܗ  ܕܝܢܐ܂  ܡܥܫܢ  ܥܘܠܡܐ   A (a)“ .ܣܗܕܐ 
wicked witness overpowers (?) justice, (b) and the mouth of the wicked 
swallows it.” ܡܥܫܢ seems like a guess at the meaning of יליץ in an obscure 
verse. ליץ is not translated elsewhere by ܥܫܢ, but it is twice rendered by a 
near-synonym of “overpower”: ܐܠܨ in Ps 119:51 and ܣܚܦ in Prov 3:34. 
in 19:28b, s offers some independent support for דין, since s’s source text 
must have a synonym of משפט that could be replaced by a pronoun (ܠܗ) 
referring back to that word.

ים [ (ܟܐ̈ܒܐ) ? G (μάστιγες) s *שבטים 19:29 (פ → ב graph) m שְׁפָטִ֑
(וי → ו near dittog) (ܠܥ�ܡܐ) s *לגוי [ m G (ὤμοις) לגו

 as delitzsch points out, is ,שפטים .is the preferable reading שְׁבָטִים
used only of divine judgments, never of penalties inflicted by a human 
court of justice. elsewhere stupid people face mundane chastisements, 
usually beatings. The near-doublets of 19:29b in 10:13b and 26:3b sup-
port the appropriateness of reading שבטים. m’s לגו is the better reading, 
since the context speaks of individual, not national, punishment.

G: (a) ἑτοιμάζονται ἀκολάστοις μάστιγες (b) καὶ τιμωρίαι ὤμοις ἀφρόνων. 
“(a) blows are readied for the licentious, (b) and punishments for the 
backs of fools.” G associates this verse with the following context by 
using ἀκολάστοις for ללצים. μάστιγες = שבטים as in Job 21:9.

s: ܡܛܝܒܝܢ ܟܐ̈ܒܐ ܠܡܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܥܫܢܝܢ ܕܝܢܐ܂ ܘܡܚܘܬܐ ܠܥ�ܡܐ ܣܟܠܡܐ. “(a) 
Pains are readied for those who strengthen litigation [i.e., the litigious], 
(b) and blows for the foolish nation.” ܟܐ̈ܒܐ ≈ G and ܕܝܢܐ = m (bHQ). At 
the same time, ܕܡܥܫܢܝܢ ܕܝܢܐ is drawn from s 19:28 (Pinkuss). s-isa 51:23 
too has ܥ�ܡܐ for גו, raising the possibility that the s translator considers 

ים׃  ים⌉ וּ֝מַהֲלֻמ֗וֹת לְגֵו֣ כְּסִילִֽ ים ⌈שְׁבָטִ֑ וֶן׃ 29 נָכ֣וֹנוּ לַלֵּצִ֣ יְבַלַּע־אָֽ
כְּפִיר  ם׃ 2 נַהַ֣ם כַּ֭ א יֶחְכָּֽ ֹ֣ גֶה בּ֗וֹ ל ר וְכָל־שֹׁ֥ ה שֵׁכָ֑ ץ ⌈הַ֖יַּיִן⌉ הֹמֶ֣ 20:1 לֵ֣
יב וְכָל־ בֶת מֵרִ֑ אִישׁ שֶׁ֣ א נַפְשֽׁוֹ׃ 3 כָּב֣וֹד לָ֭ תְעַבְּר֗וֹ חוֹטֵ֥ לֶךְ מִ֝ ימַת מֶ֑ אֵ֣
יִם  יִן׃ 5 מַ֣ יר וָאָֽ ל⌉ בַּקָּצִ֣ שׁ ⌈יִשְׁאַ֖ חֹרֶף עָצֵ֣ל לאֹ־יַחֲרֹ֑ ע׃ 4 מֵ֭ יל יִתְגַּלָּֽ וִ֗ אֱ֝
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 in Num. rab. 13:6 (§103a), Prov .גוי to be sometimes equivalent to גו
19:29 is applied homiletically to foreigners. it is also possible that the 
midrash was aware of the reading לגוי and was using it homiletically. The 
same happens in G 26:3, supported by σ′ and ε′.

יַּין [ mA y הַיַּיִן 20:1 ml (vocal err) הַ֭

20:2
G: (a) οὐ διαφέρει ἀπειλὴ βασιλέως θυμοῦ λέοντος, (b) = m. “(a) The 

king’s threat does not differ from the rage of a lion.” G gives the converse 
of m 20:2a: not differing from the lion’s anger (G) is equivalent to being 
the same as its roar (m). Gmss add καὶ ἐπιμιγνύμενος (“he who mixes”), 
offering an alternate translation, one associated with מתערבו; see the 
comment on 14:10. G renders this sentence differently in 19:12a; s uses 
the same wording for both. s understands נהם as a participle.

20:3
Compare 17:14 and 18:1. see bHQ for the various attempts to deal 

with the unknown יתגלע.

ל [ mK ישאל 20:4 (gram, equal) (ܘܫܐܠ) mQ G (καὶ ὁ δανιζόμενος) s וְשָׁאַ֖
G: (a) ὀνειδιζόμενος ὀκνηρὸς οὐκ αἰσχύνεται, (b) ὡσαύτως καὶ ὁ δανιζόμενος 

σῖτον ἐν ἀμήτῳ. “(a) when reproached, the sluggard is not ashamed, (b) 
just like the one who borrows grain in the harvest.” This presupposes 
the vocalizations מְחֹרָף (“disgraced”), ׁיֶחֱרָש (lit. “be silent”), and וְשׁאֵֹל 
(the consonants of the qere). where m has ואין (“and there is nothing”), 
G provides “grain” as an object for the verb, to make it clear just what a 
sluggard lacks and must therefore (the translator infers) borrow. G takes 
the scene one step further and turns a practical comment into a psycho-
logical observation: the sluggard is as brazen as one who has the nerve to 
borrow grain in the harvest when he had failed to plant it himself. Note 
how the qere prefers a syndetic clause in the second stich, as in 18:17.

s: ܡܬܚܣܕ ܚܒܢܢܐ ܘܠܡܐ ܫܬܩ܂ ܘܫܐܠ ܒܚܨܕܐ ܘܠܝܬ ܡ̈ܝܐ. “(a) The 
sluggard reviles and does not shut up, (b) and he asks [sc. for water] in 
the harvest and there is no water.” s construes מ חרף (actually “after the 
rainy season”) as מְחָרֵף  and יחרש as “plow.” (ܐܬܚܣܕ can be either active 
or passive; hence “is reviled” = מְחֹרָף is also possible.) s also includes 
.from m 20:5, in 20:4. t = m ,מים
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20:5
G = m, with βουλή for עצה. s: ܥ�ܝܩܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܒܠܒܗ ܕܡܠܟܐ܂ ܘܓܒܪܐ 

 deep is a word in the heart of a king, (b) but a wise (a)“ .ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܢܕܠܝܗܿ
man can draw it up.” s attaches מים to the preceding verse, in spite of the 
resulting grammatical disagreement in עמקים עצה. “King” (for איש) is 
influenced by 25:3. s ܡܠܬܐ is based on λόγος, a reading found in G109 

147 157 297 (de lagarde). s is taking one word from G while ignoring the 
structure of the Greek sentence as a whole.

m (misinterp) יִ֭קְרָא [ v (vocantur) (ܡܬܩܪ̈ܝܢ) s *יִקָּרֵא 20:6
(וו → ו dittog) m חַסְדּ֑וֹ [ (ܡܪ̈ܚ�ܢܐ) G (ἐλεήμων) s *חסד

m would have to be translated, “many men call a man his kindness,” 
which is obscure. יקרא makes more sense and offers better parallelism 
when vocalized as a passive. The verse should be read יִקָּרֵא  רָב-אָדָם 
 many a one is called a kind man, but a“) אִישׁ חֶסֶד ואיש אמונים מי ימצא
trustworthy man, who can find?”). איש חסד appears in Prov 11:17 and 
isa 57:1.  רב אדם is used in a similar sense in ezek 23:42 and Zech 2:8.

G: (a) μέγα ἄνθρωπος καὶ τίμιον ἀνὴρ ἐλεήμων, (b) ἄνδρα δὲ πιστὸν ἔργον 
εὑρεῖν. “(a) A man is great, and a merciful man is precious, (b) and it 
is (hard) work to find a faithful man.” G (a) = יָקָר אִישׁ חֶסֶד ,רַב אָדָם. 
Apparently G parsed יקרא as an Aramaism, though it may have had יקר 
by haplography. G’s חסד is preferable to m’s חסדו, with its otiose pos-
sessive pronoun.

v misericordes (“merciful”) represents חסד, as does s’s ܡܪ̈ܚ�ܢܐ (“mer-
ciful”). v and s are independent of G elsewhere in the verse. vocantur 
.יִקָּרֵא =

s ܡܬܩܪ̈ܝܢ is also passive.

ישׁ  ם ⌈יִקָּ֭רֵא⌉ אִ֣ נָּה׃ 6 רָב־אָדָ֗ ישׁ תְּבוּנָה֣ יִדְלֶֽ ישׁ וְאִ֖ ה בְלֶב־אִ֑ מֻקִּים עֵצָ֣ עֲ֭
י בָנָי֣ו  יק אַשְׁרֵ֖ א׃ 7 מִתְהַלֵּ֣ךְ בְּתֻמּ֣וֹ צַדִּ֑ י יִמְצָֽ ים מִ֣ מוּנִ֗ ישׁ אֱ֝ סֶד⌉ וְאִ֥ ⌈חָ֑

י־יאֹ֭מַר  ע׃ 9 מִֽ ה בְעֵינָי֣ו כָּל־רָֽ ין מְזָרֶ֖ ב עַל־כִּסֵּא־דִ֑ לֶךְ יוֹשֵׁ֥ יו׃ 8 מֶ֗ אַחֲרָֽ
ת  ה תּוֹעֲבַ֥ ה וְאֵיפָ֑ אֶבֶן אֵיפָ֣ בֶן וָ֭ י׃ 10 אֶ֣ רְתִּי מֵחַטָּאתִֽ הַ֗ י טָ֝ יתִי לִבִּ֑ זִכִּ֣
ר  מַעֲלָלָיו יִתְנַכֶּר־נָעַ֑ר אִם־זַ֖ךְֽ וְאִם־יָשָׁ֣ ם׃ 11 גַּם֣ בְּ֭ ה גַּם־שְׁנֵיהֶֽ הוָ֗ יְ֝
ם׃ 13 אַל־ ה גַם־שְׁנֵיהֶֽ ה עָשָׂ֥ הוָ֗ ה יְ֝ יִן ראָֹ֑ מַעַת וְעַ֣ זֶן שֹׁ֭ פָּעֳלֽוֹ׃ 12 אֹ֣
ר  ע יאֹמַ֣ ע רַ֭ חֶם׃ 14 רַ֣ ע־לָֽ בַֽ ח עֵינֶי֣ךָ שְֽׂ שׁ פְָּקַ֖ נָה פֶּן־תִּוָּרֵ֑ ב שֵׁ֭ אֱהַ֣ תֶּֽ
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20:8
G: (a) ὅταν βασιλεὺς δίκαιος καθίσῃ ἐπὶ θρόνου, (b) οὐκ ἐναντιοῦται ἐν 

ὀφθαλμοῖς αὐτοῦ πᾶν πονηρόν. “(a) when a righteous king sits on the 
throne, (b) no evil can stand before his eyes.” G adds a moralizing δίκαιος, 
to make it clear that the proverb applies only to righteous kings. G omits 
 or represents it obliquely by δίκαιος. in 20:8b, G states the effect of דין
scattering, understanding the verb as passive (implicitly vocalized מְזרָֹה) 
and paraphrasing the action.

s ܘܡܬܒܕܪ̈ܢ (“are scattered”) = מְזרָֹה. s ܡܢ ܩܕܡܘܗܝ (“from before him”) 
is not necessarily based on מן עיניו but was produced by the assumption 
that the verb is passive. Also, it may have been unclear how a king can 
scatter people with his eyes.

20:9
G 20:9 = m 20:9. G 20:9a, 9b, 9c = m 20:20, 21, 22, respectively.

20:10
G: (a) στάθμιον μέγα καὶ μικρὸν καὶ μέτρα δισσά, (b) ἀκάθαρτα ἐνώπιον 

κυρίου καὶ ἀμφότερα. “(a) A big and a small stone, and a double measure: 
(b) both are unclean before the lord” (continues in 20:11). G 20:10a 
explains an idiom (“a stone and a stone, an ephah and an ephah”) that 
might not be clear if translated mechanically.

20:11
G: (a) καὶ ὁ ποιῶν αὐτὰ ἐν τοῖς ἐπιτηδεύμασιν αὐτοῦ συμποδισθήσεται. (b) 

νεανίσκος μετὰ ὁσίου, (c) καὶ εὐθεῖα ἡ ὁδὸς αὐτοῦ (continues from 20:10). 
“(a) and he who does these things will become entangled in his prac-
tices. (b) A youth (who goes) with a pious man—(c) his way is straight.” 
G 20:11a continues 20:10; G 20:11bc form a new proverb. Jäger and de 
lagarde consider ὁ ποιῶν αὐτά to be a graphic distortion of גם שניהם at 
the end of 20:10b, and Jäger retroverts συμποδισθήσεται to יתלכד, but the 
graphic similarities are not great, and the latter equivalence is not other-
wise attested. overall the contacts of the verse with m are loose, making 
retroversion very uncertain in the absence of recognized mechanical 
explanations.

20:13
G: (a) μὴ ἀγάπα καταλαλεῖν, ἵνα μὴ ἐξαρθῇς; (b) = m. “(a) do not love 

to babble, so that you not be removed.” G associates שנה (m שֵׁנָה) with 
 has a similar sense in שנ"ה ”.to repeat” (Jäger), hence “babble“ שנ"ה
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17:9, but G does not recognize it there. ἐξαίρειν renders יר"ש several 
times elsewhere (e.g., Judg 1:20, 21; 1 Kgs 14:24; 2 Kgs 21:2) and so does 
not necessarily reflect תגרש here, contrary to baumgartner.

20:14–19, 20–22
oG lacks 20:14–19, an absence that has not been explained. The verses 

are supplied in many mss from θ′. G has an equivalent of m 20:20–22 
at G 20:9a–9c,

20:14 m s ] > G (unc)
s twice misconstrues רע as ַרֵע (“friend”).

20:15 m s ] > G (unc)

20:16 m s ] > G (unc)
(ה → ם graph) mQ mss נָכְרִיָּה֣ [ (ܢܘܟܪ̈ܝܐ) mK v (extraneis) s נכרים

The qere is נָכְרִיָּה (= many mss Kr) as in the doublet in Prov 27:13. in 
both verses, the better reading is נָכְרִים. when זר is parallel to נכרי else-
where, the genders always match. (singular // plural parallelism, how-
ever, is frequent and not a problem.) נכריה is problematic also by imply-
ing that it is a woman—an alien or stranger, no less—who is taking a loan 
and needs a guarantor. even if a woman could in special circumstances 
receive a loan, this could not have been common in ancient israel, and 
the proverb here and in 27:13 requires a typical case to make its point. 
(The verb ערב takes as its object the borrower. other possible direct 
objects are the item borrowed and the person for whom the guarantor is 
responsible [see HAlot], but these are not applicable here.) The variant 
 can be explained as a graphic error facilitated by the references to נכריה
the נכריה in Prov 2:16; 5:20; 6:24; and 7:5; see further AbP 1.214–16.

v: (a) tolle vestimentum eius qui fideiussor extitit alieni (b) et pro 
extraneis aufer pignus ab eo. “(a) take away the garment of him that is 

ר שִׂפְתֵי־ קָ֗ י יְ֝ הָב וְרָב־פְּנִינִ֑ים וּכְלִ֥ ל׃ 15 יֵשׁ֣ זָ֭ ז יִתְהַלָּֽ הַקּוֹנֶה֑ וְאֹזֵל֥ ל֗וֹ אָ֣
ב  הוּ׃ 17 עָרֵ֣ ים⌉ חַבְלֵֽ ד ⌈נָכְרִ֣ רַב זָ֑ר וּבְעַ֖ גְדוֹ כִּי־עָ֣ קַח־בִּ֭ עַת׃ 16 לְֽ דָֽ

ה תִכּ֑וֹן  חֲשָׁבוֹת בְּעֵצָ֣ ץ׃ 18 מַ֭ יהוּ חָצָֽ לֵא־פִ֥ ר יִמָּֽ אַחַ֗ קֶר וְ֝ אִישׁ לֶ֣חֶם שָׁ֑ לָ֭
יו  פָתָ֗ ה שְׂ֝ יל וּלְפֹתֶ֥ ךְ רָכִ֑ ה׃ 19 גּֽוֹלֶה־סּ֭וֹד הוֹלֵ֣ ה מִלְחָמָֽ וּ֝בְתַחְבֻּל֗וֹת עֲשֵׂ֣

שֶׁךְ׃  ר֗וֹ ⌈בְּאִישׁ֥וֹן⌉ חֹֽ ךְ נֵ֝ ֽדְעַ֥ יו וְאִמּ֑וֹ יִֽ קַלֵּל אָבִ֣ ב׃ 20 מְ֭ א תִתְעָרָֽ ֹ֣ ל
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guarantor for a stranger, (b) and on account of the strangers, take away 
the pledge from him.” in v, the guarantor himself becomes an alien or 
stranger. According to 20:16b, he loses the pledge (Cb). v reads the 
ketiv.

s understands חבלהו as a noun meaning “his pledged item” (= v).

20:17 m s ] > G (unc)

20:18 m s ] > G (unc)
s ≈ m, except that s has ܡܬܥܒܕ (“is done”) instead of the imperative. 

s possibly had תעשה, which it parsed as a passive. but since s also trans-
forms the doublet in 24:6 into the passive, it seems that the reformula-
tion in both places was deliberate. Advice on how to make war would 
not be relevant to an audience that is not in a position to make war, 
unlike the courtiers to whom much of m-Prov 10–29 speaks.

20:19 m s ] > G (unc)
s: ܕܓܠܡܐ ܐܪܙܐ ܐܟܠܩܪܨܐ܂ ܘܕܡܗܝ�ܢ ܒܪܘܚܗ ܟܣܐ ܡܠܬܐ܂ ܘܥܡ ܡܿܢ 

-He who reveals a secret is a slan (a)“ .ܕܡܣܪ̈ܗܒܢ ܣ̈ܦܘܬܗ ܠܡܐ ܬܬܚܠܛ
derer, (b) and he who is faithful in his spirit hides a matter. (c) And with 
him whose lips are rash, do not mix.” in 20:19b, s inserts a line (copied 
from 11:13b) to complement 20:19a. However, some ninth–twelfth cen-
tury s manuscripts lack this line, and it looks like a later addition.

 t (ܐܝܟ ܒܒܬܐ) s *כאישון ;mQ בֶּאֱשׁ֥וּן [ mK G (αἱ δὲ κόραι) באישון 20:20
(כ → ב mQ mK G: orth, equal; s t: graph) (איך אתונא)

 are pragmatic synonyms, the first meaning “pupil” (of אשון and אישון
the eye, hence the dark of the night), the second meaning “time”; see 
AbP 1.239–40.

G (at 20:9a): (a) κακολογοῦντος πατέρα ἢ μητέρα σβεσθήσεται λαμπτήρ, 
(b) αἱ δὲ κόραι τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν αὐτοῦ ὄψονται σκότος. “(a) The light of 
him who curses (his) father or mother will be extinguished, (b) and the 
pupils of his eyes will see darkness.” G divides the verse after נרו, then 
overrides the syntax of 20:20b by making אישון (the ketiv) the subject 
and supplying the verb “will see.” The resulting syntax has a Greek, not 
Hebrew, quality.

s ܐܝܟ ܒܒܬܐ (“like the pupil”) = כאישון (Pinkuss). At the end of the 
verse t has איך אתונא דחשוכא (“like the essence of darkness,” or, we 
might say, “like the heart of darkness”). איך אתונא apparently represents 
.and is not simply dependent on s (כאשון or) כאישון
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-v (festina (ܡܣܪܗܒܐ) mQ G (at 20:9b) (ἐπισπουδαζομένη) s מבהלת 20:21
tur) ] מבחלת mK (graph ח → ה)

G (at G 20:9b): (a) μερὶς ἐπισπουδαζομένη ἐν πρώτοις (b) ἐν τοῖς 
τελευταίοις οὐκ εὐλογηθήσεται. “(a) A portion achieved hurriedly at first 
(b) in the end will not be blessed.” The ketiv is a graphic error. “Nause-
ated” or “an object of disgust,” as some explain בחל to mean (e.g., moshe 
Qimḥi, comparing Zech 11:8), does not fit the context; see AbP. G, σ′, θ′, 
v, s, and t = qere.

20:22
G at 20:9c.

20:23
G adds ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ to the end of the verse, and t adds קדמוי, appar-

ently to balance “the lord’s” with a parallel term. s does not do this. This 
is a rare case of t = G ≠ s.

(כ → ב graph) mmss (ܕܢܬܩܢ) s *יכין [ m G (νοήσαι) יבין 20:24
s יָכִין = ܕܢܬܩܢ for m’s יבין; see the comment on 18:15. s agrees with 

several mss Kr.

ר  ךְ׃ 22 אַל־תּאֹמַ֥ א תְברָֹֽ ֹ֣ הּ ל אַחֲרִיתָ֗ לֶת⌉ בָּרִאשׁנָֹ֑ה וְ֝ חֲלָה ⌈מְבהֶֹ֣ 21 נַ֭

בֶן  בֶן וָאָ֑ ת יְ֭הוָה אֶ֣ ךְ׃ 23 תּוֹעֲבַ֣ ע לָֽ שַֽׁ ה וְיֹ֣ יהוָ֗ ע קַוֵּ֥ה לַֽ אֲשַׁלְּמָה־רָ֑
ין דַּרְכּֽוֹ׃  ם מַה־יָּבִ֥ אָדָ֗ בֶר וְ֝ ה לאֹ־טֽוֹב׃ 24 מֵיְהוָ֥ה מִצְעֲדֵי־גָ֑ וּמאֹזְנֵי֖ מִרְמָ֣

שָׁעִים  ה רְ֭ ר׃ 26 מְזָרֶ֣ ים לְבַקֵּֽ ר נְדָרִ֣ דֶשׁ וְאַחַ֖ דָם יָלַ֣ע קֹ֑ שׁ אָ֭ 25 מוָֹקֵ֣

שׂ כָּל־ פֵ֗ ם חֹ֝ ת אָדָ֑ ן׃ 27 נֵר֣ יְ֭הוָה נִשְׁמַ֣ ם אוֹפָֽ ם וַיָּשֶׁ֖ב עֲלֵיהֶ֣ לֶךְ חָכָ֑ מֶ֣
סֶד כִּסְאֽוֹ׃  ד בַּחֶ֣ לֶךְ וְסָעַ֖ אֱמֶת יִצְּרוּ־מֶ֑ סֶד וֶ֭ טֶן׃ 28 חֶ֣ חַדְרֵי־בָֽ

צַע  ה׃ 30 חַבֻּר֣וֹת פֶּ֭ ר זְקֵנִ֣ים שֵׂיבָֽ ם וַהֲדַ֖ ים כּחָֹ֑ רֶת בַּחוּרִ֣ 29 תִּפְאֶ֣

לֶךְ בְּיַד־ יִם לֶב־מֶ֭ טֶן׃  21:1 פַּלְגֵי־מַ֣ ע וּ֝מַכּ֗וֹת חַדְרֵי־בָֽ יק⌉ בְּרָ֑ ⌈תַּמְרִ֣
ן  ר בְּעֵינָי֑ו וְתֹכֵ֖ ישׁ יָשָׁ֣ ל־דֶּרֶךְ־אִ֭ נּוּ׃ 2 כָּֽ ץ יַטֶּֽ ר יַחְפֹּ֣ ל־כָּל־אֲשֶׁ֖ יְהוָה֑ עַֽ
ר לַיהוָה֣ מִזָּֽבַח׃ 4 רוּם־ ט נִבְחָ֖ ה וּמִשְׁפָּ֑ שׂהֹ צְדָָקָ֣ לִבּ֣וֹת יְהוָֽה׃ 3 עֲ֭

את׃ 5 מַחְשְׁב֣וֹת  ים חַטָּֽ ינַיִם ⌈וְרחַֹב⌉־לֵב֑ ⌈נֵ֖ר⌉ רְשָׁעִ֣ עֵ֭
ל⌉ א֭וֹצָרוֹת בִּלְשׁ֣וֹן  ץ אַךְ־לְמַחְסֽוֹר׃ 6 ⌈פֹּעֵ֣ ר וְכָל־אָ֗ רוּץ אַךְ־לְמוֹתָ֑ חָ֭
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20:28
G translates בחסד as ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ (“in righteousness”) to avoid 

repeating ἐλεημοσύνη (“mercy”) (bHQ).

20:29
G uses σοφία to translate כחם (“their strength”) to explain that a young 

man’s true glory is his wisdom.

(equal ,ו ↔ י graph) mQ תַּמְר֣וּק [ mK תמריק 20:30
G: (a) ὑπώπια καὶ συντρίμματα συναντᾷ κακοῖς, (b) πληγαὶ δὲ εἰς ταμίεια 

κοιλίας. “(a) black eyes and fractures happen to evil (people), (b) and 
blows to the chambers of the belly.” G construes חברות פצע as two items 
and substitutes a verb (“happen”) for the obscure תמרוק/תמריק. s ܦܓܥ 
(t פגעו) follows G. σ′ has ἀποσμήξει κακίαν (“will wipe off evil”), deriv-
ing תמרוק/תמריק from מר"ק (“rub” or the like). similarly, v absterget 
(“wipes away”).

21:2
G: (a) = m; (b) κατευθύνει δὲ καρδίας κύριος. “(b) but the lord guides 

hearts (aright).” ותכן (m וְתֹכֵן) is associated with כו"ן, which is often 
translated by κατεύθυνειν, e.g., Prov 4:26.

21:3
G’s ἢ θυσιῶν αἷμα (“than blood of sacrifices”) is a deliberate elaboration 

of מזבח (“than sacrifice”). s ܡܿܢ ܕܥܒܕ (t) = עשֵֹׂה.

m (vocal) וּרְחַב [ ›וְרחַֹב‹ 21:4
ר [ (ܫܪܓܐ) G (λαμπτήρ) s *נֵר m (vocal) נִ֖

G: (a) μεγαλόφρων ἐφ’ ὕβρει θρασυκάρδιος, (b) λαμπτὴρ δὲ ἀσεβῶν 
ἁμαρτία. “(a) An arrogant man is insolent-hearted with respect to haugh-
tiness, (b) and the light of the wicked is sin.” G explains the metaphor 
“high of eyes” to mean “insolent in respect to haughtiness.” i suggest two 
changes of vocalization: נֵר (“lamp”) (= G), because it is a clearer meta-
phor than m’s נִר (“tillage”); and וְרחַֹב לֵב, because the abstract “breadth 
of heart” (see 1 Kgs 5:9) is better coordinated with the parallel רוּם־עֵינַיִם 
(lit. “height of eyes”).

21:5 m s ] > G (ideol?)
Possibly G omitted the verse to avoid the appearance of disparaging 

ambition; cf. 19:2. This motive is clearly at work in the maneuvers of 
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various translations. Among the Greek mss that add this verse (from 
θ′), some negate אץ by μή, reflecting the tradition of reversing the verse’s 
meaning.

v: (a) cogitationes robusti semper in abundantia (b) omnis autem piger 
semper in egestate. “(a) The thoughts of the industrious are always in 
abundance, (b) but every sluggard is always in want.” by rendering אץ by 
its antonym, “sluggish,” v sharpens the contrast with חרוץ (“diligent”) 
and does not condemn industry. However, v does not consistently 
refrain from warning against “hurrying.”

s translates אץ as ܘܕܒܝܫܐ (“and of the wicked”); cf. 28:20. t follows m.

עַל [ G (ὁ ἐνεργῶν) *פֹּעֵל 21:6 (vocal) (ܡܥܒܕܢܘܬܐ) m s פֹּ֣
(ח → ה graph) (ܘܠܡܐܒܕܢܐ) s *חבל [ m G (μάταια) הבל
ף [ G (διώκει) *רדף דָּ֗ (נ → ר graph) (ܢܣܬܚܦܘܢ) m s נִ֝
 (ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܒܥܝܢ) s מְבַקְשֵׁי G (ἐπὶ παγίδας) v (ad laqueos) mmss ] m במקשי
(metath מב → במ)

As emended, the verse reads, רדֵֹף הבל  שקר  ב לשון  אוצרות   פֹעֵל 
 He who earns treasures by a deceitful tongue pursues a“ ,במֹקשי־מות
vapor [or ‘vanity’] on deadly snares.” He is not only pursuing something 
ephemeral and trivial but is risking his life to do so.

m reads, “(a) The making of treasures by a lying tongue (b) is a driven 
vapor [or ‘vanity’] which seek [pl, sic] death [מבקשי־מות נדף   ”.[הבל 
This is awkward for three reasons: (1) An action (“making,” פֹּעַל) is said 
to be something (“a driven vapor”) and to seek something (death). These 
things would be more meaningfully predicated of a person. (2) The 
plural מבקשי is not coordinated with the singular (3) .פעל The image of 
a passive, helpless driven breeze does not well describe the apparent ref-
erent, namely people who actively seek death. The proverb as emended 
is better syntactically and has a more fitting metaphor.

The reading במקשׁי or מקשׁי has some support in rashi, who at least 
uses these words exegetically when he says, “These things [mentioned 
in 21:6a] are snares of death for him [לו מות   The variants ”.[מוקשי 
,פועל  appear in several mss Kr. Perhaps rashi was מקשי and ,נרדף 
familiar with these readings and incorporated them exegetically.

אֲנ֗וּ  י מֵ֝ ם כִּ֥ ים יְגוֹרֵ֑ וֶת׃ 7 שׁדֹ־רְשָׁעִ֥ ף בְּמֹקְשֵׁי⌉־מָֽ בֶל ⌈ר֝דֵֹּ֗ קֶר הֶ֥ שָׁ֑
ר פָּעֳלֽוֹ׃ 9 ט֗וֹב  ךְ יָשָׁ֥ זַ֗ ישׁ ⌈זָר֑⌉ וְ֝ רֶךְ אִ֣ ךְ דֶּ֣ ט׃ 8 הֲפַכְפַּ֬ לַעֲשׂ֥וֹת מִשְׁפָּֽ

שָׁע  בֶר׃ 10 נֶפֶ֣שׁ רָ֭ ית חָֽ ים⌉ וּבֵ֥ שֶׁת ⌈מְדוֹנִ֗ בֶת עַל־פִּנַּת־גָּ֑ג מֵאֵ֥ לָשֶׁ֥
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G: (a) ὁ ἐνεργῶν θησαυρίσματα γλώσσῃ ψευδεῖ (b) μάταια διώκει ἐπὶ 
παγίδας θανάτου. “(a) He who earns treasures by a deceitful tongue 
(b) pursues vanities on snares of death.” G reflects several variants, as 
noted above. most significantly, G reads במקשי (“snares of ”), a read-
ing suggested by Hitzig, toy, etc. and found in Kr245pm; cf. 13:14b. v ad 
laqueos mortis (“on the snares of death”) = במקשי מות.

(וז → ז near dittog) m וָזָ֑ר [ v (aliena est) (ܢܘܟܪܝܐ) s *זר 21:8
m is obscure. The best that can be done without emendation is to 

translate: “Changeable [or ‘perverse’ or ‘tortuous’] is the way of a man—
and strange; but the pure man—his behavior is honest.” but this has the 
first stich condemning the “way” of a man without saying what kind of 
man he is. various expediencies to deal with this verse, none of them sat-
isfactory, are discussed in AbP. The versions naturally struggle to make 
sense of this verse and can provide only uncertain evidence for variants.

emending וזר to זר (= G, v, s), the proverb reads, “A strange man is 
changeable [or ‘tortuous’], but the pure man—his behavior is straight.” 
 would have arisen by וזר (.are synonymous virtues in 20:11 ישר and זך)
near dittog וז → ז or by anticipation of the ו in the following word. (As 
for the supposed root וז"ר, see ehrlich and bHQ.)

G: (a) πρὸς τοὺς σκολιοὺς σκολιὰς ὁδοὺς ἀποστέλλει ὁ θεός (b) ἁγνὰ γὰρ 
καὶ ὀρθὰ τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ. “(a) God sends crooked ways to the crooked [pl], 
(b) for pure and straight are his works.” G reworks the obscure sentence, 
adding “God sends” and redoing the syntax. it is difficult to see what 
variants, if any, underlie it.

v: (a) perversa via viri aliena est (b) qui autem mundus est rectum opus 
eius. “(a) The perverted way of a man is strange, but as for him who is 
pure, his work is right.” v may be reading וזר in the first stich, but the 
evidence is uncertain because it is already loose in its treatment of the 
syntax in treating הפכפך as an attributive adjective.

s: ܕܗܦܟ ܐܘܪܚܗ ܓܒܪܐ ܗܘ ܢܘܟܪܝܐ܂ ܘܐܝܢܐ ܕܕܟܐ ܬܪ̈ܝܨܝܢ ܥܿܒ̈ܕܘܗܝ. 
“(a) He who changes his ways is an alien man, (b) but he who is pure, 
his works are righteous.” s, while staying close to the Hebrew, does not 
represent the ו of וזר. likewise v aliena est (“is strange”).

ים [ mrb-K mss מדונים 21:9 דְיָנִ֗ mA l rb-Q mss (dial? norm) מִ֝
G: (a) κρεῖσσον οἰκεῖν ἐπὶ γωνίας ὑπαίθρου (b) ἢ ἐν κεκονιαμένοις μετὰ 

ἀδικίας καὶ ἐν οἴκῳ κοινῷ. “(a) it is better to dwell in a corner in open air 
(b) than in plastered (rooms) with injustice and in a common house.” 
in G as it stands, the translator has simply replaced מדינים  a—מאשת 
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phrase he understands and translates literally in 25:24—with a meta-
phor representing comfortable, dry plastered rooms. κεκονιαμένοις plays 
on κοινῷ at the end of the verse. G thus intensifies the good thing (living 
in plastered rooms with company) that is outweighed by the bad thing 
(injustice), making the bad thing all the worse by comparison. in G, the 
proverb complains about injustice rather than unpleasantness. G 21:9 is 
a deliberately manipulated rendering of a proverb that was understood 
and translated literally in 25:24. The manipulation reduces the attention 
given to irascible women, as happens also in 19:13.

The manuscripts differ in their handling of the ketiv-qere here, but 
both forms of the pair are attested in various ways. on this pair see the 
comment on 6:14. For the sake of consistency i use מדונים in the critical 
text; though it is well-attested as a ketiv, it must be regarded as an emen-
dation vis-à-vis the copy text.

(ע⌒ע homoi) m ] > G s אותה רע 21:10
(ז → ן graph) (ܡܬܚܙܝܐ) s *יחז [ m G (ἐλεηθήσεται) יחן
 m (near dittog בְּעֵינָי֣ו [ (ܒܥܝܢ̈ܝ) G (ὑπ’ οὐδενὸς τῶν ἀνθρώπων) s ≈ *בעיני
(יו → 2י

m has “his neighbor will not be forgiven in his eyes [בעיניו],” but the 
relationship between the wicked man’s appetite for evil and his refusal to 
forgive or absolve others is tenuous. reading “in the eyes of ” connects 
the two lines better, with the second stating the consequence of the evil 
desires mentioned in the first.

G: ψυχὴ ἀσεβοῦς οὐκ ἐλεηθήσεται ὑπ’ οὐδενὸς τῶν ἀνθρώπων. “The soul 
of the impious [sg] shall not receive mercy from any men.” G omits אותה 
 ὑπ’ οὐδενὸς τῶν ἀνθρώπων does .ע⌒ע apparently a homoioteleuton ,רע
not represent the possessive suffix of בעיניו and indirectly testifies to 
.s = בעיני

v: (a) anima impii desiderat malum, (b) non miserebitur proximo suo. 
“(a) The soul of an impious man desires evil; he will not pity his neigh-
bor.” v has active meaning despite the deponent verb to mimic the pas-
sive voice of m’s H-stem יֻחַן. v includes no equivalent for בעיניו (Cb).

תִי  ץ יֶחְכַּם־פֶּ֑ הוּ׃ 11 ⌈בַּעֲנָשׁ⌉־לֵ֭ ן ⌈בְּעֵינֵי֣⌉ רֵעֵֽ ע לאֹ־יֻחַ֖ אִוְּתָה־רָ֑
ף  ע מְסַלֵּ֖ ית רָשָׁ֑ דִּיק לְבֵ֣ יל צַ֭ עַת׃ 12 מַשְׂכִּ֣ ם יִקַּח־דָּֽ חָכָ֗ יל לְ֝ וּבְהַשְׂכִּ֥

א יֵעָנֶֽה׃  ֹ֣ א וְל קְרָ֗ ל גַּֽם־ה֥וּא יִ֝ זְנוֹ מִזַּעֲקַת־דָּ֑ ם אָ֭ ע׃ 13 אֹטֵ֣ ים לָרָֽ רְשָׁעִ֣
ה  ה עַזָּֽה׃ 15 שִׂמְחָ֣ ק חֵמָ֥ חֵ֗ חַד בַּ֝ ף וְשֹׁ֥ סֵּתֶר ⌈יְכַפֵּר⌉־אָ֑ ן בַּ֭ 14 מַתָּ֣
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s: ܢܦܫܗ ܕܥܘܠܡܐ ܠܡܐ ܡܬܚܙܝܐ ܒܥܝܢ̈ܝ ܚܒܪ̈ܘܗܝ. “The soul of the evildoer 
is not seemly [lit. ‘visible’] in the eyes of his fellows.” s omits אותה רע (= 
G) and reads יחז, understood as an N-stem imperfect of (יֵחָז) חז"ה. s’s 
“in the eyes of .and is correct בעיני = ”

ml (vocal) בַּעְנָשׁ־ [ mA y בַּעֲנָשׁ־ 21:11
(ל → לל haplog) (ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ) G (σοφός) s *חכם [ m לחכם

The silent shewa under ע in ml is possible (as in Job 33:26) but 
unlikely. G’s συνίων δὲ σοφός (“when a wise man understands”) =  
 and the wise“) ܘܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܒܬܪܥܝܬܗ thus s ;(לל haplog of) ובהשכיל חכם
man in his thought”).

(ו → י graph) (ܠܒܗܘܢ) G (καρδίας) s *לבות [ m לבית 21:12
G: (a) συνίει δίκαιος καρδίας ἀσεβῶν (b) καὶ φαυλίζει ἀσεβεῖς ἐν κακοῖς. 

“(a) A righteous man observes the hearts of the impious [pl] (b) and 
despises the impious [pl] in evils.” That is, he holds them in contempt 
when they fall into misfortune; compare lady wisdom’s behavior in 
1:26–27. καρδίας = לבות (there would be no reason for G to translate 
“house” as “hearts”) thereby producing an awkward locution (“hearts 
of the wicked man”) which then required construing רשע (“wicked”) 
as a collective and putting it in the plural (ἀσεβῶν). The reading לבות 
was facilitated by proverbs that speak of God’s observing man’s heart, 
as in Prov 15:11; 17:3; 24:12; and Ps 7:10b. The proto-G scribe probably 
intended לבות רֶשַׁע (“hearts of wickedness”), on the analogy of אוצרות 
 and similar locutions elsewhere (e.g., mic 6:10, 11; Job (Prov 10:2) רֶשַׁע
34:8), but the G translator assumed the vocalization רָשָׁע, as happened 
in Prov 10:2.

s: ܡܣܬܟܠ ܙܕܝܩܐ ܠܒܗܘܢ ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ܂ ܘܕܚܩ ܠܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܠܒܝܫܬܐ. “(a) The 
righteous man observes the hearts of the evildoers, (b) and he repels the 
evildoers to evil.” since s shows independence of G in 21:12b, its use of 
“hearts” in 21:12a is also likely to be independent.

(ה → ר graph) m ≈ G (ἀνατρέπει) יִכְפֶּה־ [ ‹יכפר› 21:14
m’s יכפה is not attested elsewhere in a sense that would fit this context. 

bH כפ"ף and rH כפ"ה mean “bend,” “force,” which is not relevant here, 
and it is something of a stretch to give it an otherwise unattested sense 
of “subdue” (HAlot). we should read יְכַפֵּר (“assuages”); cf. AbP. Prov 
6:35; 16:14; and Gen 32:21 use forms of כפ"ר to refer to a payment that 
(potentially) assuages wrath.

G: (a) δόσις λάθριος ἀνατρέπει ὀργάς, (b) δώρων δὲ ὁ φειδόμενος θυμὸν 



21:15–20 Proverbs 292

ἐγείρει ἰσχυρόν. “(a) A secret gift turns away wrath [pl], (b) and he who 
refrains from gifts stirs up strong anger.” G takes the meaning of יכפה 
from context. G understands m’s “in the bosom” to mean that the gift 
is retained in the bosom (rather than being given to another) and expli-
cates the word accordingly as “he who refrains.” This creates antitheti-
cal parallelism and makes the verse commend generosity rather than 
bribery. to be sure, a δῶρον can be a payoff, as in 6:35, but it can also 
be a simple gift, as G understands it here. G generally shies away from 
affirming bribery; see the comment on 17:8.

s has ܡܦܪܩܐ (“redeem” or “remove”), apparently a guess, for יכפה. 
(.elsewhere כפר or כפה does not render ܦܪܩ)

some versions have “extinguish”: σ′ σβέσει, t מדעכא, and v extinguet. 
The late versions are unlikely to share variants independently of the 
major witnesses. They or their source texts were probably influenced by 
26:20 and assumed that the hapax יכפה has the same meaning as יכבה. 
The medieval interpreters, as well as Gemser, HAlot 492b, and some 
other modern scholars share this assumption.

21:15
G: (a) εὐφροσύνη δικαίων ποιεῖν κρίμα, (b) ὅσιος δὲ ἀκάθαρτος παρὰ 

κακούργοις. “(a) The joy of the just is to do justice, (b) but the pious man 
is (reckoned) unclean by evildoers.” G 21:15b is distant from m, though 
the Hebrew sentence is clear and is translated accurately in 10:29b. There 
is no religious or literary motivation for the shift. G 21:15 appears to be 
a variant proverb, created by substituting a new second stich. whether 
it was created in Hebrew or Greek cannot be determined. The proverb’s 
assertion resembles 29:10a, claiming that the evil hate the righteous.

21:16
G’s δικαιοσύνης (“righteousness”) for השכל (“insight”) is in line with 

G’s tendency to make moral lessons more explicit.

רֶךְ  ם תּ֭וֹעֶה מִדֶּ֣ וֶן׃ 16 אָדָ֗ עֲלֵי אָֽ ה לְפֹ֣ ט וּ֝מְחִתָּ֗ צַּדִּיק עֲשׂ֣וֹת מִשְׁפָּ֑ לַ֭
ב יַֽֽיִן־ ה אֹהֵ֥ ב שִׂמְחָ֑ חְסוֹר אֹהֵ֣ ישׁ מַ֭ ים יָנֽוּחַ׃ 17 אִ֣ ל רְפָאִ֣ ל בִּקְהַ֖ הַשְׂכֵּ֑

ים בּוֹגֵֽד׃ 19 ט֗וֹב  חַת יְשָׁרִ֣ ע וְתַ֖ יק רָשָׁ֑ פֶר לַצַּדִּ֣ יר׃ 18 כֹּ֣ א יַעֲשִֽׁ ֹ֣ מֶן ל שֶׁ֗ וָ֝
ד  ר ׀ נֶחְמָ֣ עַס׃ 20 אוֹצָ֤ שֶׁת ⌈מְדוֹנִי֣ם⌉ וָכָֽ ר מֵאֵ֖ רֶץ־מִדְבָּ֑ בֶת בְּאֶֽ שֶׁ֥
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21:17
G: (a) ἀνὴρ ἐνδεὴς ἀγαπᾷ εὐφροσύνην (b) φιλῶν οἶνον καὶ ἔλαιον εἰς 

πλοῦτον. “(a) A needy man delights in merriment, (b) loving wine and 
oil in abundance [lit. ‘to/as wealth’].” G misses the point of the Hebrew 
proverb, which is that a man who loves pleasures will end up poor, and 
instead creates a statement that the poor man loves merriment. on the 
face of it, G’s εἰς πλοῦτον looks like a representation of לעשֶׁר, for m’s לא 
 some other G .י and א but it is hard to account for the loss of the ,יעשיר
mss read ὀυ πλουτήσει, which baumgartner and de lagarde prefer, but 
syrH ascribes that reading (in syriac ܠܡܐ ܢܥܬܪ) to γ′.

v translates שמחה as epulas (“feasts”), a correct interpretation, which 
is in line with the rabbinic understanding of שמחה as feasting; see C. 
Gordon 1930, 393.

21:18b m s ] > G (unc)
There is no evident reason for the absence of 21:18b in G. it is present 

in v s t αλ′.

mQ (dial? norm) מִדְיָנִ֣ים [ mK מדונים 21:19
G: (a) κρεῖσσον οἰκεῖν ἐν γῇ ἐρήμῳ (b) ἢ μετὰ γυναικὸς μαχίμου καὶ 

γλωσσώδους καὶ ὀργίλου. “(a) better to dwell in a desert land (b) than 
with a quarrelsome and garrulous and irascible woman.” μαχίμου καὶ 
γλωσσώδους is a double rendering of מדינים (or מדונים), giving a clearer 
picture of the woman’s failings. in 21:19b, כעס is treated as an adjectival 
genitive so as to make it clear that her anger is one of her personality 
traits and not the anger she causes.

on this ketiv-qere pair, see the comment on 6:14.

שֶׁמֶן [ G (ἀναπαύσεται) *ישכון 21:20 (מ → כו lig ,ו → י graph) (ܘܡܫܚܐ) m s וָ֭
(פ → נו lig) G (ἐπὶ στόματος) *בפה [ (ܒܕܝܪܐ) m s בנוה

m 21:20a is awkward, reading, “A delightful treasure and oil is in the 
house of the wise,” as if “treasure” and “oil” were distinct and commen-
surate goods. The correct text can be restored by combining G and m: 
יְבַלְּעֶנּוּ אָדָם  וּכְסִיל  חָכָם  בִּנְוֵה  יִשְׁכּוֹן  נֶחְמָד   A delightful treasure“) אוֹצָר 
dwells in the habitation of the wise, but a foolish man devours it”). That 
is to say, he devours his family’s wealth, quickly and improvidently.

G: (a) θησαυρὸς ἐπιθυμητὸς ἀναπαύσεται ἐπὶ στόματος σοφοῦ, (b) 
ἄφρονες δὲ ἄνδρες καταπίονται αὐτόν. “(a) A desirable treasure will rest 
on the mouth of the wise man, (b) but foolish men will drink it down.” 
ἀναπαύσεται = יִשְׁכּוֹן (Jäger). מ can easily become כו by the detachment 



21:20–28 Proverbs 294

of the left vertical (baumgartner), and the reverse fusion is equally pos-
sible. This variant is correct. G 21:20a says that the wise man has a “trea-
sure” of wise things to say. This makes sense, but G 21:20b (with “on the 
mouth of ”) is problematic, because it seems to assert that the fool will 
swallow and incorporate the wise man’s words, which is exactly what a 
fool will not do. ἐπὶ στόματος = בפי or an ungrammatical בפה. m’s בנוה 
“in the habitation” is correct. A נו ligature can resemble a פ in several 
early square scripts. Though בְּפִי is the proper form of the construct, בפה 
is preferred here as being closer graphically to בנוה. in any case, בפי or 
.is an error בפה

(כ → פ graph ,דר → רד metath) G (ὁδός) *דרך [ (ܕܒܥܐ) m s רדף 21:21
ה + [ חיים (rep from 21a) (G <) (ܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ) m s 2צְדָָקָ֥

G’s ְדֶּרֶך arose before the use of final letters, by metathesis plus פ → 
 which could occur before or after the development of final letters. G ,כ
lacks m’s second צְדָקָה, which looks like an accidental repetition from 
the first stich (baumgartner). some vmss, presumably earlier in this 
regard, lack et iustitiam. “righteousness” properly belongs only in the 
first stich, among the virtues, not in the second, among the rewards; see 
AbP.

21:22
G: (a) πόλεις ὀχυρὰς ἐπέβη σοφὸς (b) καὶ καθεῖλεν τὸ ὀχύρωμα, ἐφ’ ᾧ 

ἐπεποίθεισαν οἱ ἀσεβεῖς. “(a) A wise man went up against strong cities (b) 
and destroyed the fortress upon which the impious had relied.” G adds 
“the impious” to characterize the defeated city, to show that its defeat was 
just. otherwise (the translator may reason) why would a wise man attack 
it? The plural in 21:22a generalizes the application of the proverbs, so that 
the singular “fortress” in 21:22b is to be understood as a generality, too.

א  סֶד יִמְצָ֥ ה וָחָ֑ דֵף צְדָָקָ֣ נּוּ׃ 21 רֹ֭ ם יְבַלְּעֶֽ יל אָדָ֣ ם וּכְסִ֖ ⌈יִשְׁכּוֹן⌉ בִּנְוֵה֣ חָכָ֑
ה׃  ז מִבְטֶחָֽ רֶד עֹ֣ ֹ֗ יּ ם וַ֝ בּרִֹים עָלָ֣ה חָכָ֑ יר גִּ֭ ים ⌈ ⌉ וְכָבֽוֹד׃ 22 עִ֣ יִּ֗ חַ֝

ה  הִיר לֵ֣ץ שְׁמ֑וֹ ע֝וֹשֶׂ֗ ר מִצָּר֣וֹת נַפְשֽׁוֹ׃ 24 זֵד֣ יָ֭ יו וּלְשׁוֹנ֑וֹ שׁמֵֹ֖ ר פִּ֭ 23 שׁמֵֹ֣

יו לַעֲשֽׂוֹת׃ 26 כָּל־ י־מֵאֲנ֖וּ יָדָ֣ נּוּ כִּֽ ת זָדֽוֹן׃ 25 תַּאֲוַת֣ עָצֵ֣ל תְּמִיתֶ֑ בְּעֶבְרַ֥
ה  שָׁעִים תּוֹעֵבָ֑ ךְ׃ 27 זֶבַ֣ח רְ֭ א יַחְשֹֽׂ ֹ֣ ן וְל תֵּ֗ יק יִ֝ יּוֹם הִתְאַוָּה֣ תַאֲוָה֑ וְצַדִּ֥ הַ֭
ר׃  עַ לָנֶ֥צַח יְדַבֵּֽ ישׁ שׁ֝וֹמֵ֗ ד וְאִ֥ ים יאֹבֵ֑ נּוּ׃ 28 עַד־כְּזָבִ֥ ה יְבִיאֶֽ י־בְזִמָּ֥ ף כִּֽ אַ֗
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21:23
G represents מצרות as a singular. but there is considerable flexibility 

with grammatical number in the versions (see the previous verse) and, 
moreover, צרות is intended as a collective that can easily be represented 
by the singular. Four mss Kr have מצרה, perhaps for the same reason 
as the versions. but just possibly they preserve an old variant.

21:24
G: (a) θρασὺς καὶ αὐθάδης καὶ ἀλαζὼν λοιμὸς καλεῖται. (b) ὃς δὲ 

μνησικακεῖ, παράνομος. “(a) The brash and arrogant and insolent man 
is called a pest, (b) and he who bears grudges, a criminal.” in 21:24a, 
G compounds the offenses of the pest by adding ἀλαζών. in 21:24b, the 
notion of grudges is derived from עברה, “wrath.”

(dbl ,ח → ת graph) G (ἐλεᾷ καὶ οἰκτίρει) *יחן [ (ܝܗܒ) m s יתן 21:26
G: (a) ἀσεβὴς ἐπιθυμεῖ ὅλην τὴν ἡμέραν ἐπιθυμίας κακάς, (b) ὁ δὲ δίκαιος 

ἐλεᾷ καὶ οἰκτίρει ἀφειδῶς. “(a) The impious man desires bad things [lit. 
‘desires bad desires’] the entire day, (b) but the righteous man has mercy 
and shows compassion unsparingly.” G changes the subject from the 
sluggard (which in m is to be supplied from 21:25) to the wicked man 
(see the comment on 10:5) and moreover adds κακάς “bad [sc. desires].” 
by moralizing the first stich, G creates a clear antithesis to the second. 
on the difficulties in m, see AbP. G 21:26b has a double translation of 
 both (.interchanges, see lsF §106de ח/ת For) .יתן where m has ,יחן
έλεεῖν and οἰκτίρειν are frequent renderings of חנ"ן.

G (βδέλυγμα κυρίῳ) (explic) *תועבת יהוה [ (ܛ�ܡܐ) m s תועבה 21:27
G βδέλυγμα κυρίῳ (“abomination to the lord”) = יהוה  as in ,תועבת 

15:8. Note the inner-Hebrew variants תועבה and תועבת יהוה in 15:8 (see 
comment there). in the present verse G adds “the lord” for specificity.

s: An inner-syriac variant with ܩܕܡ ܡܪܝܐ at the end of the first stich 
is a later addition adjusting to G.

(ר → ח graph) G (φυλασσόμενος) *לנצר [ m לנצח 21:28
G: (a) μάρτυς ψευδὴς ἀπολεῖται, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ ὑπήκοος φυλασσόμενος 

λαλήσει. “(a) A lying witness will perish, (b) but an obedient man will 
speak cautiously.” φυλασσόμενος (lit. “guarding himself  de) לִנְצרֹ = (”
lagarde ref Cappelli 1650).

v (21:28b): vir oboediens loquitur victoriam (“an obedient man shall 
speak of victory”); cf. α′, σ′, θ′: ἐις νῖκος πορεύσεται (“will go to victory”).
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s’s ܬܪܝܨܐܝܬ (“truthfully”) = לנצח. Perhaps the translator thought 
that לנצח meant “forever,” and finding it strange that a “listening” man 
would speak forever, he substituted an appropriate moral quality.

 α′ σ′ (ἑτοιμάσει) v (corrigit) t (ܡܬܩܢ) mK s יכין [ mQ G (συνίει) יבין 21:29
(כ → ב graph) (מתקן)
mK (num) דרכיו [ mQ דרכו

on בי"ן/כו"ן variants see the comment on 18:15. The qere דרכו is ear-
lier and correct. in Proverbs (but not in exodus or Psalms), when דרך is 
the object of words for understanding, the singular is used; cf. 14:8; 16:9; 
20:24. Though the qere points it as singular, the ketiv writes the word as 
a plural. usually it is the qere that supplies the plene writing of the plural, 
 G and s have the plural, but that could be their interpretation of either .יו
orthography. For a similar case, see 16:27.

21:30
For לנגד יהוה, G has πρὸς τὸν ἀσεβῆ (“to the impious”). πρός + accusa-

tive can mean “against”; hence bAP translates, “… il n’y a pas de conseil 
à opposer à l’impie!” This would mean that no counsel can (success-
fully) oppose the ungodly, which is a peculiar sentiment. more likely, 
πρός here means “to,” “toward.” G means that no counsel comes to the 
wicked when they most need it (see 1:28; AbP).

s has ܕܡܪܝܐ  לנגד correctly understanding ,(”like the lord’s“) ܐܝܟ 
”.as “vis-à-vis,” hence, “in comparison with יהוה

(י → ו graph) morK התשיעה [ moc morQ התשועה 21:31
The former is the form of the word attested elsewhere.

כְמָה  ין חָ֭ ין דַּרְכּֽוֹ⌉׃ 30 אֵ֣ ר ה֤וּא ׀ ⌈יָבִ֬ יָשָׁ֗ ע בְּפָנָי֑ו וְ֝ ישׁ רָשָׁ֣ ז אִ֣ 29 הֵעֵ֬

ה לְנֶֽ֣גֶד יְהוָֽה׃  פ  31 ס֗וּס מ֭וּכָן לְי֣וֹם  צָ֗ ין עֵ֝ ין תְּבוּנָה֑ וְאֵ֥ וְאֵ֣
סֶף  ב מִכֶּ֥ שֶׁר רָ֑ ם מֵעֹ֣ ר שֵׁ֭ ה׃ 22:1 נִבְחָ֣ ה הַתְּשׁוּעָֽ יהוָ֗ לַֽ ה וְ֝ מִלְחָמָ֑

ה כֻלָּ֣ם יְהוָֽה׃ 3 עָר֤וּם ׀  שׁ נִפְגָּשׁ֑וּ עשֵֹׂ֖ יר וָרָ֣ ן טֽוֹב׃ 2 עָשִׁ֣ ב חֵ֣ וּ֝מִזָּהָ֗
ת יְהוָ֑ה  נָוָה יִרְאַ֣ קֶב עֲ֭ נֶעֱנָֽשׁוּ׃ 4 עֵ֣ ים עָבְר֥וּ וְֽ ר⌉ וּ֝פְתָיִ֗ ה ⌈וַיִּסָּתֵ֑ ה רָעָ֣ רָאָ֣

ק  פְשׁ֗וֹ יִרְחַ֥ ר נַ֝ שׁ שׁוֹמֵ֥ רֶךְ עִקֵּ֑ חִים בְּדֶ֣ ים׃ 5 צִנִּ֣ים פַּ֭ שֶׁר וְכָב֣וֹד וְחַיִּֽ עֹ֖
נָּה׃  א־יָס֥וּר מִמֶּֽ ֹֽ ין ל זְקִ֗ י־יַ֝ ם כִּֽ י דַרְכּ֑וֹ גַּ֥ נַּעַר עַל־פִּ֣ ךְ לַ֭ ם׃ 6 חֲנֹ֣ מֵהֶֽ
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22:1
G: ὄνομα καλόν, adding “good” to “name” for moral clarity. This is what 

“name” implies in the original. similarly t שמא טבה.

ר [ mK ≈ G (τιμωρούμενον) ויסתר 22:3 mQ G (παιδεύεται) (gram, equal) וְנִסְתָּ֑
The ketiv is to be vocalized as an imperfect with waw-conversive. i 

take the verse to be in the form of a “mini-narrative,” on which see APb 
2.531.

G: (a) πανοῦργος ἰδὼν πονηρὸν τιμωρούμενον κραταιῶς αὐτὸς παιδεύεται, 
(b) οἱ δὲ ἄφρονες παρελθόντες ἐζημιώθησαν. “(a) when a clever man sees 
a bad man being punished severely, he takes instruction (b) but when 
the fools pass by they are penalized.” The same proverb is handled quite 
differently in 27:12. There, רעה is understood as evil deeds from whose 
danger the clever man does hide. Here it is understood as bad punish-
ment (administered to another), from which hiding would be unneces-
sary. G associated ויסתר (ketiv) with יס"ר (“to discipline,” “instruct”) 
and translated it twice, as τιμωρούμενον and παιδεύεται. κραταιῶς is a 
second translation of רעה. renderings elsewhere show that the trans-
lator understood the vocabulary involved and has chosen to provide a 
midrashic-type expansion that explores the verse’s semantic potential.

22:4
G: (a) γενεὰ σοφίας φόβος κυρίου, (b) = m. “(a) The produce of wisdom 

is the fear of the lord.” עקב is understood as “consequence” or “reward,” 
hence γενεά. by changing ענוה (“humility”) to σοφίας, the translator or 
a Hebrew scribe associated this verse with wisdom’s promises in 8:18 
and 35.

22:5
 The lack of a conjunction between the two nouns of the :צנים פחים

subject is possible (e.g., Gen 37:27) but awkward, so the fact that the 
versions supply it (as in G’s τρίβολοι καὶ παγίδες) does not prove that they 
had it in their source text.

22:6 m s ] > G (unc)
v: (a) proverbium est adulescens iuxta viam suam, (b) etiam cum senu-

erit non recedet ab ea. “(a) it is a proverb: A young man according to his 
way, (b) and even when he is old, he will not depart from it.” v means 
that a young man does as he is inclined and persists in this for the rest 
of his life. Proverbium est for Hebrew חנך is puzzling. Perhaps Jerome 
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identifies the verse as a “proverb,” in this case meaning a folk proverb, 
somewhat dismissively, because he is not entirely happy with its senti-
ment. The verse might be read to imply that people act according to their 
nature, not their education. Jerome greatly valued education, as seen in 
his Epistle 107 on the education of women (Cb).

s ܡܟܣ (“he who rebukes”) implicitly vocalizes ְחֹנֵך and interprets it as 
the instructive action commonly recommended in Proverbs.

22:7
G: (a) πλούσιοι πτωχῶν ἄρξουσιν, (b) καὶ οἰκέται ἰδίοις δεσπόταις 

δανιοῦσιν. “(a) The rich will rule the poor, (b) and servants will lend to 
their own masters.” mistaking עבד as the subject of לוה, and recognizing 
that the verse speaks of reversal of social roles, G treats לוה as “lend” and 
identifies איש מלוה as the master, on the assumption that the two types 
are opposites, like the pair in 22:7a. in this way, G shapes the verse into 
a “world turned upside down” saying, on which see AbP on 30:21–23.

s: ܥܬܝܪܐ ܢܫܬܠܛ ܒܗ ܡܣܟܢܐ܂ ܘܥܒܕܐ ܢܘܙܦ ܠ�ܢ ܕܡܘܙܦ ܗܘܐ ܠܗ. 
“(a) As for the rich man, the poor man will rule over him, (b) and the 
slave will lend to him who used to lend to him.” s, influenced by G, turns 
the Hebrew into a promise of the eventual domination of the poor over 
the rich. This is an eschatological expectation. Compare the praise of the 
poor in s 28:6, and also s’s understanding of Ps 37:11: “the poor (ܡܣ̈ܟܢܐ) 
will inherit the earth”; similarly luke 6:20.

m (vocal) יִקְצָור [‹יקצר› 22:8
(ד → ר graph) G (ἔργων αὐτοῦ) *עבדתו [ (ܐܟܬܗ) m s עברתו
+ 2 stichoi G (elab) G 22:8a = m 22:8a; G 28:8b ≈ m 22:8b; G 22:8aa ≈ 
m 22:9a; G 22:8ab ≈ m 22:8b; G 22:9a ≈ m 22:9a; G 22:9b = m 22:9b.

mpl confirms the consonants of m’s יקצור by designating it 'ו  יתיר 
(“having a superfluous waw”). Contrary to bHs and some other edi-
tions, there is no qere here, though the mp note serves as a virtual qere. 
(mpy has no note.) i use the defectiva writing, in accord with tiberian 
practices. it seems that a scribe who preferred plene writings was active 
in this verse and in 22:11, 14.

G: (a) ὁ σπείρων φαῦλα θερίσει κακά, (b) πληγὴν δὲ ἔργων αὐτοῦ 

וְלָה  עַ עַ֭ ישׁ מַלְוֶֽה׃ 8 זוֹרֵ֣ וֹה לְאִ֣ ֶ בֶד ל֝֗ ים יִמְשׁ֑וֹל וְעֶ֥ שִׁיר בְּרָשִׁ֣ 7 עָ֭
ן  י־נָתַ֖ ךְ כִּֽ יִן ה֣וּא יְברָֹ֑ ה׃ 9 טֽוֹב־עַ֭ בֶט עֶבְרָת֣וֹ יִכְלֶֽ וֶן וְשֵׁ֖ ⌈יִקְצָר⌉־אָ֑
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συντελέσει. “(a) He who sows worthlessness will harvest evils, (b) and 
the rod will end his works.” πληγή (“blow”) can correspond to “rod” 
(Prov 29:15; isa 30:31; thus Carmignac 1980, 34, who translates here: 
“celui qui a semé l’injustice moissonnera l’inanité, et le bâton terminera 
ses oeuvres”). ἔργων αὐτοῦ = עבדתו, understood as plural (עֲבדֹתָֹיו). 
συντελέσει = יְכַלֶּה.

22:8a
G: (a) ἄνδρα ἱλαρὸν καὶ δότην εὐλογεῖ ὁ θεός, (b) ματαιότητα δὲ ἔργων 

αὐτοῦ συντελέσει. “(a) God will bless a cheerful and gift-giving man, 
(b) and he will make an end to the vanities of his works.” Carmignac 
(1980, 36) says that the Hebrew corresponding to G 22:8ab was lost by 
homoioteleuton due to the identical endings of 22:8b (יכלה) and 22:8ab 
(presumably יכלה). Carmignac restores the source text of G 22:8aa to 
 does not have the required רוצה ,However .איש רוצה ונותן יברך אלהים
meaning. moreover, G 22:8ab is an ill-fitting match for G 22:8aa. (G 
22:8ab cannot mean “et il suppléera à la faiblesse de ses oeuvres,” as Car-
mignac translates it [1980, 40].) According to de lagarde and baumgart-
ner, 22:8ab is a second translation of a variant of m 22:8b, and G 22:9a 
is an interpolation. more likely, G 22:8aa corresponds to m 22:9a, while 
G 22:8ab is a deliberate reformulation of m 22:8b. oG was probably G 
22:8a (m 22:8a), G 22:8ab (m 22:8b), G 22:9a (m 22:9a), and G 22:9b 
(m 22:9b). recensional additions are G 22:8b (≈ m 22:8b) and G 22:8aa 
(≈ m 22:9a), though G 22:8b is based on a Hebrew text not identical to 
m. (AbP offers a different explanation of G 22:8a, but in fact no variants 
are indicated.)

(ני → ינ metath) G (πτωχόν) *עני [ (ܥܝܢܗ) m s עין 22:9
fin ] + 2 stichoi G (9a) (elab)

G: (a) ὁ ἐλεῶν πτωχὸν αὐτὸς διατραφήσεται, (b) τῶν γὰρ ἑαυτοῦ ἄρτων 
ἔδωκεν τῷ πτωχῷ. “(a) He who has mercy on a poor (man), he (too) will 
be supported, (b) for he gave of his bread to the poor.” G 22:9 ≈ m 22:9. 
πτωχόν = עָנִי for עין (Giese 1993a, 114). טוב עני is understood (ungram-
matically) as “good to the poor.”

22:9a
G: (a) νίκην καὶ τιμὴν περιποιεῖται ὁ δῶρα δούς, (b) τὴν μέντοι ψυχὴν 

ἀφαιρεῖται τῶν κεκτημένων. “(a) He who gives gifts secures victory and 
honor, (b) but he takes away the life of (their) possessors [or ‘but they 
(sc. the gifts) take away the life of (their) possessors’].” G 22:9aa is associ-
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ated with the gift-giving man of 22:8aa and is an elaboration of that line 
(as is 22:9). The two lines of G 22:9a are not just fragments (contrary 
to baumgartner and de lagarde) but constitute a new couplet, one that 
takes the theme of gift giving in a new direction. it says that although 
gifts (bribes) bring victory (in court, perhaps) and also honor (i.e., pres-
tige), they ultimately destroy their recipients.

G 22:9ab recalls G 1:19b.The unhebraic syntax of G 22:9ab, with the 
verb inside the genitive phrase, suggests that the couplet was composed 
in Greek, not Hebrew. still, G 22:9ab is in the spirit of m (not G) 15:27b, 
indicating that the couplet is the work of the original translator. v has 
this addition.

22:10
G: (a) ἔκβαλε ἐκ συνεδρίου λοιμόν, καὶ συνεξελεύσεται αὐτῷ νεῖκος, (b) 

ὅταν γὰρ καθίσῃ ἐν συνεδρίῳ, πάντας ἀτιμάζει. “(a) expel a pest from the 
assembly and conflict will leave with him, (b) for when he sits in the 
assembly, he dishonors everybody.” G atomizes the Hebrew of 22:10b. 
it extracts the notion of sitting from ישבת, which it parses as a form of 
 which the ,דין Next it extracts the notion of the assembly from .יש"ב
translator construes as the setting of judgment. Then it treats קלון as a 
verb. The translator is familiar with these words; hence his introduc-
tion of the new idea is deliberate. still, the idea of litigation is hinted 
at in m by the use of the word דין, which consistently belongs to the 
legal sphere and means “litigation” or “judgment”; see further AbP. The 
assembly is of special importance to the translator; see the comment 
on 31:23.

s: ܐܘܒܕ ܠܒܝܫܐ ܘܐܦܩ ܠܚܪܝܝܐ܂ ܘܒܛܠ ܕܝܢܐ ܘܨܥܪܐ܂ ܕܠܡܐ ܐܢ ܢܬܒ 
-destroy the evil man and remove the con (a)“ .ܒܟܢܘܫܬܐ ܠܟܠܟܘܢ ܢܨܥܪ
tentious one, (b) and make litigation and insult cease, (c) lest, if he sit in 
the assembly, he insult you all.” s first translates m 22:10b then extends it 
using G, but loosely. The second-person plural address is unusual.

ב  ין וְקָלֽוֹן׃ 11 אֹהֵ֥ ת דִּ֣ יִשְׁבֹּ֗ ץ וְיֵצֵ֣א מָד֑וֹן וְ֝ שׁ לֵ֭ ֽרֵֽ ל׃ 10 גָּ֣ מִלַּחְמ֣וֹ לַדָּֽ
ף  יְסַלֵּ֗ עַת וַ֝ לֶךְ׃ 12 עֵינֵי֣ יְ֭הוָה נָצְ֣רוּ דָ֑ הוּ מֶֽ יו רֵעֵ֥ פָתָ֗ ן שְׂ֝ ⌈טְהָר⌉־לֵ֑ב חֵ֥

חַ׃  רָצֵֽ חֹב֗וֹת אֵֽ י בַח֑וּץ בְּת֥וֹךְ רְ֝ צֵל אֲרִ֣ ר עָ֭ י בגֵֹדֽ׃ 13 אָמַ֣  דִּבְרֵ֥
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mK (orth) טהור [ mQ טהר 22:11
 (ܕܪ̈ܚ�ܘܗܝ ܕܡܠܟܐ) G (ποιμαίνει βασιλεύς) ≈ s ≈ *רעה המלך [ m רעהו מלך
(dittog הה → ה, div, orth)

G: (a) ἀγαπᾷ κύριος ὁσίας καρδίας, (b) δεκτοὶ δὲ αὐτῷ πάντες ἄμωμοι. (c) 
χείλεσιν ποιμαίνει βασιλεύς. “(a) The lord loves the pious [pl] of heart, 
(b) and all the blameless are favored by him. (c) The king shepherds with 
his lips.” in 22:11a, G adds “the lord,” not understanding that אהב is 
the subject. stich 22:11b is derived from 11:20b, ורצונו תמימי דרך. This 
is brought in by association with 22:11a, which (in G) speaks of God 
loving the pious. חן was either ignored or accounted for in the addition 
in 22:11b. The ו of רעהו was lost for unclear reasons. G 22:11c seems to 
represent ְ(בִּ)שְׂפָתָיו רעֶֹה הַמֶּלֶך, with רעה associated with רע"ה “to shep-
herd.” Though it is possible that the difficult (but correct) syntax of m 
caused the translator to ignore the suffix, the reading רעה is supported 
independently by s.

s: ܪܚܡ ܐܠܗܐ ܠܡܐܝܢܐ ܕܕܟܐ ܒܠܒܗ܂ ܘܡܪܚܡ ܥܠ ܣ̈ܦܘܬܐ ܕܪ̈ܚ�ܘܗܝ 
 God loves him who is pure in his heart, (b) and he shows (a)“ .ܕܡܠܟܐ
mercy to the lips of the friends of the king.” s 22:11a adds “God” (≈ G; ≈ 
t). For m’s רעהו מלך, s reflects רעה המלך, with רעה treated as a plural. 
The ה was repeated. This may go back to a defectiva orthography: ֻרֵעֵה 
 Though s has picked up “God” from G (unless it also had it in its .מלך
source), s 22:11b is not a permutation of G but derives from a similar 
Hebrew variant.

(םב → ב near dittog) G (λόγους) *דברים [ (ܡ̈ܠܡܐ ܕ) m s דברי 22:12
G: (a) = m; (b) φαυλίζει δὲ λόγους παράνομος. “(b) but the transgressor 

despises words.” The forced construction in 22:12b could come about 
only if the translator read דברים for דברי.

 paleo ת → תא near haplog) (ܩܛܠܡܐ) G (φονευταί) s *רצח [ m ארצח 22:13
at → t)

G: (a) προφασίζεται καὶ λέγει ὀκνηρός, (b) Λέων ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς, (c) ἐν δὲ 
ταῖς πλατείαις φονευταί. “(a) The sluggard makes excuses and says, (b) ‘A 
lion in the streets (c) and murderers in the plazas!’” G’s additional “makes 
excuses” explains the sluggard’s (rather obvious) intent. G reads ַרצֵֹח for 
 having been lost through haplography with the preceding א the ,ארצח
 which is very similar in the archaic script (a, t). since the translator ,ת
was alert to the fact that the sluggard is making excuses and inventing 
pretexts, he would have had no reason to avoid the first-person of m. 
This is evidence that the predecessor of G’s source text diverged from 
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proto-m quite early, when the ancestral text was in the archaic script, 
and underwent further permutations in the square script.

s: ܐܡܪ ܚܒܢܢܐ ܡܡܐ ܕܡܫܬܕܪ܂ ܐܪܝܐ ܒܐܘܪܚܐ ܘܗܐ ܩܛܠܡܐ ܒܫ̈ܘܩܐ.  
“(a) The sluggard says when he is sent out, ‘A lion is in the street, (b) 
behold a killer in the streets!’” s borrows an explanatory clause, “when 
he is sent out,” from s 26:13, where it is based on an erroneous reading 
taken from G (ἀποστελλόμενος = שלח). Apparently s already knows how 
he will deal with 26:13, four chapters ahead. He is thinking ahead and 
planning for later renderings. s ܩܛܠܡܐ ≈ G φονευταί.

mK (orth) יפול [ mQ יפל 22:14
fin ] + 3 stichoi G (14a) (elab)

G: (a) βόθρος βαθὺς στόμα παρανόμου, (b) ὁ δὲ μισηθεὶς ὑπὸ κυρίου 
ἐμπεσεῖται εἰς αὐτόν. “(a) The mouth of a transgressor is a deep pit, (b) 
and he who is hated by the lord will fall in it.” G treats זרות as a singular 
(as in 23:33), which he understands as a wicked woman and explicates as 
παρανόμου (“transgressor”). (παρανόμου can be male or female, but זרות 
would have been seen as feminine.) s ܢܘܟܪܝܬܐ (“the foreign woman”) ≈ 
G. v, s (t ?) have the singular.

22:14a
G: (a) εἰσὶν ὁδοὶ κακαὶ ἐνώπιον ἀνδρός, (b) καὶ οὐκ ἀγαπᾷ τοῦ ἀποστρέψαι 

ἀπ’ αὐτῶν. (c) ἀποστρέφειν δὲ δεῖ ἀπὸ ὁδοῦ σκολιᾶς καὶ κακῆς. “(a) There 
are evil ways before a man, (b) and (yet) he does not like to turn away 
from them. (c) but it is necessary to turn away from a crooked and evil 
way.” This is a prosaic, moralizing elaboration on the Hebrew of 22:14. 
 is understood as strange things, hence ὁδοὶ κακαί. The added verse זרות
also emphasizes that it is a man’s own obduracy, and not an arbitrary 
curse, that brings a man to ruin.

22:15
G: (a) ἄνοια ἐξῆπται καρδίας νέου, (b) ῥάβδος δὲ καὶ παιδεία μακρὰν 

ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ. “(a) ignorance lays hold of the heart of a youth, (b) and the 

ה  וֶּלֶת קְשׁוּרָ֣ ם׃ 15 אִ֭ ה ⌈יִפָּל־⌉שָֽׁ הוָ֗ י זָר֑וֹת זְע֥וּם יְ֝ מֻקָּה פִּ֣ ה עֲ֭ 14 שׁוּחָ֣

ן  ל לְהַרְבּ֣וֹת ל֑וֹ נֹתֵ֥ ק דָּ֭ שֵֽׁ נּוּ׃ 16 עֹ֣ נָּה מִמֶּֽ ר יַרְחִיָקֶ֥ בֶט מ֝וּסָ֗ בְלֶב־נָעַ֑ר שֵׁ֥
יר אַךְ־לְמַחְסֽוֹר׃ 17 ⌈דִּבְרֵי חֲכָמִים הַט אָזְנְךָ וּשְׁמַע דְּבָרָי⌉  עָשִׁ֗ לְ֝
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rod and instruction are far from him.” G treats ירחיקנה as an adjective, 
μάκραν. Apparently the second stich gives the reason for the first.

s: ܫܛܝܘܬܐ ܡܦܪܕܐ ܠܒܗ ܕܛܠܝܐ܂ ܘܫܒܛܐ ܕܡܪܕܘܬܐ ܡܪܚܩ ܡܢܗ. “(a) 
Folly makes the heart of a youth flee, (b) and the staff of discipline makes 
(it) distant from him.” s is based on s 7:10b, ܠܒܗܘܢ ܕܡܦܪܕܐ   ܕܙܢܝܬܐ 
 of the prostitute who makes the heart of youths flee”; i.e., makes“) ܕܥ̈ܠܝ�ܡܐ
them unstable and scatterbrained). it is possible that s 22:15 is based on 
an unattested ἐξίπταται here (cf. G 7:10), as de lagarde proposes, but the 
recollection of G 7:10 would be enough to account for s’s reading. s in 
effect interprets 7:10 allegorically, substituting “folly” for “harlot.”

22:16
G: (a) ὁ συκοφαντῶν πένητα πολλὰ ποιεῖ τὰ ἑαυτοῦ [Gb s*; var: + κακά  

Gsc A mss], (b) δίδωσιν δὲ πλουσίῳ ἐπ’ ἐλάσσονι. “(a) He who oppresses the 
wretched increases his own [var: + ‘troubles’] (b) and gives to the rich 
unto lack [sd: ‘er gibt einem reichen auf Kosten eines Geringeren’].” 
The verse is difficult in both m and G. some G manuscripts try to clarify 
it by adding κακά, making the verse say that he who tries to defraud 
the poor will end up himself destitute. without the moralizing κακά the 
verse expresses indignation against the man who brings false charges 
against the poor and, consequently, cheats them in favor of the wealthy.

s + ܒܝܫܬܗ = GA.

 G (λόγοις σοφῶν παράβαλλε σὸν ≈ *דברי חכמים הט אזנך ושמע דברי 22:17
οὖς καὶ ἄκουε ἐμὸν λόγον) ] ים י חֲכָמִ֑ ט אָזְנְךָ֗ וּ֭שְׁמַע דִּבְרֵ֣  ܐܪܟܢ ܐܕܢܟ) m s הַ֥
(2דברי transp of words, om of) (ܘܫ�ܥ ܡ̈ܠܡܐ ܕܚ̈ܟܝ�ܡܐ

Though the mechanisms of the change are unclear, several consider-
ations support the emendation: (1) The restored text provides a title for 
the unit, whose distinctiveness has been proved by the parallels to Amen-
emope. (The parallels are extensively explored in AbP on this unit.) (2) 
The title in 24:23, “These too are of the wise,” indicates awareness of the 
ascription of the foregoing proverbs to “the wise,” though a title to that 
effect is missing in m. (3) other exordia5 call for attention to the speaker’s 
teachings, not the words of other sages, as m’s formulation does. (4) The 

5. exordia introduce the discourses of Prov 1–9, which i call “lectures.” An exor-
dium comprises (1) an address to the son or sons; (2) an exhortation to hear and 
remember the father’s teachings; and (3) a motivation that supports the exhortation 
by extolling the teachings’ excellence and value. There are similarly structured instruc-
tions elsewhere in Proverbs. see AbP 1.45–46.
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emendation to “my words” provides a better parallel to “my knowledge.”
G: (a) Λόγοις σοφῶν παράβαλλε σὸν οὖς καὶ ἄκουε ἐμὸν λόγον, (b) τὴν δὲ 

σὴν καρδίαν ἐπίστησον, (c) ἵνα γνῷς ὅτι καλοί εἰσιν. “(a) to the words of 
the wise direct your ear and hear my word (b) and set your heart, (c) so 
that you may know that they are beautiful.”

in G 22:17a, the phrases “words of the wise” and “incline your ear” are 
transposed with respect to m. it is likely that G had the transposition 
in its source text. The reconstructed Hebrew source text of 22:17a (see 
above) must be construed differently from the way G interpreted it. The 
sense of the original was “The words of the wise. incline your ear and 
hear my words, and set your heart to my knowledge.” The reconstructed 
verse provides the heading of the third part of Proverbs, 22:17–24:22. 
(see the introduction to this unit in AbP 2.704–7.)

The above emendation, first proposed by Gressmann 1924, 274, is 
widely accepted. Alex luc (2000, 253), however, argues that, although 
a different Hebrew lies behind G 22:17a, it is not a section title. The first 
line reads: דברי חכמים הט אזנך, which is to be translated, “to the words 
of the wise direct your ear” (the translation luc’s exegesis calls for). 
However, הט אזנך requires an indirect object and דברי חכמים does not 
provide it directly. Although it is true that G does not intend the words 
to represent a section heading, the underlying Hebrew does. Also, in 
22:17c, G had לדעת or construed לדעתי (= m) as an infinitive. it also 
continued 22:17 into כי נעים in 22:18.

22:18
G: (a) καὶ ἐὰν ἐμβάλῃς αὐτοὺς εἰς τὴν καρδίαν σου, (b) εὐφρανοῦσίν σε 

ἅμα ἐπὶ σοῖς χείλεσιν. “(a) And if you place them into your heart, (b) 
they will together make you rejoice on your lips.” G 22:18 starts with כי 
 G substitutes “heart,” which is the usual organ of knowledge .תשמרם
and memory in Hebrew, for m’s “belly,” which preserves an egyptian 
usage. יכנו is not represented and יחדו is parsed as חד"ה d-stem. The 
two Hebrew words were well-known to the translator and the reason for 
these differences is unclear.

ו עַל־ חְדָּ֗ נוּ יַ֝ ם בְּבִטְנֶ֑ךָ יִכֹּ֥ י־תִשְׁמְרֵ֣ עִים כִּֽ י־נָ֭ י׃ 18 כִּֽ ית לְדַעְתִּֽ לִבְּךָ֗ תָּשִׁ֥ וְ֝
תָּה׃  יךָ הַיּ֣וֹם אַף־אָֽ ךָ הוֹדַעְתִּ֖ יהוָה מִבְטַחֶ֑ יךָ׃ 19 לִהְי֣וֹת בַּ֭ שְׂפָתֶֽ

שְׁטְ  יעֲךָ֗ קֹ֖ עַת׃ 21 לְהוֹדִֽ ים⌉ בְּמ֖וֹעֵצ֣וֹת וָדָֽ ךָ ⌈שְׁלֹשִׁ֑ בְתִּי לְ֭ א כָתַ֣ ֹ֤ 20 הֲל
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(י → ו ,ח → ה graph) σ′ (ζωήν) *חיים [ (ܝܘܡܢܐ) m s היום 22:19
G (continuing 22:18): (a) ἵνα σου γένηται ἐπὶ κύριον ἡ ἐλπὶς (b) καὶ 

γνωρίσῃ σοι τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ [var: σου Gb]. “(a) so that your hope may be 
in the lord, (b) and so that he may let you know his [var: ‘your’] way.” 
G 22:19b is a loose rephrasing of the difficult m 22:19b. For the unex-
pected “today,” which seems to lack a function in context, G substitutes 
the standard “his [God’s] way” (Gb τὴν ὁδόν σου). σ′ has ζωήν = חיים for 
m’s היום. G joins אף אתה to the next verse. s does not represent these 
two words, probably because they are unnecessary.

ים [ ›שלשים‹ 22:20  v (tripliciter) (ܥܠ ܬܠܬ ܙܒ̈ܢܝܢ) mQ G (τρισσῶς) s שָׁלִישִׁ֑
t (על תלתא זמנין); שלשום mK (mQ G s v t: orth, interp; mK: graph י 
(interp ,ו →

Neither the ketiv nor the qere makes good sense. The qere, שלישים, is 
commonly thought to mean “noble things” or “three times” (see AbP 
for references) but in fact it has neither meaning. Α שליש is a type of 
military officer, but the word bears no connotations of excellence. Nor is 
“three times” relevant to anything in the unit. The ketiv, שלשום, means 
“the day before yesterday,” but the word appears only in the fixed idiom 
שלשום  ”.literally “yesterday (and) the day before yesterday ,(א)תמול 
toy hesitantly suggests adding תמול, but this is ad hoc and in any case 
does not make good sense. “Have i not written for you formerly?” would 
imply a contrast between the attempt to instill trust in yahweh today 
(22:19b) and the intention to teach true words and good answers in the 
past, a meaningless contrast. see further AbP. we should read שְׁלֹשִׁים 
(“thirty”), following erman 1924, 89. The ketiv and the qere are two 
orthographic realizations of consonantal שלשים. These two spellings 
arose once the function of “thirty” to refer to the number of maxims was 
no longer recognized. The consonantal writing is found in many mss 
Kr, though without the suggested vocalization. This spelling very likely 
maintains the primitive orthography.

erman (1924) took his cue from Amenemope’s epilogue, which 
begins, “look to these thirty chapters: they divert, they instruct” (§30; 
27.8). The book of Amenemope has thirty chapters, all numbered. many 
commentators, including AbP, find thirty maxims in Prov 22:17–23:11 
(which is the first section of the third collection, 22:17–24:22).

G: (a) καὶ σὺ δὲ ἀπόγραψαι αὐτὰ σεαυτῷ τρισσῶς (b) εἰς βουλὴν καὶ 
γνῶσιν (c) ἐπὶ τὸ πλάτος τῆς καρδίας σου. “(a) And as for you—write these 
for yourself thrice, (b) for counsel and knowledge, (c) on the tablet of 
your heart.” G’s loose treatment of the syntax of m 22:20a resulted from 
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the assumptions that אף אתה (m 22:19) is the subject of the sentence 
(καὶ σὺ δέ) and that שלישים means “threefold” or “thrice.” The transla-
tor then added 22:20c, borrowed from 7:3b, to clarify the command to 
write. v’s tripliciter follows G.

s: ܘܗܐ ܟܬܒܬ ܐ̈ܢܝܢ ܠܟ ܥܠ ܬܠܬ ܙܒ̈ܢܝܢ. “And behold i write them for 
you three times.” while independent of G, s too understands שלישים as 
“three times.” The next words, במועצות ודעת, are used for the next verse.

tw: והא כתבית אנון לך על תלתא זמנין בעיצתא וידיעתא “And behold i 
have written these things for you three times in counsel and knowledge.” 
tl: והא אנון לך על תלתא זמנין בעיצתא וידיעתא (lit. “And behold these 
are for you about counsel and knowledge”). tl lacks כתבית, which is 
needed for this sentence.

(שק → קש metath) (ܘܫܠܝܐ) s *שקט [ m G (ἀληθῆ) קשט 22:21
(add) (v <) (ܕܩܘܫܬܐ) m G (ἀληθείας) s 2אמת

m’s אמת in 22:21b is clumsy and redundant after “words of truth” in 
22:21a and should be omitted. it is either a dittography (possibly verti-
cal) with אמת in 22:22a (Clifford) or, more likely, a moralizing gloss 
intended to make it absolutely clear that only the giving of true replies is 
being taught. i consider this emendation to be conjectural, though the 
word is also lacking in v; see below.

G: (a) διδάσκω οὖν σε ἀληθῆ λόγον καὶ γνῶσιν ἀγαθὴν ὑπακούειν (b) 
τοῦ ἀποκρίνεσθαι λόγους ἀληθείας τοῖς προβαλλομένοις σοι. “(a) Therefore 
i will teach you a true word and (how) to understand good knowledge, 
(b) (so as) to answer (with) true words those who confront you.” This is 
an expansive treatment of m. in all of G, προβάλλειν translates שלח only 
here. Gels defines the middle of προβάλλειν as “to confront somebody 
with a problem, to question.” For the latter see Judg 14:12. in 26:18, its 
only other occurrence in G-Proverbs, προβάλλουσιν renders  he“] הירה 
who shoots”], suggesting the notion of confrontation or insult, as Gels 
says. G 22:21 pictures a confrontation rather than the delivery of a mes-

ל־ יךָ׃  פ  22 אַֽ ת( לְשׁלְֹחֶֽ ים )אֱמֶ֑ יב אֲמָרִ֥ ת לְהָשִׁ֥ י אֱמֶ֑ אִמְרֵ֣
ם  יב רִיבָ֑ י־יְ֭הוָה יָרִ֣ עַר׃ 23 כִּֽ א עָנִי֣ בַשָּֽׁ י דַל־ה֑וּא וְאַל־תְּדַכֵּ֖ ל כִּ֣ תִּגְזָל־דָּ֭

ישׁ  ף וְאֶת־אִ֥ עַל אָ֑ תְרַע אֶת־בַּ֣ פֶשׁ׃ 24 אַל־תִּ֭ ם נָֽ ע אֶת־קבְֹעֵיהֶ֣ וְקָבַ֖
ךָ׃  שׁ לְנַפְשֶֽׁ ו וְלָקַחְתָּ֖ מוָֹקֵ֣ רְחֹתָ֑ ף אֹֽ א תָבֽוֹא׃ 25 פֶּן־תֶּאֱלַ֥ ֹ֣ מוֹת ל חֵ֝

ין־לְךָ֥ לְשַׁלֵּ֑ם  ים מַשָּׁאֽוֹת׃ 27 אִם־אֵֽ ערְֹבִ֗ ף בַּ֝ קְעֵי־כָ֑ י בְתֹֽ 26 אַל־תְּהִ֥
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sage. it was probably unclear to the translator why a messenger would 
“answer” those who sent him on an errand.

v: (a) ut ostenderem tibi firmitatem et eloquia veritatis, (b) respondere 
ex his illi qui misit te. “(a) That i might show you the certainty and the 
utterances of truth, (b) to respond from these (words) to him that sent 
you.” Firmitatem is a reasonable approximation of קשט. For unclear rea-
sons, v does not represent אמת. Though i consider it a moralizing gloss 
(see AbP), i doubt that it was missing in v’s source text. Possibly Jerome 
considered it adequately implied by the first stich. Compare the way he 
substitutes a pronoun for the repeated תורה in 28:4b.

s (continuing 22:20):  ܕܐܘܕܥܟ ܡܠܼܟܐ ܘܝܕܥܬܐ܂ ܘܫܠܝܐ ܘܡ̈ܠܡܐ ܕܩܘܫܬܐ܂ 
 that i might make you know (a)“ .ܕܬܗܦܟ ܡܠܬܐ ܕܩܘܫܬܐ ܠܿ�ܢ ܕܫܕܪܟ
counsel and knowledge, (b) and tranquility and words of truth, (c) that 
you may return a word of truth to whoever sent you.” s uses במועצות 
 as further objects of “to make you know.” since s (from m 21:20) ודעת
would have recognized Aramaic קשט, which takes the form ܩܘܫܛܐ in 
syriac, s’s ܫܠܝܐ reflects שֶׁקֶט (Pinkuss). t has קושטא = m but adds a 
conjunction: ומילי דתריצותא = s.

22:23
G: (a) ὁ γὰρ κύριος κρινεῖ αὐτοῦ τὴν κρίσιν, (b) καὶ ῥύσῃ σὴν ἄσυλον 

ψυχήν. “(a) For the lord will judge his (the poor man’s) case, (b) and you 
will preserve [lit. ‘rescue’] your soul safe from harm.” G guesses at the 
rare verb קבע (actually, “rob”) in 22:23b, then must change the person 
of the suffix of קבעיהם. G must mean that if you obey the admonition in 
22:22, you will be safe. Prov 22:23b seems to be influenced by ezek 3:19, 
21, which is likely the source of the awkward second-person here.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܕܢܦܫܗܘܢ ܥܘܠܒܐ   and will repay the (b)“ .ܘܡܬܦܪܥ 
injustice (to) their souls.” s must guess at the meaning of קבע but does 
not rely on G.

יו [ mK ארחתו 22:25 רְחֹתָ֑ mQ ] (num or orth) אֹֽ
see the comment on 2:8.

 ܒܕܒܗܿܬ ܐܢܬ) G (αἰσχυνόμενος πρόσωπον) ≈ s ≈ *משאת [ m משאות 22:26
(orth) (ܡܢ ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ

G: μὴ δίδου σεαυτὸν εἰς ἐγγύην αἰσχυνόμενος πρόσωπον. “do not give 
yourself as surety, being diffident toward others [lit. ‘feeling awe/shame 
toward face’].” G explains what it means to clasp hands. For משאות, G 
had משאת (Jäger), which he understood as מִשֵּׂאת (lit. “from lifting up,” 
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sc. פנים). The idiom appears without פנים in Gen 4:7, where G under-
stands it differently.

s ≈ G, using ܒܕܒܗܿܬ ܐܢܬ ܡܢ ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ (lit. “because you are ashamed 
of faces,” i.e., diffident). to deal with the difficult משאות, t takes על 
.from 17:18 חבריה

22:27
G and s omit  it is impossible to determine whether this was .למה 

missing in their source text (due to haplography) or was omitted in 
translation because of the difficulty of fitting  the word into the Greek 
and syriac syntax. v explains משכבך as operimentum de cubili tuo (“the 
covering from your bed”). This is correct, since beds in ancient times 
were coverings one lay on and wrapped oneself in.

22:29
G: (a) ὁρατικὸν ἄνδρα καὶ ὀξὺν ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις αὐτοῦ (b) βασιλεῦσι δεῖ 

παρεστάναι (c) καὶ μὴ παρεστάναι ἀνδράσι νωθροῖς. “(a) it is necessary for 
a man who is observant and keen in his works (b) to attend on kings 
(c) and not attend on sluggish men.” G derives “observant” from חזית 
(actually, “have you seen?”), which it treats as an adjective and translates 
by the hapax ὁρατικόν. (חזית is translated correctly in 29:20.) There is 
no reason to assume the reading חזות (Jäger), since that is no closer to 
ὁρατικόν than m is, and איש חזות does not give a suitable sense. G takes 
the idea of sluggishness from חשכים (lit. “dark,” “obscure”) by making it 
the opposite of “keen.”

23:2
G: (2a) καὶ ἐπίβαλλε τὴν χεῖρά σου, (2b) εἰδὼς ὅτι τοιαῦτά σε δεῖ 

παρασκευάσαι. (3a) εἰ δὲ ἀπληστότερος εἶ.… “(2a) And lay your hand [sc. 
on what is placed before you], (2b) knowing that it is right for you to pre-

ר עָשׂ֣וּ  ם אֲשֶׁ֖ סֵּג גְּב֣וּל עוֹלָ֑ יךָ׃ 28 אַל־תַּ֭ שְׁכָּבְךָ֗ מִתַּחְתֶּֽ ח מִ֝ מָּה יִקַּ֥ לָ֥
ב בַּל־ ים יִתְיַצָּ֑ פְנֵיֽ־מְלָכִ֥ יר בִּמְלַאכְתּ֗וֹ לִֽ הִ֤ ישׁ ׀ מָ֘ יתָ אִ֤ יךָ׃ 29 חָזִ֡ אֲבוֹתֶֽ
ל  שֵׁב לִלְח֣וֹם אֶת־מוֹשֵׁ֑ י־תֵ֭ ים׃  פ  23:1 כִּֽ תְיַצֵּב לִפְנֵי֥ חֲשֻׁכִּֽ יִ֝

עַל נֶפֶ֣שׁ  ךָ אִם־בַּ֖ ין בְּלֹעֶ֑ ר לְפָנֶיֽךָ׃ 2 וְשַׂמְתָּ֣ שַׂכִּ֣ ין אֶת־אֲשֶׁ֥ בִ֗ ין תָּ֝ בִּ֥
ים׃ 4 אַל־תִּיגַע֥  ה֗וּא לֶ֣חֶם כְּזָבִֽ יו וְ֝ תְאָו לְמַטְעַמּוֹתָ֑ תָּה׃ 3 אַל־תִּ֭ אָֽ
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pare such things. (3a) And if you are insatiable.…” (G 23:2a ≈ m 23:2a; G 
23:2b ≠ m; G 23:3a = m 23:2b; G 23:3b = m 23:3a; G 23:3c ≈ m 23:3b.) 
(Nets: “(b) since you know that you will have to prepare such things.”) 
The intention of “prepare” here is unclear. Perhaps puzzled as to why one 
would put a knife to his throat (as m advises, in a vivid metaphor for 
self-control), the literal-minded translator composed a sentence affirm-
ing that it is right to eat what you are given.

v: (a) = m; (b) si tamen habes in potestate animam tuam. “(b) if never-
theless you have your soul under control.” v has an unusual interpreta-
tion of בעל נפש—one shared, independently, by t.

s (continuing 23:1): ]ܕܠܡܐ ܬܣܝܡ ܣܟܝܢܐ ܒܦܘܡܟ܂ ܐܢ ܐܝܬ ]ܐܢܬ
ܕܢܦܝܫ  so that you not place a knife in your mouth, (b) if (a)“ .ܓܒܪܐ 
[corr: ‘you’] are a man of appetite.” (emending ܐܝܬ to ܐܢܬ [with 
Pinkuss].) like G, s misunderstands the metaphor of placing a knife to 
one’s throat and adds a negative. s’s “placing a knife in your mouth” may 
signify either endangering oneself or eating a piece of meat skewered on 
a knife.

t: (a) = m; (b) אין מרא דנפשך את. “(b) if you are the master of your 
soul/appetite.” 23:2b = v. Joseph Qimḥi explains the clause similarly: “if 
you govern your soul, then control your desire [lit. ‘spirit’].” tZ דנפשא 
adjusts to m.

(? יי → ם sep) G (ζωῆς) *לחיי [ (ܠܚ�ܡܐ) m s לחם 23:3
G: (a) (see m 23:2b); (b) μὴ ἐπιθύμει τῶν ἐδεσμάτων αὐτοῦ, (c) ταῦτα 

γὰρ ἔχεται ζωῆς ψευδοῦς. “(b) do not desire his delicacies, (c) for these 
belong to a false life.” (G 23:3a = m 23:2b; G 23:3b = m 23:3a; G 23:3c ≈ 
m 23:3b.) ζωῆς = לְחַיֵּי. The ם of לחם split into two yods. see lsF §§132ef 
for similar phenomena, such as מ or ם becoming יו.

 an abbreviated writing of ,איו ק' in 23:6 and 24:1, the mp has :תִּתְאָו
 to indicate the pronunciation –āw. This orthography is derived ,תתאיו
from the third masculine plural noun suffix יו-. For other examples, see 
the qerayin in Cant 2:11; Num 11:32; 12:3; and Ps 105:40. The mp at 23:3 
lacks a qere. (bHs supplies one.)

23:4
G: (a) μὴ παρεκτείνου πένης ὢν πλουσίῳ, (b) τῇ δὲ σῇ ἐννοίᾳ ἀπόσχου. 

“(a) (if) you are poor, do not measure yourself [lit. ‘stretch yourself out’] 
by a rich man, (b) but be restrained by your understanding.” rather 
than allowing the impression that one should refrain from hard work, 
G warns against dissatisfaction with one’s given station in life. Compar-
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ing oneself to the rich would just breed envy. elsewhere too G elimi-
nates or tempers warnings against overwork; see the comment on 10:22. 
introducing the theme of envy tightens the connection of this verse to 
its context, 23:2–5. להעשיר is understood as “to the rich man,” with an 
unassimilated article.

s: ܠܡܐ ܬܬܩܪܒ ܠܥܬܝܪܐ܂ ܐܠܡܐ ܒܚܟ�ܬܐ ܐܬܦܪܩ ܡܢܗ. “(a) do not 
approach a rich man, (b) but, in wisdom, depart from him.” s derives 
m’s תיגע from נג"ע. This led to a contextual rendering of חדל as “depart.” 
s 23:4 speaks about the rich man (supposedly העשיר), as do G and t, 
rather than wealth. s shares G’s reluctance to caution against overwork; 
see the comment on 10:22.

 mK התעוף [ (תצד) v (erigas) tl (ܬܨܕ) mQ G (ἐπιστήσῃς) s התעיף 23:5
(graph ו → י)
 v (et avolabunt) ≈ t (ܘܦܪܚ) mK ≈ G (καὶ ὑποστρέφει) s ועיף [ mQ יעוף
(י → ו graph ,ו → י graph) (דטאס)

G: (a) ἐὰν ἐπιστήσῃς τὸ σὸν ὄμμα πρὸς αὐτόν, οὐδαμοῦ φανεῖται, (b) 
κατεσκεύασται γὰρ αὐτῷ πτέρυγες ὥσπερ ἀετοῦ (c) καὶ ὑποστρέφει εἰς τὸν 
οἶκον τοῦ προεστηκότος αὐτοῦ. “(a) if you place your eye on him, he will 
in no way appear, (b) for he has made for himself wings like an eagle’s, 
(c) and returns to the house of his superior.” G continues speaking about 
the rich man from the preceding verse rather than his wealth, producing 
a strange image. השמים, which in the original refers to the sky, is here 
explained as “the house of his superior,” that is to say, God, and to return 
to his house is to die.

v clarifies the image by translating בו ואיננו as ad opes quas habere non 
potes (“to wealth which you are not able to have”) (Cb).

s: ܐܢ ܬܨܕ ܓܝܪ ܥܝܢܟ ܒܗ ܠܡܐ ܡܬܚܙܐ ܠܟ܂ ܡܛܠ ܕܥܒܕ ܠܗ ܓܦ̈ܐ 
 For if you fix your eye on him, he is not (a)“ .ܐܝܟ ܕܢܫܪܐ ܘܦܪܚ ܠܫ�ܝܐ
visible to you, (b) because he made for himself wings like an eagle’s (c) 
and flies to the sky.” s combines m and G, still speaking about the rich 
man and his unreliability but ending with “and flies to heaven”; similarly 
tl תצד (“you set”) (tZ תצר “bind”).

ה יַעֲשֶׂה־ י עָשֹׂ֣ ינֶ֥נּוּ כִּ֤ אֵ֫ עִיף⌉ עֵינֶי֥ךָ בּ֗וֹ וְֽ ל׃ 5 ⌈הֲתָ֤ בִּינָתְךָ֥ חֲדָֽ יר מִֽ הַעֲשִׁ֑ לְֽ
חֶם  ם אֶת־לֶ֭ יִם׃  פ  6 אַל־תִּלְחַ֗ שֶׁר ⌈יָע֥וּף⌉ הַשָּׁמָֽ נֶ֗ יִם כְּ֝ לּ֣וֹ כְנָפַ֑
ן־ה֥וּא  ר⌉ בְּנַפְשׁ֗וֹ כֶּ֫ י ׀ כְּמוֹ־⌈שׁעֵֹ֥ יו׃ 7 כִּ֤ ו לְמַטְעַמֹּתָֽ תְאָ֗ יִן וְאַל־תִּ֝ ע עָ֑ רַ֣

תָּ  שִׁחַ֗ נָּה וְ֝ לְתָּ תְקִיאֶ֑ תְּךָ־אָכַ֥ ךְ׃ 8 פִּֽ לִבּ֗וֹ בַּל־עִמָּֽ אמַר לָ֑ךְ וְ֝ ֹ֣ ל וּ֭שְׁתֵה י אֱכֹ֣
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in the first ketiv-qere pair, G and s (ܬܨܕ) agree with the qere. Given 
the plural of עיניך, the qere (“if you make [your eyes] fly”) is better than 
the ketiv (הֲתָעוּף lit. “if [your eyes] flies”). in the second pair, the ketiv is 
an impossible form. The second stich would be smoother with a waw-
conjunctive—וְיָעוּף (AbP). but it is not syntactically necessary, and the 
presence of a conjunction in G and s is uncertain evidence for it, since 
both versions are flexible in their representation of conjunctions.

יו [ mK תתאו 23:6 תְאָ֗ mQ ] (orth) תִּ֝
see the comment on 23:3.

ר [ σ′ (εἰκάζων) v (aestimat) *שׁעֵֹר 23:7 m (vocal) שָׁעַ֥
ܠܡܐ) m s ולבו בל  G (εἰσαγάγῃς αὐτόν, in G 8) (graph *ולהבלו [ (ܘܠܒܗ 
similarities, unc)

G: (7a) ὃν τρόπον γὰρ εἴ τις καταπίοι τρίχα, (b) οὕτως ἐσθίει καὶ πίνει. 
(8a) μηδὲ πρὸς σὲ εἰσαγάγῃς αὐτόν. “(7a) For just as if someone swallowed 
down a hair, (b) thus he eats and drinks. (8a) Nor should you bring him 
toward you.” G merges m 23:7b (ולבו בל עמך) with 23:8a, ignoring יאמר 
.לך

καταπίοι τρίχα is a double translation of שער exploiting two senses 
of the graphic form. As bHQ observes, ּיִשְׂעָרֶנּו is translated καταπίεται 
ὑμᾶς in Ps 58[57]:10. in 23:7b, G implicitly vocalizes אֹכֵל וְשׁתֶֹה (Jäger).

several vocalizations are possible. (1) שָׁעַר (m). by this pointing, the 
line would be translated, “For as if he calculated in his mind, thus he 
[it?] is.” (2) שֵׂעָר (G) “hair” (that is, a blockage in the throat). (3) שַׂעַר 
(“storm”). (4) שׁעֵֹר (“calculates”) is to be preferred. This provides an 
antecedent for כן הוא and improves the syntax, though the gist is the 
same as in m. The line should be translated, “For like one who calcu-
lates in his mind, thus is he.” while the stingy host invites you to eat, he 
is silently calculating costs and benefits. He is brooding on the cost of 
every bite you take and wondering if you are worth it. other vocaliza-
tions may be relevant as visual wordplays. see AbP.

μηδὲ πρὸς σὲ εἰσαγάγῃς αὐτόν = ְוּלְהֹבִלוֹ עִמָּך (with the negative carried 
forward from 23:6a). This is a distortion of m’s עמך בל   though ,ולבו 
the steps in the permutation cannot be traced exactly. The retroverted 
Hebrew does not show the usual Greek-Hebrew correspondences, but 
 in the יב"ל in the H-stem is translated by ἄγειν in ezek 40:24, and הל"ך
Hp-stem is translated by ἄγειν (passive) in isa 53:7 and Jer 11:19.

v: (a) quoniam in similitudinem arioli et coniectoris (b) aestimat quod 
ignorat. (c) comede et bibe dicet tibi et mens eius non est tecum. “(a) 
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since, in the likeness of a soothsayer and diviner, (b) he thinks that of 
which he is ignorant. (c) And ‘eat and drink,’ he will say to you, but his 
mind is not with you.” Assuming that שער means “estimate,” Jerome 
expands the word by a triple translation: arioli, coniectoris, and aesti-
mat. The diviner epitomizes ignorance, but his relation to the rest of the 
verse (23:7c) is unclear.

s: ܐܟܙܢܐ ܓܝܪ ܕܐܢܫ ܒܠܥ ܙܦܬܐ܂ ܗܟܢܐ  ܐܟܠ ܐܢܬ ܘܫܬܐ ܥ�ܗ܂ 
ܠܡܐ ܗܘܐ ܠܘܬܟ  For just as a man swallows a bristle, (b) (a)“ .ܘܠܒܗ 
thus you eat and drink with him, but his heart is not toward you.” s is 
influenced by G, including in the omission of יאמר לך. Then s changes 
the first part of 23:6b into the second person, as in m, but to very differ-
ent effect. since 23:6 speaks of “you” eating, it seemed logical to continue 
the second person into the next verse. s thus combines G, m, and his 
own ingenuity.

23:8
G: (23:8a = m 23:7b) (8b) καὶ φάγῃς τὸν ψωμόν σου μετ’ αὐτοῦ. (c) 

ἐξεμέσει γὰρ αὐτὸν καὶ λυμανεῖται τοὺς λόγους σου τοὺς καλούς. “(b) nor 
eat your morsel with him. (c) For he will vomit it up and spoil your 
lovely words.” see the comment on 23:7b. G continues the description of 
the envious man. λυμανεῖται = שִׁחֵת. s = m.

 ,rab v (parvulorum) (vocal עוּלִים [ G (αἰώνια) (ܕܡܢ ܥܠܡ) m s עולם 23:10
orth)

v parvulorum (“children”) = עוּלִים, for m’s עוֹלָם. Jerome rendered 
 עולים as antiquos in the doublet in 22:28. The consonantal reading עולם

יךָ׃  כֶל מִלֶּֽ י־יָ֝ב֗וּז לְשֵׂ֣ ר כִּֽ סִיל אַל־תְּדַבֵּ֑ ים׃ 9 בְּאָזְנֵי֣ כְ֭ יךָ הַנְּעִימִֽ דְּבָרֶ֥
י־גֹאֲלָ֥ם חָזָק֑  א׃ 11 כִּֽ ֹֽ ים אַל־תָּב י יְ֝תוֹמִ֗ ם וּבִשְׂדֵ֥ סֵּג גְּב֣וּל עוֹלָ֑ 10 אַל־תַּ֭

ךָ לְאִמְרֵי־ אָזְנֶ֗ ךָ וְ֝ ר לִבֶּ֑ יאָה לַמּוּסָ֣ ךְ׃ 12 הָבִ֣ ם אִתָּֽ יב אֶת־רִיבָ֣ הֽוּא־יָרִ֖
א יָמֽוּת׃  ֹ֣ בֶט ל שֵּׁ֗ נּוּ בַ֝ י־תַכֶּ֥ ר כִּֽ עַת׃ 13 אַל־תִּמְנַע֣ מִנַּעַ֣ר מוּסָ֑ דָֽ

ךָ  ם לִבֶּ֑ נִי אִם־חָכַ֣ יל׃ 15 בְּ֭ נַפְשׁ֗וֹ מִשְּׁא֥וֹל תַּצִּֽ נּוּ וְ֝ בֶט תַּכֶּ֑ תָּה בַּשֵּׁ֣ 14 אַ֭

ים׃  יךָ מֵישָׁרִֽ פָתֶ֗ ר שְׂ֝ י בְּדַבֵּ֥ נִי׃16 וְתַעְלֹ֥זְנָה כִלְיוֹתָ֑ י גַם־אָֽ ח לִבִּ֣ יִשְׂמַ֖
י  ה כָּל־הַיּֽוֹם׃ 18 כִּ֭ הוָ֗ י אִם־בְּיִרְאַת־יְ֝ ים כִּ֥ חַטָּאִ֑ בְּךָ בַּֽ 17 אַל־יְקַנֵּא֣ לִ֭

ה בְנִ֣י  ת׃ 19 שְׁמַע־אַתָּ֣ א תִכָּרֵֽ ֹ֣ תִקְוָתְךָ֗ ל ית וְ֝ אִם־ ⌈תִּשְׁמְרֶנָּה⌉ יֵשׁ֣ אַחֲרִ֑
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is presumed in m. Pe’ah 5:6, though there it is construed as עוֹלִים (“those 
who ascend”). עולים also seems to be presumed in y. sotah 4:4. Jerome 
probably had עולים in his Hebrew text of 23:10. m is preferable (see 
AbP). עולים arose under the influence of the parallel “orphans.”

23:11
After “their redeemer,” G adds κύριος to specify (unnecessarily) just 

who the redeemer is.

23:16
G: (a) καὶ ἐνδιατρίψει λόγοις τὰ σὰ χείλη (b) πρὸς τὰ ἐμὰ χείλη, ἐὰν ὀρθὰ 

ὦσιν. “(a) And your lips will linger in words (b) with my lips, if they are 
honest.” The relation of G to m is hard to explain. emending ἐνδιατρίψει 
to ἐνδιαθρύψει (de lagarde; baumgartner) does not provide a satisfac-
tory meaning (“play the prude toward”? [lsJ]) and leaves other discrep-
ancies unresolved.

(ה⌒ם homoi) G (τηρήσῃς αὐτά) ] > m s *תשמרנה 23:18
G: (a) ἐὰν γὰρ τηρήσῃς αὐτά, ἔσται σοι ἔκγονα, (b) = m. “(a) For if you 

keep them, you will have offspring.” Though many commentators try 
to make sense of m 23:18a, a verb is missing after אם. m 23:18a would 
have to be translated, “for if there is a future,” which is not a meaning-
ful protasis.  Following G, we should add a verb meaning “keep them” 
(Gemser 1963; mcKane; bHs; AbP; and many others), either תשמרנה 
or תנצרנה. (G’s αὐτά must refer to the exhortations in 22:15–17, but the 
proper antecedent is “fear of the lord” in 23:17, and the verb should be 
restored with the 3rd fem sg suffix.) Admittedly, G may be supplying 
the verb as required by context (bHQ), but if so, it is probably restoring 
a word once present. v’s quia habebis spem (“for if you have hope”) is 
supplied, but “keep” is more appropriate to a sentence motivating the 
exhortation to fear the lord.

s: (a) ܕܬܗܘܐ ܠܟ ܚܪܬܐ (b) = m. “(a) And you will have an end [= 
‘future’?].” s ignores the אם, as does v (and many modern translators). 
t ≈ s but explains “end” as אחריתא טבתא—“a good end.”

23:19
G: (a) = m; (b) καὶ κατεύθυνε ἐννοίας σῆς καρδίας. “(b) and make 

the reflections of your heart straight.” G associates ואשר with יש"ר 
(“straight”). The “way of your heart” is explained as your thoughts.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܬܕܘܨ ܬܪܥܝܬܝ ܒܠܒܟ. “(b) and my mind will rejoice 
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in your heart.” s identifies אשר with its homonym “declare happy” and 
must adjust the rest of the sentence to make sense of it. Hence retrover-
sion to ואשר דרכָי בלבך (baumgartner; Pinkuss) is not justified.

שבר [ (ܒܒܣܪܐ) m s בשר 23:20  G (κρεῶν τε ἀγορασμοῖς) (dittog *בשר 
(שב → 2בש metath ;בשר בשר → בשר

G: (a) = m; (b) μηδὲ ἐκτείνου συμβολαῖς κρεῶν τε ἀγορασμοῖς. “(b) and 
do not spend much time at feasts or with purchases of meat.” κρεῶν τε 
ἀγορασμοῖς = שֶׁבֶר) בָּשָׂר שֶׁבֶר [“provisions”] is translated ἀγορασμόν in 
Gen 42:19). since τε never represents the waw-conjunctive in G-Prov-
erbs, its use here (without καί) indicates the absence of -ו.

23:21
G translates זולל (usually “glutton”) as πορνοκόπος (“whoremonger”) 

only here (but correctly; see AbP). The translator is extending the warn-
ing against drunkenness and gluttony to other types of dissoluteness.

23:22
G adds the vocative υἱέ, thus assimilating to 23:15 and 19. see the com-

ment on 1:15.

23:23 > G ] ה׃ ר וּבִינָֽ ה וּמוּסָ֣ ר חָכְמָ֖ נֵה וְאַל־תִּמְכֹּ֑ קְ֭ ת  ܩܢܝ.) m s אֱמֶ֣  ܩܘܫܬܐ 
(theol) (ܘܠܡܐ ܬܙܒܢ ܚܟ�ܬܐ ܘܡܪܕܘܬܐ ܘܣܘܟܠܡܐ

This verse is probably an addition to the text subsequent to the diver-
gence of proto-m and proto-G. The verse is absent from G, and there is 
no motivation, ideological or graphic, for an omission by a copyist or 
translator. it was intended to supplement the exhortation in 23:22 by 
a motivation, in accordance with the usual structure of exordia. (see 
the footnote at 22:17, above, and AbP 1.45). while the present verse 
is appropriate to the general context, it is extraneous to the theme and 

מוֹ׃  ר לָֽ בְאֵי־יָֽ֑יִן בְּזלֲֹלֵ֖י בָשָׂ֣ י בְסֹֽ ךָ׃ 20 אַל־תְּהִ֥ רֶךְ לִבֶּֽ ר בַּדֶּ֣ ם וְאַשֵּׁ֖ וַחֲכָ֑
אָבִיךָ זֶה֣  ע לְ֭ ה׃ 22 שְׁמַ֣ ישׁ נוּמָֽ ים תַּלְבִּ֥ שׁ וּ֝קְרָעִ֗ זוֹלֵל יִוָּרֵ֑ א וְ֭ 21 כִּי־סבֵֹ֣

יק  י צַדִּ֑ גִיל⌉ אֲבִ֣ ךָ׃ 23  ⌈ ⌉ 24 ⌈גִּ֣יל יָ֭ י־זָקְנָ֥ה אִמֶּֽ ב֗וּז כִּֽ ךָ וְאַל־תָּ֝ יְלָדֶ֑
ךָ׃  ל יֽוֹלַדְתֶּֽ תָגֵ֗ ךָ וְ֝ יךָ וְאִמֶּ֑ שְׂמַח־אָבִ֥ ם ⌈יִשְׂמַח⌉־בּֽוֹ׃ 25 יִֽ כָ֗ ד⌉ חָ֝ ⌈וְיוֹלֵ֥
ה  ה עֲמֻקָּ֣ י־שׁוּחָ֣ י ⌈תִּצּֽרְֹנָה⌉׃ 27 כִּֽ יךָ דְּרָכַ֥ עֵינֶ֗ י וְ֝ 26 תְּנָֽה־בְנִי֣ לִבְּךָ֣ לִ֑
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keywords of the otherwise cohesive epigram, 23:22 + 24–25. verse 24 
would follow nicely on 23:22.

 G (καλῶς ἐκτρέφει) (mK: graph *גדל יגדל ;mK גול יגול [ mQ גיל יגיל 23:24
(ד → 3י ,ד → 1י G: graph ;ו → 3י ,ו → 1י
mK (± conj) יולד [ (ומאן דמוליד) t (ܘܢܘܠܕ) mQ s ויולד
(conj ±) (ܘܢܚܕܐ) mK s וישמח [ mQ v (laetabitur) ישמח

The ketivin and the qerayin readings constitute two forms of the sen-
tence. Ketiv: בו וישמח  יולד חכם  יגול אבי צדיק  יגיל אבי :Qere .גול   גיל 
 ”in support of the qere is the fact that “rejoice .צדיק ויולד חכם ישמח בו
is consistently גי"ל, not גו"ל (though the qere could admittedly be a nor-
malization). The versions do not testify clearly to ketiv-qere variants 
here, but the above annotation aligns them with the readings as if they 
were translating literally.

G: (a) καλῶς ἐκτρέφει πατὴρ δίκαιος, (b) ἐπὶ δὲ υἱῷ σοφῷ εὐφραίνεται ἡ 
ψυχὴ αὐτοῦ. “(a) A righteous father raises (his son) well, (b) and his soul 
rejoices over a wise son.” G 23:24a represents גַּדֵּל יְגַדֵּל. (The variant may 
have arisen from either the ketiv or the qere.) one example of a (poorly 
attested) ו/ד interchange is in the ketiv-qere pair מלבד/מלבו in 1 Kgs 
12:33; cf. Kennedy 1928, 53–54. אבי is taken as an absolute. Possibly, 
however, the י was lost by haplography with the following צ in the paleo 
script (J. t. micheli, personal communication). in 23:24b δὲ υἱῷ possibly 
 as a G-passive; that is to say, “he ויולד but G may be construing ,וְיֶלֶד =
was born” was nominalized as “son.”

s: ܢܪܘܙ ܘܢܕܘܨ ܐܒܘܗܝ ܕܙܕܝܩܐ܂ ܘܢܘܠܕ ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܘܢܚܕܐ ܒܗ ܐܒܘܗܝ. 
“(a) The father of a righteous man will rejoice and be glad, (b) and he 
will beget a wise (son), (c) and his father will take pleasure in him.” The 
subject of 23:24b seems to be the righteous man (the second generation), 
who is also the “father” in 23:24c. A wise son makes his father happy and 
is rewarded with a wise son of his own. This is a possible construal of the 
Hebrew, if the source text read: גיל יגיל אבי צדיק ויולד חכם וישמח בו. 
This approximates the qere in 23:24a and the ketiv in 23:24b. s’s interpre-
tation presumes וישמח in its source text.

[ (תינטרן) v (custodiant) t (ܢܛܪ̈ܢ) mQ G (τηρείτωσαν) s תצרנה 23:26
(רצ → צר metath) mK σ′ (θελησάτωσαν) תרצנה

both the qere and the ketiv (תִּרְצֶינָה =) are meaningful, but the qere is 
preferable, because exhortations to listen in Proverbs speak of keeping 
the commands rather than desiring them.
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ה 23:27 (syn, orth ,נ → ר graph) (ܙܢܝܬܐ) m s זוֹנָ֑ה [ G (ἀλλότριος) *זָרָ֑
G: (a) πίθος γὰρ τετρημένος ἐστὶν ἀλλότριος οἶκος, (b) καὶ φρέαρ στενὸν 

ἀλλότριον. “(a) For a strange house is a pierced jar, (b) and a narrow well 
is strange.” G 23:27a is scarcely related to m, though the Hebrew is clear 
and not contrary to the translator’s ideas; see G 22:14. Gerleman (1956, 
33) says that G refers to a household whose members behave as strang-
ers and take no interest in the common good.

“Pierced jar” is a Greek mythological motif. The danaides were con-
demned to draw water with a pierced jar. This image is used broadly 
to indicate futility and wastefulness (bAP 105). According to Pseudo- 
Aristotle, “The master of a house who is unable to conserve his property 
is what is called a pierced jar” (Economics 1.6 1344b25). G 23:27 seems 
to echo that very statement. A “strange house” wastes its possessions. 
Compare “and he who consorts with harlots loses money” (m 29:3b). in 
spite of the paraphrastic character of G 23:27, ἀλλότριος in 23:27a can be 
retroverted to זרה (“strange”), for m’s זונה. m’s reading could have arisen 
by graphic confusion נ/ר (cf. Kaminka 1931–32, 178, and compare the 
comment on 5:3). The change would have been occasioned further by 
the pragmatic synonymity of זרה and זנה in the context of the strange 
woman. זרה is the better reading. while זנָֹה is possible, the prostitute 
was less of an object of aversion to the sages than was the adulteress; see 
AbP 1.138. Also, נכריה (present in 23:27b) is always parallel to זרה in 
Proverbs (2:16; 5:20; 7:5; 20:16; 23:27; 27:13), with the exception of 6:24. 
There it is parallel to רעך  ,(as emended) (”another man’s wife“) אשת 
which is equivalent to זרה/אשה זרה; see AbP 1.139–41. The doublet in 
22:14 has זרות (“strange women”).

 metath ,ד → ר graph) (ܡܘܒܕܐ) G (ἀπολεῖται) s *תאבד [ m תארב 23:28
(בד → דב

G: (a) οὗτος γὰρ συντόμως ἀπολεῖται, (b) καὶ πᾶς παράνομος ἀναλωθήσεται. 
“(a) For this [sc. house] will suddenly be destroyed, (b) and every trans-
gressor will be cut off.” ἀπολεῖται = תּאֹבַד (Jäger). G treats היא as הוא, 

ם  ים בְּאָדָ֥ ב וּ֝בוֹגְדִ֗ אֱרֹ֑ תֶף תֶּֽ יא כְּחֶ֣ ה נָכְרִיָּֽה׃ 28 אַף־הִ֭ רָ֗ ר צָ֝ ה⌉ וּבְאֵ֥ ⌈זָרָ֑
ים  מִי פְּצָעִ֣ יחַ לְ֭ י שִׂ֗ ים⌉ ׀ לְמִ֥ י ⌈מְדוֹֹנִ֨ י אֲב֡וֹי לְמִ֤ י א֥וֹי לְמִ֪ ף׃ 29 לְמִ֨ תּוֹסִֽ

ר  ים לַחְקֹ֥ בָּאִ֗ ים עַל־הַיָּֽ֑יִן לַ֝ מְאַחֲרִ֥ יִֽם׃ 30 לַֽ י חַכְלִל֥וּת עֵינָֽ מִ֗ חִנָּ֑ם לְ֝
ךְ בְּמֵי תְהַלֵּ֗ ן ⌈בַּכּ֣וֹס⌉ עֵינ֑וֹ יִ֝ י־יִתֵּ֣ ם כִּֽ דָּ֥ י יִתְאַ֫ רֶא יַיִן֮ כִּ֪ ך׃ 31 אַל־תֵּ֥ מִמְסָֽ
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probably because he does not recognize the motif of the woman in the 
preceding verse. συντόμως is a reasonable construal of כחתף as “sud-
denly” (“like a snatch” ≈ in an instant). ἀναλωθήσεται derives תוסף from 
.ספ"ה or סו"ף

v: (a) insidiatur in via quasi latro, (b) et quos incautos viderit inter-
ficit. “(a) she lies in wait in the way as a robber, and him whom she sees 
unwary, she kills.” v adds in via to make it clear that the image is of a 
robber, not a hunter. Hence quasi latro = כְּחֹתֵף. As a robber, the woman 
kills not only traitors, as in m, but all who are unwary (Cb).

s (continuing 23:27): ܘܡܢ ܫܠܝܐ ܡܘܒܕܐ܂ ܘܒܢܝܢ̈ܫܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܐ ܥܘܼܠܡܐ 
 ”.And quickly she destroys, (b) and many men increase sin (a)“ .ܡܣܓܝܢ
 independently of G, which uses the ,(d-stem) תאבד represents ܡܘܒܕܐ
passive and presumes a different subject. s implicitly vocalizes תּוֹסִף 
(“cause to increase”) and adjusts the syntax accordingly, construing
”.as abstract, “treachery,” hence “sin בוגדים

ים [ mK מדונים 23:29 mQ (dial? norm) מִדְיָנִ֨
on the ketiv-qere, see the comment on 6:14.
it is uncertain whether κρίσις (and ܕܝܢܐ) is based on the qere or the 

ketiv, deriving it from דין (“judgment”), since in 28:25 G parses מדון 
similarly. in 23:29b, ἀηδίαι καὶ λέσχαι (“unpleasantness and gossip”) is 
a double translation of שיח, which means both “complaints” and “talk.”

v’s cuius patri vae (“whose father has woe”) parses the hapax אבוי as 
Aramaic “his father,” (= אבוהי, rabbinic אבוי). cui foveae (“who has [= 
‘falls into’] pits”) identifies שיח as Aramaic/rH ַשִׁיח (“pit”). Jerome does 
not recognize the sense “lament” for שיח, but only “speech” and the like. 
s approximates this word by ܒܝܫܬ̈ܐ (“evils”).

 v (in (ܒܟܣܐ) mQ ≈ G (εἰς τὰς φιάλας καὶ τὰ ποτήρια, dbl) s בכוס 23:31
vitro) t (בכסא) ] בכיס mK (graph י → ו)

G: (a) μὴ μεθύσκεσθε οἴνῳ, ἀλλὰ ὁμιλεῖτε ἀνθρώποις δικαίοις (b) καὶ 
ὁμιλεῖτε ἐν περιπάτοις. (c) ἐὰν γὰρ εἰς τὰς φιάλας καὶ τὰ ποτήρια δῷς τοὺς 
ὀφθαλμούς σου, (d) ὕστερον περιπατήσεις γυμνότερος ὑπέρου. “(a) do not 
get drunk [pl] on wine, but converse [pl] with righteous men, (b) and 
converse [pl] in (public) walks. (c) For if you [sg] set your eyes to the 
bowls and the cups, (d) later you [sg] will walk about more naked than a 
pestle.” to m’s warning G adds advice about what one should do, namely 
keep company with the righteous. some of the words and roots of m 
are discernible behind the translation, but they do not appear in m’s 
order and are scarcely related to m’s syntax. The fluctuation between 
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second singular and second plural is strange. μεθύσκεσθε associates תרא 
with רִוָּה (“slake thirst”), which is philologically feasible (DCH 7:361). 
G 23:31b alludes to the command to converse about God’s command-
ments when walking in the way (deut 6:7; 11:19) and, possibly, to peri-
patetic philosophical conversations (bAP). once the translator decided 
to treat יתהלך as second person, he needed an adverb that implied some-
thing undesirable. This is likely the reason he substituted a strange idiom: 
“more naked than a pestle,” which is a Greek commonplace (bAP 104).

s: ܠܡܐ ܬܨܕ ܥܝܢܟ ܒܚ�ܪܐ ܕܙܪܓܐ ܥܝܢܗ ܒܟܣܐ܂ ܐܠܡܐ ܪܢܝ ܒܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ. 
“(a) do not fix your eye on wine, whose eye is reddish in the cup, 
(b) but meditate on righteousness.” s 23:31 is an erroneous rendering 
of m. syriac ܥܝܢܟ  is influenced by δῷς τοὺς ὀφθαλμούς σου in G ܬܨܕ 
23:31c, showing that the s translator is paying attention to G even in 
places where he is not directly translating it. The clause ܠܡܐ ܬܨܕ ܥܝܢܟ 
 is taken from s 23:20a and is unlikely to be a later interpolation ܒܚ�ܪܐ
(Joosten 1995, 60, countering Pinkuss). like G, s supplements the warn-
ing against drunkenness with moral advice. since מישרים, which here 
means “smoothly,” elsewhere means “rectitude,” the translator probably 
thought that the moralization was inherent in the original. on this verse 
see Joosten 1995, 69–70.

 G (πεπληγὼς ἐκτείνεται) (dittog ≈ *ישך ישכב [ (ܡܚܘܬܐ) m ≈ s ישך 23:32
(כב → 2כ near dittog ,ישכ ישכ → ישכ

G: (a) τὸ δὲ ἔσχατον ὥσπερ ὑπὸ ὄφεως πεπληγὼς ἐκτείνεται (b) καὶ 
ὥσπερ ὑπὸ κεράστου διαχεῖται αὐτῷ ὁ ἰός. “(a) in the end, he is stretched 
out as one bitten by a snake; (b) the venom is dispersed through him as 
if he were bitten by a horned viper.” G must have read ישכב alongside 
 ישכישכ → ישכ :could have arisen in three steps ישכב The form .ישכ
 (.but on the actuality of such steps, see §4.3) .ישך ישכב → ישכישכב →
διαχεῖται = ׂיִפָּרֵש.

Cb observes that “v translates כצפעוני as regulus, a term that typically 
means not a snake but rather a government official. it does have a nega-

ינֶיךָ יִרְא֣וּ זָר֑וֹת  שׁ׃ 33 עֵ֭ ךְ וּֽכְצִפְענִֹ֥י יַפְרִֽ שׁ יִשָּׁ֑ חֲרִיתוֹ כְּנָחָ֣ ים׃ 32 אַ֭ שָׁרִֽ
ל׃  אשׁ חִבֵּֽ ֹ֣ ב בְּר הָיִיתָ כְּשׁכֵֹ֣ב בְּלֶב־יָם֑ וּ֝כְשׁכֵֹ֗ ר תַּהְפֻּכֽוֹת׃ 34 וְ֭ לִבְּךָ֗ יְדַבֵּ֥ וְ֝

נּוּ  יף אֲבַקְשֶׁ֥ יץ א֝וֹסִ֗ י אָָקִ֑ עְתִּי מָתַ֥ דָ֥ 35 הִכּ֥וּנִי בַל־חָלִיתִי֮ הֲלָמ֗וּנִי בַּל־יָ֫

ם׃  ו לִהְי֥וֹת אִתָּֽ תְאָ֗ ה וְאַל־תִּ֝ י רָעָ֑ קַנֵּא בְּאַנְשֵׁ֣  עֽוֹד׃ 24:1 אַל־תְּ֭
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tive connotation—it was the name of a roman general captured by the 
Carthaginians, so it might be trying to convey unworthiness. Also, v 
supplies venena (lit. ‘venoms’) as an object of ‘disperse.’”

23:33
G: (a) οἱ ὀφθαλμοί σου ὅταν ἴδωσιν ἀλλοτρίαν, (b) τὸ στόμα σου τότε 

λαλήσει σκολιά. “(a) when your eyes see a stranger [fem], (b) your 
mouth will then speak crooked things.” זרות is treated as singular, as 
in 22:14. For m’s “your heart” G substitutes “your mouth” as the logical 
organ of speech. G says that if you are drunk—the situation described 
in the preceding verses—you will speak sinful things with a strange 
woman, that is to say, agree to her blandishments. in a similar fashion, 
in 23:21, G interprets זלל not as gluttony but as whoremongering.

s: ܥܝܢ̈ܝܟ ܡܡܐ ܕܚܪ ܒܢܘܟܪܝܬܐ. ܗܝܕܝܢ ܠܒܟ ܡ�ܠܠ ܗ̈ܦܝܟܬܐ. “(a) when 
your eyes behold a strange woman, (b) then your heart speaks perverse 
things.” s ≈ G.

23:34
G: (a) καὶ κατακείσῃ ὥσπερ ἐν καρδίᾳ θαλάσσης; (b) καὶ ὥσπερ 

κυβερνήτης ἐν πολλῷ κλύδωνι. “(a) And you will lie down as in the heart 
of the sea, (b) and as a pilot in a great storm [lit. ‘waves’].” G omits the 
second כשכב, probably as semantically superfluous, and construes חבל  
as חֹבֵל (“sailor,” “pilot”); similarly s ܡܿܠܚܐ. Having misidentified the 
subject (actually “one who reclines”), the translator forces בראש to fit 
the context by translating it as “waves.” s ܪܒܐ  in a great“) ܒ�ܚܫܘܠܡܐ 
tempest”) is likewise contextual. it does not help to derive these render-
ings from ׁבְּרַעַש (which would not be translated in these ways) or בְּשַׂעַר 
.as bHQ, following Jäger, suggests (בסער =)

23:35
whereas in m the drunk says, “i will seek more,” in G he says, ζητήσω 

μεθ’ ὧν συνελεύσομαι (“i will seek those with whom i will go about”). G 
refers again to the choice of the right companions, a topic introduced in 
23:31 and 33.

יו [ mK תתאו 24:1 תְאָ֗ mQ (orth) תִּ֝
see the comment on 23:3. G prefixes υἱέ; see the comment on 1:15.
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24:2
For m’s שד (“destruction”), G has ψεύδη (“deceit”) and s uses ܕܒܝܫܬܐ 

(“of the evil man”). both versions are using broad, obvious terms to 
explicate a metaphor. The literal-minded translators may have wondered 
how one can speak destruction. on G-Proverbs’ predilection for words 
from the stems ψευδ- and αληθ-, see dick 1990, 23.

בֶר־ [ ‹גָּבַר› 24:5 (vocal) (ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ) m ≈ G (σοφός) ≈ s גֶּֽ
(orth ,ב → מ graph) m בַּע֑וֹז [ (ܡܢ ܥܫܝܢܐ) G (ἰσχυροῦ) s *מעז
ܚܝܠܡܐ) αλ′ (ὑπὲρ κράτος) s *מֵאַמִּץ ܓܢܒܪ   G *מארץ ;m מְאַמֶּץ־ [ (ܡܢ 
(γεωργίου); כאמץ* σ′ (ὥσπερ κράτος) (m: vocal; G: graph ר → 2מ?; σ′ 
graph כ → 1מ)

i propose reading ֹכּח מֵאַמִּץ  דַּעַת  וְאִישׁ  מֵעָז  חָכָם   stronger a“) גָּבַר 
wise man than a mighty one, and a man of knowledge than one great in 
power”). The emendations, which are in vocalization and orthography 
except for a ב/מ change, have some versional support, as noted above. 
For the sense and construction of the emended text, compare מֵאֲרָיוֹת 
 .lit) וְאַמִּיץ כּחַֹ in 2 sam 1:23 and (”they were stronger than lions“) גָּבֵרוּ
“strong of power”) in isa 40:26 and Job 9:4. Note particularly how אמיץ 
לב is paired with כח  meaning “strong עז in the latter verse. For חכם 
man,” compare Ps 59:4, which has the plural.

G: (a) κρείσσων σοφὸς ἰσχυροῦ (b) καὶ ἀνὴρ φρόνησιν ἔχων γεωργίου 
μεγάλου. “(a) better a wise man than a strong one (b) and a man who 
has good sense than a great field.” ἰσχυροῦ = מעז (or מעוז understood 
as a synecdoche for “than a strong man”), with the comparative idea 
derived from the (ן)מ. it is hard to see what could give rise to G’s “than 
a field” other than a textual difference, namely, מארץ (lit. “from land”) 
for m’s מאמץ. Confusion between מ and ר could occur if the left arm of 
the מ were lost. γεώργιον does not correspond to ארץ elsewhere, but “a 
great field” would be a reasonable paraphrase of a faulty text. A Hexa-
plaric reading (αλ′) is ὑπὲρ κράτος ἰσχύϊ (“above one strong in strength”) 
”.bAP translates γεωργίου μεγάλου as “un grand domaine .מֵאַמִּץ כח =

יִת  נֶה בָּ֑ חָכְמָה יִבָּ֣ רְנָה׃ 3 בְּ֭ ם תְּדַבֵּֽ ל שִׂפְתֵיהֶ֥ עָמָ֗ ם וְ֝ ד יֶהְגֶּה֣ לִבָּ֑ 2 כִּי־שֹׁ֖
ים׃  ר וְנָעִֽ ים יִמָּלְא֑וּ כָּל־ה֖וֹן יָָקָ֣ ןֽ׃ 4 וּבְ֭דַעַת חֲדָרִ֣ ה יִתְכּוֹנָֽ וּ֝בִתְבוּנָ֗

תַחְבֻּלוֹת  י בְ֭ חַ׃ 6 כִּ֣ עַת ⌈מֵאַמִּץ⌉־כֹּֽ ישׁ־דַּ֗ ז⌉ וְאִֽ ם ⌈מֵעָ֑ 5 ⌈גָּבַר⌉ חָכָ֥
אֱוִ֣יל חָכְמ֑וֹת  ץ׃ 7 רָאמ֣וֹת לֶֽ ב יוֹעֵֽ ה בְּרֹ֣ ה וּ֝תְשׁוּעָ֗ תַּעֲשֶׂה־לְּךָ֣ מִלְחָמָ֑
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s: ܛܒ ܗܘ ܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܡܢ ܥܫܝܢܐ. ܘܓܒܪܐ ܕܝܕܥܬܐ ܡܢ ܓܢܒܪ ܚܝܠܡܐ. 
“(a) better a wise man than a strong one, (b) and a man of knowledge 
than a mighty man.” s ܡܢ ܓܢܒܪ ܚܝܠܡܐ implicitly vocalizes ַֹמֵאַמִּץ כּח, as 
in the Hexaplaric reading.

24:6
G: (a) μετὰ κυβερνήσεως γίνεται πόλεμος, (b) βοήθεια δὲ μετὰ καρδίας 

βουλευτικῆς. “(a) war is (conducted) with strategy [lit. ‘steering’], (b) and 
help is with the heart of a counselor.” The connective כי is naturally 
omitted from the translation in G and s, since this verse does not really 
motivate the preceding. G, followed by s (ܡܬܥܒܕ) and v (initur), parses 
 is ignored in לך The ethical dative .תֵּעָשֶׂה as passive/impersonal תעשה
G, v, and s.

Though m 24:6b = m 11:14b, G construes the line differently. in 15:22, 
as in 24:6b, ברב is represented as ἐν δὲ καρδίαις. The translator reasons 
that the source of help is not in the multiplicity of royal advisors but in 
their hearts, the locus of wisdom; cf. 11:14 and 15:22.

s treats the doublet in 20:18 similarly to G here; see the comment 
there.

24:7–10
working with a difficult text and a few variants, G shaped 24:7–10 

into a coherent epigram contrasting the wise (24:7a–8a) with the foolish 
(24:8b–10b):

7a  wisdom and good understanding are in the gates of the wise.
7b The wise do not turn away from the mouth of the lord,
8a but, instead, they deliberate in assemblies.
8b The ignoramus—death comes upon him,
9a and the fool dies by sins,
9b and impurity will be a blemish for the pestilent,
10a in the evil day and in the day of affliction,
10b until he comes to an end.

24:7
G: (a) σοφία καὶ ἔννοια ἀγαθὴ ἐν πύλαις σοφῶν. (b) σοφοὶ οὐκ ἐκκλίνουσιν 

ἐκ στόματος κυρίου. “(a) wisdom and good understanding are in the 
gates of the wise. (b) The wise do not turn away from the mouth of the 
lord” (continues in 24:8a). m 24:7a means that wisdom is too lofty for 
the fool to attain (see the comment in AbP). but the Hebrew might be 
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understood as “wisdom is corals for the fool” and thought to mean that 
the fool esteems wisdom’s value, which would make no sense. Faced 
with this apparently puzzling statement, the translator substituted a 
more predictable sentiment. G makes 24:7b and 8a a single sentence. 
stich 24:7b is incompatible with m. it is possible that פיהו was under-
stood as פי יהו, but יפתח cannot mean “turn away from” by any stretch.

s ܪܡܝܐ (“throws down”) is a clever homoiophonic translation of 
.is also homoiophonic (”is rebellious, agitated“) מתרעם t .ראמות

24:8
G (continuing 24:7b): (a) ἀλλὰ λογίζονται ἐν συνεδρίοις. (b) ἀπαιδεύτοις 

συναντᾷ θάνατος. “(a) but instead, they deliberate in assemblies. (b) The 
ignoramus—death comes upon him” (continues in 24:9a). in 24:8b, G 
seems to be reading בער → בעל .בער מות יקראו involves a ל/ר inter-
change, probably due to phonic resemblance of the liquids. Kennedy 
(1928, 91) gives some examples of this, all conjectural. The most per-
suasive case is ezek 19:7, where ארמונותיו (“his palaces”) should be read 
for יקראו .אלמנותיו was misunderstood as a singular imperfect + third 
masculine singular suffix. מות in G’s source text derives from מזמות, 
with מז lost by parablepsis זמת .(מ[זמ]ות) מ⌒מ was distorted in the next 
verse as well. but in view of the complexity of these changes, i have not 
included them in the apparatus.

(י → ז graph) G (ἀποθνῄσκει) *ימת [ (ܘܬܪܥܝܬܗ) m s זמת 24:9
G (continuing 24:8a): (a) ἀποθνῄσκει δὲ ἄφρων ἐν ἁμαρτίαις. (b) 

ἀκαθαρσία δὲ ἀνδρὶ λοιμῷ ἐμμολυνθήσεται. “(a) and the fool dies by sins, 
(b) and impurity will be a blemish for the pestilent man” (continues in 
24:10a). This is a loose (and mistaken) reading of a text which differs 
from m only in י/ז .יָמֻת graphic confusion is very similar to the ו/ז inter-
changes noted in lsF §121ab and Kennedy 1928, 65.

s: ܘܬܪܥܝܬܗ ܕܣܟܠܡܐ ܚܛܝܬܐ܂ ܘܛ�ܡܐܘܬܗ ܕܒܪܢܫܐ ܒܝܫܬܐ. “(a) And 
the thoughts of the fool are sin, (b) and evil is a man’s impurity.” The 

אוּ׃  עַל־מְזִמּ֥וֹת יִקְרָֽ עַ ל֗וֹ בַּֽ ב לְהָרֵ֑ יהוּ׃ 8 מְחַשֵּׁ֥ א יִפְתַּח־פִּֽ ֹ֣ עַר ל שַּׁ֗ בַּ֝
ר  ה צַ֣ תְרַפִּיתָ בְּי֥וֹם צָרָ֗ ץ׃ 10 הִ֭ ם לֵֽ ת לְאָדָ֣ את וְתוֹעֲבַ֖ ת אִוֶּלֶ֣ת חַטָּ֑ 9 זִמַּ֣

י־ רֶג אִם־תַּחְשֽׂוֹךְ׃ 12 כִּֽ הֶ֗ ים לַ֝ וֶת וּמָטִ֥ ים לַמָּ֑ צֵּל לְקֻחִ֣ כָה׃ 11 הַ֭ כּחֶֹֽ
פְשְׁךָ ה֣וּא  ר נַ֭ ין וְנֹצֵ֣ ן לִבּ֨וֹת ׀ הֽוּא־יָבִ֗ כֵ֤ לאֹ־תֹ֘ עְנ֫וּ זֶה֥ הֲֽ ר הֵן֮ לאֹ־יָדַ֪ תאֹמַ֗
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translator may have misread m 24:9b to mean “and (folly) is an abomi-
nation to a cynical man.” This would be puzzling, since such a one would 
desire it. to deal with this puzzle, s redid the syntax, making לץ the sub-
ject and translating it broadly as “evil.” s does not always turn to G in 
difficulties.

(ד → ר graph ,ע → צ graph) G (ἕως ἄν) *עד [ m צר 24:10
(ד → 2כ graph) G (ἐκλίπῃ) *כחדה [ m כחכה

G (continuing 24:9b): (a) ἐν ἡμέρᾳ κακῇ καὶ ἐν ἡμέρᾳ θλίψεως, (b) ἕως 
ἂν ἐκλίπῃ. “(a) in the evil day and in the day of affliction, (b) until he 
comes to an end.” G has a double translation of ביום צרה in 24:10a and 
reads ֹעַד כַּחֲדה (“until he is destroyed”) for צר כחכה. The change was 
occasioned by graphic similarities: צ/ע (lsF §108) and ד/כ (lsF §131). 
ἐκλείπειν = כחד in Zech 11:9, 16.

s: ܕܐܘܠܨܢܐ ܒܝܘܡܡܐ  ܐܢܘܢ  ܬܕܒܪ  ܒܝܫܬܐ  -And evildo“ .ܘܠܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ 
ers—evil takes them in the day of tribulation.” s just inserts a standard 
sentiment in place of an obscure verse.

rab (norm) (ܠܡܐ) G (μή) s אל [ m אם 24:11
G: (a) ῥῦσαι ἀγομένους εἰς θάνατον (b) καὶ ἐκπρίου κτεινομένους, μὴ 

φείσῃ. “(a) deliver those who are being led to death, (b) and redeem 
those who are being killed. do not forbear!” ἐκπρίασθαι means “buy 
off,” “buy back.” it was added as a parallel to ῥῦσαι. Though G’s μή could 
reflect the negative אם, in the light of the rabbinic readings below, it 
probably represents אל. similarly s ܠܡܐ.

several midrashim (lev. rab. 10:4; Pesiq. rab. 33; s. eliyahu Zut. 22) 
cite this verse using אל תחשוך = G, s.

(י → ו graph) Gv 106 syrH (καὶ αὐτός με [οὐ] γινώσκει) *ידעני [ m ידענו 24:12
G: (a) ἐὰν δὲ εἴπῃς Οὐκ οἶδα τοῦτον, (b) γίνωσκε ὅτι κύριος καρδίας 

πάντων γινώσκει, (c) καὶ ὁ πλάσας πνοὴν πᾶσιν αὐτὸς οἶδεν πάντα, (d) ὃς 
ἀποδίδωσιν ἑκάστῳ κατὰ τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ. “(a) if you [sg] say, ‘i did not 
know this one,’ (b) know that the lord knows the hearts of all, (c) and he 
who formed breath for all, he knows all—(d) he who will repay to each 
according to his work.” since it is unclear who the “we” in m 24:12a is, G 
adjusts it to the singular, referring to the son who is being addressed. s 
does the same (ܕܠܡܐ ܝܕܥ ܐܢܐ). γίνωσκε = m תכן (and not necessarily 
 actually, “and) ונצר in isa 40:13. ὁ πλάσας associates תִּכֵּן = cf. ἔγνω ;(תָּבִן
he who keeps”) with יצ"ר “form.” G adds “all” in 24:12bc for generality, 
making the verse into a statement of God’s omniscience (bAP; cf. Acts 
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1:24). v modifies the rationalization: si dixeris vires non suppetunt (“if 
you say, ‘There are not strengths in store…’”).

After τοῦτον, the Hexaplaric-type mss Gv 106 and syrH (with obelus) 
have καὶ αὐτός με οὐ γινώσκει (“and he does not know me”). This must 
rest on a Hebrew variant, יְדָעָנִי, since it is not an assimilation to m. This 
variant is viable. m reads, incongruously, “if you [sg] say, ‘we did not 
know this.…’ ” using the variant, the verse reads, “if you [sg] say, ‘This 
[man] did not know me,’ will not he who examines hearts perceive…?” 
in other words, if to avoid helping someone who is being taken to death 
you use the excuse that he did not know you and was not your acquain-
taince, then you should realize that God sees your thought and will 
punish your indifference. in AbP i maintain m, but both readings are 
meaningful.

24:14
by itself, m’s ויש אחרית (“there is an end”) might sound ominous. G 

makes it clear that the intention is beneficial, hence ἔσται καλὴ ἡ τελευτή 
σου (“your [sg] end (will be) good”).

ב [ G (προσαγάγῃς) ≈ *תבא 24:15  near ,אב → בא metath) (ܬܟ�ܢ) m s תֶּאֱרֹ֣
dittog רב → ב)
שָׁע + [ תבא (gloss, explic) (ܥܘܼܠܡܐ) m G (ἀσεβῆ) s רָ֭

m reads: “do not lie in wait, o wicked man, for the habitation of the 
righteous man!” This is awkward, because one does not “lie in wait” for 
“habitations” but rather for persons or prey. The reading indicated by 
G is תבא, which is correct consonantally but is better vocalized ֹתָּבא 
(G-stem). to enter another’s property, when the context refers to an 

ת֗וֹק  פֶת מָ֝ שׁ כִּי־ט֑וֹב וְנֹ֥ ם כְּפָעֳלֽוֹ׃ 13 אֱכָל־בְּנִי֣ דְבַ֣ יב לְאָדָ֣ ע וְהֵשִׁ֖ יֵדָ֑
ית  צָאתָ וְיֵשׁ֣ אַחֲרִ֑ ךָ אִם־מָ֭ פְשֶׁ֥ ה לְנַ֫ ה חָכְמָ֗ ן ׀ דְּעֶ֥ ךָ׃ 14 כֵּ֤ עַל־חִכֶּֽ

יק  שָׁע( לִנְוֵה֣ צַדִּ֑ א⌉ )רָ֭ ֹ֣ ת׃  פ  15 אַל־⌈תָּב א תִכָּרֵֽ ֹ֣ תִקְוָתְךָ֗ ל וְ֝
ים יִכָּשְׁל֥וּ  ם וּ֝רְשָׁעִ֗ יק וָָקָ֑ בַע ׀ יִפּ֣וֹל צַדִּ֣ י שֶׁ֨ ד רִבְצֽוֹ׃ 16 כִּ֤ ל־תְּשַׁדֵּ֥ אַֽ

ךָ׃ 18 פֶּן־ ח וּ֝בִכָּשְׁל֗וֹ אַל־יָגֵל֥ לִבֶּֽ ל ⌈א֭וֹיִבְךָ⌉ אַל־תִּשְׂמָ֑ ה׃ 17 בִּנְפֹ֣ בְרָעָֽ
ים  ר בַּמְּרֵעִ֑ יו אַפּֽוֹ׃ 19 אַל־תִּתְחַ֥ יב מֵעָלָ֣ ע בְּעֵינָי֑ו וְהֵשִׁ֖ ה יְ֭הוָה וְרַ֣ יִרְאֶ֣

ים  ע נֵר֖ רְשָׁעִ֣ ית לָרָ֑ א־תִהְיֶה֣ אַחֲרִ֣ ֹֽ י ׀ ל ים׃ 20 כִּ֤ א בָּרְשָׁעִֽ קַנֵּ֗ אַל־תְּ֝
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illegitimate act, means to encroach upon it and misappropriate it, as in 
23:10b: “nor enter the fields of orphans.” The vocative, רשע, “o wicked 
man,” looks like an addition inserted by a scribe who was puzzled why 
it would be illegitimate to “enter” the habitation of the righteous. The 
puzzlement was unnecessary, however, because the illegitimacy is ade-
quately indicated by the second stich. The addition overweights the first 
stich and introduces a new addressee. The direct address to the wicked 
is of doubtful originality, because Proverbs does not try to speak to or 
influence the behavior of the wicked, which is assumed to be hopeless; 
see AbP, comment. The verse as emended should be translated, “do 
not enter the habitation of the righteous. don’t plunder the field of his 
pasturing!”

G: (a) μὴ προσαγάγῃς ἀσεβῆ νομῇ δικαίων (b) μηδὲ ἀπατηθῇς χορτασίᾳ 
κοιλίας. “(a) do not bring an impious man into the pasturage of the righ-
teous [pl], (b) nor be misled by the feeding of the belly.” μὴ προσαγάγῃς = 
 (.H-stem in lev 19:21; Num 6:12; 1 sam 1:25 בוא = προσάγειν) .אַל תָּבֵא
The theoretical steps that could have produced the change are תבא → 
 though they need not have occurred sequentially. G ,תארב → תאב
24:15b is loosely paraphrastic. The translator apparently did not know 
that שדד can mean “rob.” He misses this sense in Prov 19:26, where it is 
natural, and guesses at the meaning here.

 v (inimicus tuus) t (ܒܥܠܕܒܒܟ) cf. mp G (ὁ ἐχθρός σου) s *אויבך 24:17
mK אויביך [ (דבעיל דבבך)

The mp of l and y marks אויביך as 'יתיר י (“an extra yod”), which tells 
the scribe to write אויביך though it is to be understood and pronounced 
as a singular. still, the form אויבך is contextually correct, matching 
the singular of בכשלו. m’s יגל לבך  is (”let your heart not rejoice“) אל 
translated by G as μὴ ἐπαίρου (“do not exalt yourself ”). G’s ἐπαίρου is an 
attempt to refine the nuance of rejoicing at the fall of one’s enemy. Possi-
bly the underlying idea is that it is inevitable to rejoice when one’s enemy 
falls, but that does not give license to boast and be arrogant. ἐπαίρου is 
unlikely to represent יגדל, because (unlike in 23:24) there is no letter in 
.by graphic resemblance ד that would produce a יגל

(ד → ר graph ,ת → תת haplog) G (χαῖρε) *תחד [ (ܬܚܣܡ) m s תתחר 24:19
μὴ χαῖρε = ּאל תִּחַד* (de lagarde); cf. Jer 31[38]:13, where εἰς χαρμονήν 

represents יחדו, derived from חד"ה (“rejoice”) ≠ m.
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ים [ G (μηθετέρῳ αὐτῶν) *שניהם 24:21  הם near haplog) (ܫ̈ܛܝܐ) m ≈ s שׁ֝וֹנִ֗
(orth ,ם →
(בר → רב metath) G (ἀπειθήσῃς) תתעבר [ (ܬܬܚܠܛ) m s תתערב

G: (a) φοβοῦ τὸν θεόν, υἱέ, καὶ βασιλέα (b) καὶ μηθετέρῳ αὐτῶν ἀπειθήσῃς. 
“(a) Fear God, o son, and the king, (b) and do not disobey either of 
them.” (μηθ)ετέρῳ αὐτῶν = שְׁנֵיהֶם for m’s שׁוֹנִים (“with dissenters”?). 
instead of m’s תתערב, μη ἀπειθήσῃς (“do not disobey”) = אל תתעבר, 
with the verb being derived from  Jan de waard .(”transgress“) עב"ר 
considers G’s “do not disobey” a case of exegetical metathesis (1993, 25), 
but there is no reason to prefer this explanation over textual metathesis. 
v translates שונים as detractoribus (“detractors”).

s: ܕܚܠ ܒܪܝ ܡܢ ܡܪܝܐ ܘܐܡܠܟ. ܘܥܡ ܫ̈ܛܝܐ ܠܡܐ ܬܬܚܠܛ. “(a) Fear 
the lord, my son, and rule, (b) and do not mix with fools.” s ܘܐܡܠܟ = 
 by using the imperative, the translator depicts solomon speaking .וּמְלֹךְ
to his son, telling him that if he fears God, he will reign (a consequen-
tial imperative). ܫ̈ܛܝܐ associates שונים with syriac ܫܢܐ, one of whose 
meanings is “go mad” (Pinkuss) ≈ t; cf. 26:11.

b. sota 22b and Num. rab. 15:14 (§116a) quote this verse with ועם 
for עם (“with”). it is unclear whether it is rabbis or an earlier scribe who 
introduced the natural syntax into their recollection of the verse.

24:22 fin ] + 10 stichoi G (22a–22e) (elab)
G: (a) ἐξαίφνης γὰρ τείσονται τοὺς ἀσεβεῖς, (b) τὰς δὲ τιμωρίας ἀμφοτέρων 

τίς γνώσεται; “(a) For suddenly they [sc. God and king] will punish 
the wicked, (b) and who knows the punishments of either?” in m, it 
is unclear whether this verse describes the punishment suffered by the 
 or the disaster they cause. G assumes the former (?”dissenters“) שונים
and recasts the verse in the active voice. The verse then clearly describes 
the actions of the two powers and gives them an explicitly moral moti-
vation. This recasting suits the message of the following verses as well.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܣܘܦܐ ܕܫ̈ܢܝܗܘܢ ܡܢܘ ܝܕܥ. “(b) and who knows the 
end of their years?” That is to say, one does not know how fools will 
end up. s derives שניהם from שנה (“year”), in spite of having associated 
 meant שני in 24:21. The translator certainly knew that ܫܢܐ with שונים

ב׃  ם⌉ אַל־תִּתְעָרָֽ נֵיהֶ֗ לֶךְ עִם־⌈שְׁ֝ א־אֶת־יְהוָה֣ בְּנִי֣ וָמֶ֑ ךְ׃ 21 יְרָֽ יִדְעָֽ
עַ׃  ס י יוֹדֵֽ ם מִ֣ נֵיהֶ֗ יד שְׁ֝ ם וּפִ֥ תְאֹם יָק֣וּם אֵידָ֑ י־פִ֭ 22 כִּֽ
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“the two of.” different treatment of the similar words in two adjacent 
verses looks like deliberate wordplay.

G 24:21–22e
together with 24:21 and 22, five additional couplets in G (24:22a–22e) 

form a prose epigram on the power and responsibilities of the king and 
the danger of his wrath. The evidence is insufficient to justify a Hebrew 
reconstruction. bAP notes that in G, the literary unit ends at 24:20. The 
copyist of Gb placed a large dash at this point, apparently to mark a per-
ceived caesura. s and v lack the additional verses. The epigram in its 
entirety reads:

(24:21) φοβοῦ τὸν θεόν, υἱέ, καὶ βασιλέα, καὶ μηθετέρῳ αὐτῶν ἀπειθήσῃς. 
(22) ἐξαίφνης γὰρ τείσονται τοὺς ἀσεβεῖς, τὰς δὲ τιμωρίας ἀμφοτέρων τίς 
γνώσεται; (22a) λόγον φυλασσόμενος υἱὸς ἀπωλείας ἐκτὸς ἔσται, δεχόμενος 
δὲ ἐδέξατο αὐτόν. (22b) μηδὲν ψεῦδος ἀπὸ γλώσσης βασιλεῖ λεγέσθω, καὶ 
οὐδὲν ψεῦδος ἀπὸ γλώσσης αὐτοῦ οὐ μὴ ἐξέλθῃ. (22c) μάχαιρα γλῶσσα 
βασιλέως καὶ οὐ σαρκίνη, ὃς δ’ἂν παραδοθῇ, συντριβήσεται. (22d) ἐὰν γὰρ 
ὀξυνθῇ ὁ θυμὸς αὐτοῦ, σὺν νεύροις ἀνθρώπους ἀναλίσκει (22e) καὶ ὀστᾶ 
ἀνθρώπων κατατρώγει καὶ συγκαίει ὥσπερ φλὸξ ὥστε ἄβρωτα εἶναι νεοσσοῖς 
ἀετῶν.

(24:21) Fear God, o son, and the king, and do not disobey either of 
them. (22) For suddenly they will punish the wicked, and who knows 
what punishments either may bring? (22a) A son who keeps the com-
mand will be free from destruction, and when he receives (a command), 
he truly absorbs it. (22b) let no tongue speak falsehood to the king, nor 
let any falsehood go forth from his own tongue. (22c) For the tongue of 
the king is a sword, not flesh, and whoever is delivered (to its power) will 
be shattered. (22d) For should his anger be provoked, he destroys men 
with sinews, (22e) and the bones of men he gnaws up. like a flame he 
burns them up, so that even young eagles cannot eat them.

This passage recalls a long proverb-poem in the Aramaic Ahiqar (100a–
102 [tAd 1.1.84–86]); see AbP at 16:14. since Ahiqar was popular in 
the Hellenistic period and known in Greek, there is a good chance that 
Ahiqar’s influence on G here was direct.

After 24:22e, G proceeds as follows (using m’s numbering): 30:1–14; 
24:23–34; 30:15–31:9; 25:1–29:27; 31:10–31. Also, 31:25–26 are reversed.
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24:23
G: (a) Ταῦτα δὲ λέγω ὑμῖν τοῖς σοφοῖς ἐπιγινώσκειν. (b) αἰδεῖσθαι 

πρόσωπον ἐν κρίσει οὐ καλόν. “(a) These things i say to you, wise men, to 
make (them) known. (b) to respect a face in judgment is not good.” The 
sentence that in m is properly an ascription of authorship (“These too 
are by the wise”) G turns into an address to the wise. Avoiding ascription 
of authorship to others than solomon is consistent with the translator’s 
procedure; see the comment on 10:1. הכר is put to double use: to make 
24:23a into a statement and to serve as the subject in 24:23b.

what are “these things” that the speaker says to the wise? As Jäger 
observes, ταῦτα δὲ refers back to τάδε in 30:1c. in G, 30:1–14 have been 
dislocated and appear immediately before 24:23. Thus “these things” in 
G 24:23 are the cautionary words about the limits of human wisdom in 
the preceding unit. The mutual entailment of 24:23a and 30:1–14 indi-
cates that the dislocation of 30:1–14 was already present in the transla-
tor’s source text rather than being his innovation. The translator is just 
trying to discern meaningful organization in the text before him. in 
this organization, G 24:23a concludes the unit 30:1–14 + 24:23a, and G 
24:23b begins a new string of sayings.

v is close to m but construes 24:23a similarly to G: haec quoque sapi-
entibus (“These also are to the wise”).

s: (a) ܗܠܝܢ ܠܚ̈ܟܝ�ܡܐ ܐܡܪ ܐܢܐ (b) = m. “(a) These things i say to the 
wise.” s 24:23a ≈ G. s has adopted G’s approach to this verse although 
it does not always follow G in systematically avoiding implications of 
non-solomonic authorship. This heading in m, unlike the others, is for-
mulated in a way that allows for the translation “to the wise.” see the 
comment on 10:1.

ים חֲכָמִ֑ לֶּה לַֽ גַּם־אֵ֥  23

הוּ  תָּה יִקְּבֻ֥ יק אָ֥ ר ׀ לְרָשָׁע֮ צַדִּ֪ מֵ֨ ט בַּל־טֽוֹב׃ 24 אֹ֤ כֵּר־פָּנִ֖ים בְּמִשְׁפָּ֣ הַֽ
ם תָּב֥וֹא בִרְכַּת־ עֲלֵיהֶ֗ ם וַֽ ים יִנְעָ֑ ים׃ 25 וְלַמּוֹכִיחִ֥ ים יִזְעָמ֥וּהוּ לְאֻמִּֽ עַמִּ֑

ן בַּח֨וּץ ׀  כֵ֤ ים׃ 27 הָ֘ ים נְכחִֹֽ יב דְּבָרִ֥ שִׁ֗ ק מֵ֝ יִם יִשָּׁ֑ טֽוֹב׃ 26 שְׂפָתַ֥
ךָ׃  פ  28 אַל־ יתָ בֵיתֶֽ ר וּבָנִ֥ חַ֗ ךְ אַ֝ ה לָ֑ הּ בַּשָּׂדֶ֣ ךָ וְעַתְּדָ֣ מְלַאכְתֶּ֗

ר  ר כַּאֲשֶׁ֣ יךָ׃ 29 אַל־תּאֹמַ֗ יתָ בִּשְׂפָתֶֽ הֲפִתִּ֗ ךָ וַ֝ י עֵד־חִנָּם֣ בְּרֵעֶ֑ תְּהִ֣
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24:25
s: ܘܡܣܟ̈ܢܐ (“the poor”) in the leiden edition is an error (metathesis) 

for ܡܟ̈ܣܢܐ (“rebukers”), which is found in the mosul edition.

24:26
G: χείλη δὲ φιλήσουσιν ἀποκρινόμενα λόγους ἀγαθούς [Gb s*; vars: σοφούς 

G sc A; ὀρθούς Gv]. “And they will kiss lips that answer (with) good [vars: 
‘wise’; ‘honest’] words.” “They” refers to the rebukers mentioned in 
24:25. The subject of “kiss” is indefinite. G is a strained construal of a 
difficult Hebrew text (= m).

s: ܢܢܫܩܘܢ ܕܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܟܣ̈ܢܝܢ  And they will kiss the lips of“ .ܘܣ̈ܦܘܬܐ 
those who reprove.” The subject of the plural “kiss” (sg in m) is indefinite. 
s’s “those who reprove” associates נכחים (“honest”) with the homoio-
phonic מוכיחים. This is the way s construes נְכחָֹה in Amos 3:10 and  
.in both places ܡܟܣܢܘܬܐ in isa 30:10, using נְכחֹוֹת

 G (καὶ πορεύου κατόπισθέν *לך אחרי [ (–ܟ ܘܒܬܪܟܢ) m s לך אחר 24:27
μου) (near dittog יו → ו)

G: (a) ἑτοίμαζε εἰς τὴν ἔξοδον τὰ ἔργα σου (b) καὶ παρασκευάζου εἰς τὸν 
ἀγρὸν (c) καὶ πορεύου κατόπισθέν μου (d) καὶ ἀνοικοδομήσεις τὸν οἶκόν σου. 
“(a) make ready your [sg] works for the departure, (b) and make prepa-
rations for the field. (c) And come after me, (d) and you shall build up 
your house.” G read לֵךְ אַחֲרָי (“go after me”)—a near dittography with the 
 This change led .(”to you”; “after“) לך אחר of the next word—for m’s ו
to translational deviations from m. G reads like an invitation to go on a 
journey. Gerleman (1956, 29) reads this verse as a reminder of death. to 
be sure, this idea might make sense for an egyptian, who would hope to 
depart for the paradise in the Field of reeds and live in his eternal House, 
but Alexandrian Jews would not have accepted this foreign belief.

24:28
G translates ברעך (“against your neighbor”) as ἐπὶ σὸν πολίτην (“against 

your fellow citizen”); see 11:12.

24:29
G: (a) μὴ εἴπῃς Ὃν τρόπον ἐχρήσατό μοι χρήσομαι αὐτῷ, (b) τείσομαι δὲ 

αὐτὸν ἅ με ἠδίκησεν. “(a) do not say, ‘As he treated me so i will treat him; 
(b) i will repay him (by) the harm he has done me.’” The addition of “the 
harm” leaves no doubt that “as he treated me” refers to an inimical act.

s = m but connects this verse to the preceding by a waw—ܘܠܡܐ ܬܐܡܪ 



24:29–25:2 Proverbs 330

(“And do not say, etc.”)—thereby making the verse into a warning against 
using false testimony to get revenge.

24:30–34
G composes an epigram that takes imagery and phraseology from m 

but uses them very differently, so much so that G cannot be explained in 
detail from the Hebrew. in 24:30–32, the lazy, foolish man is compared 
to a field. Then in 24:33, the sluggard announces his intention to be lazy, 
or perhaps the sage speaks these words as a hypothetical thought—
something that one might think but should not. Then, in 24:34, the sage 
follows up with a warning against such behavior.

(24:30) A foolish man is like a field and the man who lacks sense is like a 
vineyard. (31) if you leave it alone, it will go to waste and run entirely to 
weeds and be abandoned. And the walls of stones are demolished. (32) 
later i reconsidered, looking at (him), so as to take a lesson. (33) The 
sluggard speaks: “i snooze a little, i sleep a while, i clasp my bosom with 
(my) hands.” (34) The sage says: “if you do this, your poverty will arrive 
advancing, and your neediness (arrive) like a good runner.”

24:33
G: (a) ὀλίγον νυστάζω, ὀλίγον δὲ καθυπνῶ, (b) ὀλίγον δὲ ἐναγκαλίζομαι 

χερσὶν στήθη. “(a) i snooze a while, i sleep a while, (b) i clasp my bosom 
with (my) hands a while.” in G 24:33, the sluggard, not the sage, is speak-
ing. G uses the second person in 6:10; here it uses the first. in fact, only 
the third person is appropriate. in word choice as well, G 24:33 differs 
from G 6:10.

ה אִישׁ־עָצֵ֣ל  ישׁ כְּפָעֳלֽוֹ׃ 30 עַל־שְׂדֵ֣ יב לָאִ֣ עֱשֶׂה־לּ֑וֹ אָשִׁ֖ ן אֶֽ י כֵּ֤ שָׂה־לִ֭ עָֽ
ים כָּסּ֣וּ  ה כֻלּ֨וֹ ׀ קִמְּשׂנִֹ֗ ה עָ֘לָ֤ ב׃ 31 וְהִנֵּ֨ ם חֲסַר־לֵֽ רֶם אָדָ֥ רְתִּי וְעַל־כֶּ֗ עָבַ֑
יתִי  אִ֗ י רָ֝ ית לִבִּ֑ י אָשִׁ֣ נֹכִֽ אֶחֱזֶה֣ אָ֭ סָה׃ 32 וָֽ ים וְגֶֽ֖דֶר אֲבָנָי֣ו נֶהֱרָֽ פָנָי֣ו חֲרֻלִּ֑

יִם  ק יָדַ֣ ט ׀ חִבֻּ֖ ט תְּנוּמ֑וֹת מְעַ֓ נוֹת מְעַ֣ ט שֵׁ֭ ר׃ 33 מְעַ֣ חְתִּי מוּסָֽ לָָקַ֥
ןֽ׃  פ ישׁ מָגֵֽ יךָ כְּאִ֣ ךָ וּ֝מַחְסֹרֶ֗ ךְ רֵישֶׁ֑ א־מִתְהַלֵּ֥ ב׃ 34 וּבָֽ לִשְׁכָּֽ

ה י שְׁלֹמֹ֑ לֶּה מִשְׁלֵ֣ גַּם־אֵ֭  25:1
ר  לֹהִים הַסְתֵּ֣ ד אֱ֭ ה׃ 2 כְּבֹ֣ לֶךְ־יְהוּדָֽ ה מֶֽ י ׀ חִזְקִיָּ֬ יקוּ אַנְשֵׁ֤ עְתִּ֗ ר הֶ֝ אֲשֶׁ֥
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s sets the verse in the second-person singular, as in 6:10–11, where it 
was influenced by G. t = s.

24:34
G: (a) ἐὰν δὲ τοῦτο ποιῇς, ἥξει προπορευομένη ἡ πενία σου, (b) καὶ ἡ 

ἔνδειά σου ὥσπερ ἀγαθὸς δρομεύς. “(a) if you do this, your poverty will 
arrive after advancing, (b) and your neediness, like a good runner.” in G 
24:34 and 6:11, the fast runner is called “good” (rather than “fast”) even 
though he is the analogy for a misfortune. (see the comment on 6:11.) 
This harks back to Plato’s Hippias Minor 373c–e, in which “goodness” is 
defined as the skill or potential for achieving goals relevant to a particu-
lar activity, an example being the “good runner.”

s: ܬܐܙܠ ܩܕܡܝܟ ܡܣܟܢܘܬܐ. ܘܬܕܪܟܟ ܨܪܝܟܘܬܐ. ܐܝܟ ܓܒܪܐ ܛܒܠܪܐ. 
“(a) Poverty will go before you, (b) and neediness will come upon you 
like a runner.” s uses G, but selectively. ܬܐܙܠ ܩܕܡܝܟ = προπορευομένη, 
and ܐܝܟ ܓܒܪܐ ܛܒܠܪܐ uses G’s δρομεύς to clarify כאיש מגן but omits 
ἀγαθός and imitates m’s syntax (lit. “like a runner man”). in the doublet 
in 6:11, s translates איש מגן as ܓܒܪܐ ܟܫܝܪܐ (“diligent/vigorous man”).

(G continues with 30:15–31:9, followed by 25:1–29:27 + 31:10–31.)

25:1
G: (a) Αὗται αἱ παιδεῖαι [Gb; παροιμίαι Gsc A] Σαλωμῶντος αἱ ἀδιάκριτοι, 

(b) ἃς ἐξεγράψαντο οἱ φίλοι Εζεκιου τοῦ βασιλέως τῆς Ιουδαίας. “(a) These 
are the miscellaneous teachings [var: ‘proverbs’] of solomon (b) which 
the friends of ezekias king of Judah copied out.” bAP understands “these” 
as retrospective. (see bAP’s theory of the structure of G-Proverbs; bAP 
31–32.) παροιμίαι looks like an adjustment to 1:1. ἀδιάκριτοι, a hapax 
in G, has nothing corresponding in m. some suggested meanings of 
ἀδιάκριτοι are (1) “qui ne sont pas triées” (bAP); (2) “mixed” (Gels); (3) 
“undistinguishable,” “mixed,” “not discriminated” (lsJ); (4) “assortment” 
(mGels); and (5) ܥ̈�ܝܩܐ (“profound”) (s) (t עמיקי). (v omits the word.) 
in Jas 3:17 ἀδιάκριτος means “impartial,” “without prejudice.” it is a qual-
ity of the wisdom that comes from God. definitions 2–4 are basically the 
same and accord with the common meaning of the antonym, διακρίνειν 
“to distinguish.” in my view, ἀδιάκριτοι here implies a significant distinc-
tion between the preceding collections and the present one. The former 
were composed of sayings written and organized by solomon, whereas 
the latter collection comprises a variety of sayings that were created by 
him but written down only later by Hezekiah’s men.
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s: ܗ̈ܠܝܢ ܡ̈ܬܠܘܗܝ ܕܫܠܝ�ܘܢ ܥ̈�ܝܩܐ. ܕܟܬܒܘ ܪ̈ܚ�ܘܗܝ ܕܚܙܩܝܐ  ܐܦ 
ܕܝܗܘܕܐ  ,These too are the profound proverbs of solomon (a)“ .ܡܠܟܐ 
(b) which the friends of Hezekiah king of Judah wrote.” s understands 
ἀδιάκριτοι to mean “inscrutable,” hence “profound.” ܪܚ�ܡܐ is used of 
“friend” (רעה) of the king, that is, royal confidant, in 2 sam 15:37; 16:16; 
and 1 Kgs 4:5. on the headings, see the comment on 10:1.

(ה → ח graph) G (τιμᾷ) *הקר [ (ܡܿܢ ܕܒܨܐ) m ≈ s חקר 25:2
G: (a) = m; (b) δόξα δὲ βασιλέως τιμᾷ πράγματα. “(b) And the glory of 

a king brings honor to deeds.” τιμᾷ = הקֵֹר (Jäger); similarly in 25:27. The 
deeds in question are, given the context, affairs of state (cf. esth 3:13ef).

25:3
G: (a) ≈ m; (b) καρδία δὲ βασιλέως ἀνεξέλεγκτος. “(b) but the heart 

of a king is irrefutable [or ‘beyond criticism’].” ἀνεξέλεγκτος can mean 
“unfathomable” (bAP: “insondable”) or “unchastised,” as in Prov 10:17. 
in 18:17, חקר is translated ἐλέγχεται (“refuted”).

(ו → י graph) G (ἅπαν) *כלו [ (ܡܡܐܢܐ) m s כלי 25:4
G: (a) τύπτε ἀδόκιμον ἀργύριον, (b) καὶ καθαρισθήσεται καθαρὸν ἅπαν. 

“(a) smite the drossy silver, (b) and the pure shall be entirely purified.” 
G 25:4a (with τύπτε for הגו) alludes to beating fools. The next verse too 
(using κτεῖνε [“kill”]) shows that the translator thinks that הגו (actually 
“remove”) has to do with smiting, probably by homoiophonic associa-
tion with ּהַכּו. ἅπαν = ֹֹכֻּלּו.

25:5
G: (a) κτεῖνε ἀσεβεῖς ἐκ προσώπου βασιλέως, (b) καὶ κατορθώσει ἐν 

מֶק וְלֵ֥ב  רֶץ לָעֹ֑ רוּם וָאָ֣ יִם לָ֭ ר׃ 3 שָׁמַ֣ ר דָּבָֽ ים חֲקֹ֣ לָכִ֗ ד מְ֝ ר וּכְבֹ֥ דָּבָ֑
שָׁע  לִי׃ 5 הָג֣וֹ רָ֭ ף כֶּֽ סֶף וַיֵּצֵ֖א לַצּרֵֹ֣ קֶר׃ 4 הָג֣וֹ סִיגִ֣ים מִכָּ֑ ין חֵֽ ים אֵ֣ לָכִ֗ מְ֝

לֶךְ וּבִמְק֥וֹם  ר לִפְנֵי־מֶ֑ דֶק כִּסְאֽוֹ׃ 6 אַל־תִּתְהַדַּ֥ לֶךְ וְיִכּ֖וֹן בַּצֶּ֣ לִפְנֵי־מֶ֑
ילְךָ לִפְנֵי֣  הַשְׁפִּ֣ נָּה מֵֽ ה הֵ֥ לֵ֫ י ט֥וֹב אֲמָר־לְךָ֗ עֲֽ ד׃ 7 כִּ֤ ל־תַּעֲמֹֽ ים אַֽ דלִֹ֗ גְּ֝

עֲשֶׂה  ן מַה־תַּ֭ ר פֶּ֣ הֵ֥ ב מַ֫ א לָרִ֗ ר רָא֣וּ עֵינֶיֽךָ׃ 8 אַל־תֵּצֵ֥ יב אֲשֶׁ֖ נָדִ֑
ר  ךָ וְס֖וֹד אַחֵ֣ יב אֶת־רֵעֶ֑ יבְךָ רִ֣ ךָ׃ 9 רִֽ ים אֹתְךָ֣ רֵעֶֽ הּ בְּהַכְלִ֖ בְּאַחֲרִיתָ֑
הָב  י זָ֭ א תָשֽׁוּב׃ 11 תַּפּוּחֵ֣ ֹ֣ דִבָּתְךָ֗ ל עַ וְ֝ ן־יְחַסֶּדְךָ֥ שׁמֵֹ֑ אַל־תְּגָֽל׃ 10 פֶּֽ
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δικαιοσύνῃ ὁ θρόνος αὐτοῦ. “(a) Kill the wicked [pl] before the king, 
(b) and he will establish his throne in righteousness.” G renders הגו as 
κτεῖνε. in both verses 4 and 5, G understands הגו as “smite” but varies the 
translation to make it fit each verse. Again, this is a type of translational 
flexibility that rather than being merely “free” responds to the needs of 
the context, as the translator understands it. The present verse calls for 
the execution of state enemies.

s translates הגו as ܢܬܬܒܪܘܢ (“let [evildoers] be broken”) ≈ G, whereas 
in 25:4 it used ܓܒܘ (“select”).

25:7
The versions do not provide variants for the puzzling sentence frag-

ment in m 25:7c (lit. “what your eyes have seen”). G adds an imperative 
λέγε: “what your eyes have seen, declare.” s and v attach the stich to the 
following verse, but the connection is strained.

(רעך⌒רעך homoi) m s v ] > G ריבך ריב את רעך 25:9
(ר → ד graph) G (ἀναχώρει) *וסור [ (ܘܪܐܙܐ) m s וסוד

G 25:9 (= m 25:9b): ἀναχώρει εἰς τὰ ὀπίσω, μὴ καταφρόνει (“withdraw, 
do not show contempt”) (continues in 25:10a). G omits m 25:9a, appar-
ently by homoioteleuton. ἀναχώρει εἰς τὰ ὀπίσω = וְסוּר אָחֹר for m’s וסוד 
 do“—אַל תָּגִל was understood as אל תגל .(”the secret of another“) אחר
not rejoice,” that is to say, do not feel schadenfreude, hence μὴ καταφρόνει 
(“do not show contempt”). v understands אחר as “to another.”

25:10 fin ] + 4 stichoi G (10c–10c) (elab)
G (continuing 25:9): (a) μή σε ὀνειδίσῃ μὲν ὁ φίλος, (b) ἡ δὲ μάχη σου καὶ 

ἡ ἔχθρα οὐκ ἀπέσται, (c) ἀλλ’ ἔσται σοι ἴση θανάτῳ. “(a) so that your friend 
not insult you, (b) and your [sg] quarrel and hatred [consequently] not 
cease, (c) but (rather) will be with you like death.” G clarifies m expan-
sively: “friend” for “listener” and “quarrel and hatred” for דבה (which is 
translated in a variety of ways in G, never as “slander”), and “be with you 
like death” (i.e., ineluctably or strongly, cf. Cant 8:6) for “not return.” G 
has a double translation of “not return”: as “not cease” and “be with you 
like death.” G 25:10c is part of an expansion that continues in 10a.

25:10a
G: (a) χάρις καὶ φιλία ἐλευθεροῖ, (b) ἃς τήρησον σεαυτῷ, ἵνα μὴ ἐπονείδιστος 

γένῃ, (c) ἀλλὰ φύλαξον τὰς ὁδούς σου εὐσυναλλάκτως. “(a) Graciousness 
and love make (one) free. (b) Guard them for yourself, so that you do 
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not become disgraceful. (c) but guard your ways peacefully.” This addi-
tion summarizes 25:7c–10.

25:11
G: (a) = m; (b) οὕτως εἰπεῖν λόγον. “(b) thus it is to say a word.” εἰπεῖν 

λόγον implicitly vocalizes דַּבֵּר דָּבָר. G skips the difficult על אפניו. There 
is no mechanical reason for the loss. difficult phrases can be omitted 
when the translator can reasonably conclude (as here) that the gist of the 
verse does not require them. omissions of obscure phrases are probably 
the translator’s doing. A copyist could simply replicate the text without 
comprehension.

v (qui loquitur verbum) α′ θ′ (λαλῶν ῥῆμα) σ′ (λαλῶν λόγον) s (ܕܡ�ܠܠ 
.דּבֵֹר דָּבָר = (ܡܠܬܐ

s omits על אפניו = G. it is unusual for s to follow G in omissions, but 
s too was probably perplexed by this phrase, as are modern commenta-
tors.

25:13
G: (a) ὥσπερ ἔξοδος χιόνος ἐν ἀμήτῳ κατὰ καῦμα ὠφελεῖ, (b) οὕτως 

ἄγγελος πιστὸς τοὺς ἀποστείλαντας αὐτόν, (c) ψυχὰς γὰρ τῶν αὐτῷ 
χρωμένων ὠφελεῖ. “(a) Just as the going forth of snow in harvest is ben-
eficial against heat, (b) so is a reliable messenger to those who sent him, 
(c) for he benefits the souls of those who employ him.” Possible variants 
are ὥσπερ ἔξοδος = כצאת and κατὰ καῦμα = בחום (bHQ). still, since G 
is being expansive in explaining the analogy and since the retroversions 
are not supported by graphic similarities, we can best account for the 
differences as expansive explications of m’s analogy of the “chill of snow 
in harvest.” צנה is a hapax in the sense of “chill” and perhaps not known 

יחַ  תֶם מוֹכִ֥ הָב וַחֲלִי־כָ֑ זֶֽם זָ֭ יו׃ 12 נֶ֣ ר עַל־אָפְנָֽ ר דָּבֻ֥ בָ֗ סֶף דָּ֝ בְּמַשְׂכִּיּ֥וֹת כָּ֑
יו  אֱמָן לְשׁלְֹחָ֑ יר נֶ֭ יר צִ֣ לֶג ׀ בְּי֬וֹם קָצִ֗ עַת׃ 13 כְּצִנַּת־שֶׁ֨ זֶן שׁמָֹֽ ם עַל־אֹ֥ כָ֗ חָ֝

ישׁ  יִן אִ֥ רוּחַ וְגֶשֶׁ֣ם אָ֑ ים וְ֭ יב׃  פ  14 נְשִׂיאִ֣ וְנֶ֖פֶשׁ אֲדנָֹי֣ו יָשִֽׁ
ה  כָּ֗ ין וְלָשׁ֥וֹן רַ֝ ה קָצִ֑ פַּיִם יְפֻתֶּ֣ רֶךְ אַ֭ קֶר׃ 15 בְּאֹ֣ ל בְּמַתַּת־שָֽׁ תְהַלֵּ֗ מִ֝
אתֽוֹ׃  נּוּ וַהֲָקֵֽ שְׂבָּעֶ֗ ל דַּיֶּֽ֑ךָּ פֶּן־תִּ֝ צָאתָ אֱכֹ֣ שׁ מָ֭ ֽרֶם׃ 16 דְּבַ֣ תִּשְׁבָּר־גָּֽ

ץ  חֶרֶב וְחֵ֣ יץ וְ֭ ךָ׃ 18 מֵפִ֣ שְׂבָּעֲךָ֗ וּשְׂנֵאֶֽ ךָ פֶּן־יִ֝ ית רֵעֶ֑ גְלְךָ מִבֵּ֣ ר רַ֭ 17 הקַֹ֣

ח  דֶת מִבְטָ֥ גֶל מוּעָ֑ עָה וְרֶ֣ ן רֹ֭ קֶר׃ 19 שֵׁ֣ ד שָֽׁ הוּ עֵ֣ רֵעֵ֗ ישׁ ענֶֹ֥ה בְ֝ שָׁנ֑וּן אִ֥
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to the translator (though it is translated correctly in sir 43:20 and צנ"ן 
means “be cold” in rH).

s ܕܢܚܬ (“descends”) explicates כצאת from context and does not 
depend on G.

25:14
G: (a) ὥσπερ ἄνεμοι καὶ νέφη καὶ ὑετοὶ ἐπιφανέστατοι, (b) οὕτως οἱ 

καυχώμενοι ἐπὶ δόσει ψευδεῖ. “(a) As the wind and clouds and rains are 
very conspicuous (b) so are those who boast over a false gift.” m is to 
be translated, “Clouds with wind and no rain: a man who boasts of a 
gift that disappoints.” The proverb is something of a riddle that leaves it 
to the reader to figure out how the metaphor (in the first stich) applies 
to the referent (in the second). G explains the metaphor by constru-
ing נשיאים (actually “clouds”) as “lifted up” (from נשא “lift up”), hence 
ἐπιφανέστατοι (“evident,” “conspicuous”). G’s proverb derides insincere 
gift givers for their ostentation (bAP). s ≈ m.

25:15
G: (a) ἐν μακροθυμίᾳ εὐοδία βασιλεῦσιν, (b) γλῶσσα δὲ μαλακὴ συντρίβει 

ὀστᾶ. “(a) in patience there is success for kings, (b) and a soft tongue 
breaks bones.” εὐοδία comes from associating יפתה with similar-looking 
words that mean “make wide, spacious,” such as והפתית in Prov 24:28 
and יפת in Gen 9:27. (in both, they are rendered πλατύναι and connote 
good fortune.) in Gen 9:27, יפת (actually from פת"ה) has a sense close 
to εὐοδία (“may God make broad for Japheth”). βασιλεῦσιν ≈ קצין; see the 
comment on 19:6. G’s proverb instructs kings on how to succeed, while 
m’s tells courtiers how to influence officials.

G (unc) < [ (ܡܙܥܬܐ … ܬܘܟܠܢܗ) m s מועדת מבטח 25:19
G: (a) ὀδοὺς κακοῦ καὶ ποὺς παρανόμου (b) ὀλεῖται ἐν ἡμέρᾳ κακῇ. “(a) 

The tooth of an evil man and the foot of a transgressor (b) will perish 
in an evil day.” The absence of מועדת מבטח in G’s source text is shown 
by the way G translates רגל בוגד as a meaningful phrase. it is hard to 
explain the parablepsis, but there is no reason for a deliberate omis-
sion. by translating “the tooth of an evil man” (against the grammar) 
rather than “a bad tooth,” G, as often, replaces a difficult phrase with an 
expected message, here the certainty of retribution. G naturally under-
stands רעה as “bad” rather than the less common רע"ע “shaky.”

s (t) too understands רעה as ܕܒܝܫܐ (= κακοῦ).
V putridus (“rotten”) is a narrow rendering of “bad.”
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25:20 init ] + רָה גֶד בְּי֣וֹֹם קָ֭ עֲדֶה בֶּ֨  ܡܿܢ ܕܫܩܠ ܡܪܛܘܛܛܐ ܡܢ ܚܒܪܗ) m ≈ s מַ֥
(distorted dittog) (cf. > G) (ܒܝܘܡܡܐ ܕܩܪܬܐ
fin ] + 2 stichoi G (20a) (elab)

G: (a) ὥσπερ ὄξος ἕλκει ἀσύμφορον, (b) οὕτως προσπεσὸν πάθος ἐν 
σώματι καρδίαν λυπεῖ. “(a) As vinegar is unpleasant [or ‘useless’] to a 
wound, (b) so does suffering that befalls the body grieve the heart.” G 
does not represent the first four words of the verse, מעדה בגד ביום קרה. 
They look like a distorted dittography of the end of 25:19 (Hitzig 1858), 
though the development cannot be traced exactly. The matter is compli-
cated by the fact that the elaboration in G 25:20a is aware at least of בגד.

Nevertheless, m’s 25:20a—“one who removes (מעדה) a garment on a 
cold day”—looks like a scribal accident, and its absence from G supports 
this. The words do not relate to the foregoing or the following, nor do 
they provide a suitable analogy to the person who sings songs to a sad 
heart (25:20b). moreover, unlike the actions mentioned in 25:19a and 
20c, removing one’s garment on a cold day is imprudent to the one who 
does it but does not cause others discomfort. de waard (2007, 1–4) says 
that assonance with the preceding favors the originality of the clause, but 
assonance would arise anyway by an accidental repetition.

G 25:20b explains (wrongly) the meaning of the analogy. בשרים is 
construed as בְּשָׂרִים“flesh” (pl in 14:30).

s ≈ m, but adding ܡܢ ܚܒܪܗ (“from his fellow”) in 25:20a.

25:20a
G: (a) ὥσπερ σὴς ἱματίῳ καὶ σκώληξ ξύλῳ, (b) οὕτως λύπη ἀνδρὸς βλάπτει 

καρδίαν. “(a) As a moth (does) to a garment and a worm to wood, (b) so 
does a man’s suffering harm (his) heart.” G creates a new proverb from 
components of both m and G 25:20.

s translates G 25:20a exactly. t incorporates the syriac (tZ בולטיתא = 
 though ,(Pinkuss) ܢܬܪܐ should certainly be emended to ܝܬܪܐ .( ܒܠܛܝܬܐ
the former was the form that reached t (tu).

ל לֶב־ ים עַ֣ שִּׁרִ֗ ר בַּ֝ מֶץ עַל־נָ֑תֶר וְשָׁ֥ ה׃ 20 ⌈ ⌉ חֹ֣ ד בְּי֣וֹם צָרָֽ בּ֝וֹגֵ֗
א  מֵ֗ חֶם וְאִם־צָ֝ נַאֲךָ הַאֲכִלֵ֣הוּ לָ֑ ב שֹׂ֭ ע׃  פ  21 אִם־רָעֵ֣ רָֽ

ךְ׃  ה יְשַׁלֶּם־לָֽ יהוָ֗ ַ ה עַל־ראֹשׁ֑וֹ וֽ תָּה חֹתֶ֣ ים אַ֭ חָלִ֗ י גֶֽ יִם׃ 22 כִּ֤ הוּ מָֽ הַשְָׁקֵ֥
בֶת  תֶר׃ 24 ט֗וֹב שֶׁ֥ ים לְשׁ֣וֹן סָֽ זְעָמִ֗ ים נִ֝ ל גָּשֶׁ֑ם וּפָנִ֥ פוֹן תְּח֣וֹלֵֽ 23 ר֣וּחַ צָ֭
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25:21
G and s omit “bread” and “water” as adequately implicit in “feed” and 

“give drink.” The Greek and syriac of rom 12:20 follow this form of the 
verse.

25:22
G: (a) τοῦτο γὰρ ποιῶν ἄνθρακας πυρὸς σωρεύσεις ἐπὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ, 

(b) ὁ δὲ κύριος ἀνταποδώσει σοι ἀγαθά. “(a) For when you do this, you will 
heap coals of fire on his head, (b) and the lord will repay you good.”

G starts with a transitional τοῦτο γὰρ ποιῶν (“for when you do this”). 
Thus in rom 12:20. G adds ἀγαθά (“[with] good”), to make it clear that 
the repayment is a reward. The translator clarifies a sentence that was 
clear to start with.

s: ܘܟܕ ܗܠܝܢ ܬܥܒܕ ܠܗ܂ ܓܘܡܪ̈ܐ ܕܢܘܪܐ ܚܕܐ ܐܢܬ ܥܠ ܪܝܫܗ܂ ܘܡܪܝܐ 
 And when you do these things to him, you will heap coals (a)“ .ܦܪܥ ܠܟ
of fire on his head, (b) and the lord will repay you.” s begins the verse 
with “when you do these things” (≈ G) but lacks “good” at the end. Prov 
25:22b is not quoted in s-rom 12:20.

25:23
G: (a) ἄνεμος βορέας ἐξεγείρει νέφη, (b) πρόσωπον δὲ ἀναιδὲς γλῶσσαν 

ἐρεθίζει. “(a) The north wind stirs up clouds, (b) and a brazen face pro-
vokes the tongue.” As in 25:14 and 26:1, G differs from m in its treatment 
of meteorological phenomena. The correspondences ἀναιδής = נזעם and 
ἐρεθίζειν = סתר are unique. They seem to arise from the assumption that 
the metaphor in 25:23a refers to provocation and that the “face” is what 
is being compared to the wind. G reorganizes the syntax in 25:23b.

s: ܐܝܟ ܕܪܘܚܐ ܓܪܒܝܐ ܒܛܢܐ ܡܛܪܐ. ܗܟܢܐ ܐ̈ܦܐ ܒܝܫ̈ܬܐ ܘܠܫܢܐ 
 Just as the north wind is pregnant with rain, (b) so are an (a)“ .ܡܛܫܝܐ
angry [lit. ‘bad’] face and a hidden tongue.” s (similarly t) restructures—
and obscures—the comparison. ܒܛܢܐ conveys the etymological sense of 
 s means that an angry face and a tongue that .(”gives birth to“) תחולל
gossips behind people’s backs cause provocation—though “provocation” 
or the like is left unstated.

 is translated “dissipates,” “drives away” by σ′ (διαλύει) and v תחולל
(dissipat). According to bHQ, these readings, “but also those of sa‘adia 
and ibn ezra [the commentary is actually moshe Qimḥi’s (mvF)] ‘cor-
rect’ the proverb according to the climatic situation of Palestine.” The 
problem facing commentators is that in israel it is the west wind, not 
the north, that brings rain (1 Kgs 18:44), and the author of the proverb 
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would have been familiar with Palestinian meteorology. bHQ’s explana-
tion of these readings is correct. The translators and commentators, like 
modern commentators, were probably influenced by 1 Kgs 18:44.

to be precise, sa‘adia explains תחולל as “make cease.” moshe Qimḥi 
explains the word first as “prevent” (an explanation he ascribes to his 
father Joseph, who uses an impossible etymology), then as “give birth 
to.” but “north” here is, more precisely, northwest (toy), and geographi-
cal precision is not required in proverbial sayings (especially since תחולל 
is part of a complex wordplay; see AbP). in any case, the proverb does 
not say that only the north wind has this effect. As noted in AbP, תחולל 
can mean “make whirl” as well as “produce.” (A storm is described as 
 whirling about” in Jer 23:19.) The powerful north wind makes“ מתחולל
rain swirl about during a storm, and a secretive tongue makes faces 
“stormy” or angry at the talebearer.

ים [ mK מדונים 25:24 דְיָנִ֗ mQ (dial? norm) מִ֝
on the ketiv-qere, see the comment on 6:14. G = m. Contrast the freer 

treatment of the near-doublets in 21:9 and 21:19.
s translates ובית חבר as ܘܒܒܝܬܐ ܕܦ̈ܠܓܘܬܐ (“and in a house of fac-

tions”), a guess at an unusual phrase, which was ignored in 21:9.

25:25
G: (a) ὥσπερ ὕδωρ ψυχρὸν ψυχῇ διψώσῃ προσηνές, (b) οὕτως ἀγγελία 

ἀγαθὴ ἐκ γῆς μακρόθεν. “(a) As cold water is pleasant to the thirsting 
soul, (b) thus is good news from a far land.” whereas m makes the com-
parison by juxtaposing two clauses, G adds adverbs of comparison to 
phrase the clauses as an explicit ratio (so also s); likewise in 25:26 and 
26:3. G thereby creates a cohesive series of six comparisons: 25:25, 26, 
28; 26:1, 2, 3 (bAP). s follows the syntax of G in these verses but chooses 
its own way of dealing with the Hebrew; e.g., 25:25 adds (a rather super-
fluous) ܕܐܬܐ (“that comes”).

25:26
G: (a) ὥσπερ εἴ τις πηγὴν φράσσοι καὶ ὕδατος ἔξοδον λυμαίνοιτο, (b) 

רִים עַל־נֶפֶ֣שׁ  יִם קָ֭ בֶר׃ 25 מַ֣ ית חָֽ ים⌉ וּבֵ֥ דוֹנִ֗ שֶׁת ⌈מְ֝ עַל־פִּנַּת־גָּ֑ג מֵאֵ֥
ת  רְפָּשׂ וּמָק֣וֹר מָשְׁחָ֑ ק׃ 26 מַעְיָֽ֣ן נִ֭ רֶץ מֶרְחָֽ ה מֵאֶ֥ ה ט֝וֹבָ֗ ה וּשְׁמוּעָ֥ עֲיֵפָ֑
שׁ הַרְבּ֣וֹת לאֹ־ט֑וֹב ⌈וְהקֵֹר דְּבָרִים  ל דְּבַ֣ כֹ֤ ע׃ 27 אָ֘ ט לִפְנֵיֽ־רָשָֽׁ יק מָ֣ דִּ֗ צַ֝
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οὕτως ἄκοσμον δίκαιον πεπτωκέναι ἐνώπιον ἀσεβοῦς. “(a) Just as if some-
one were to block up a spring and spoil the exit of water, (b) thus is 
it improper for a righteous person to fall before the impious [pl].” G 
changes 25:26a from passive to active, thereby making the first stich of 
the comparison better aligned with the second. by calling the tottering 
of the righteous man ἄκοσμος (lit. “unlovely”), G defines the situation as 
a matter of propriety or aesthetics. This is not far from m-Proverbs’ own 
“moral aesthetics”; see AbP 2.967–76. s 25:26a = G; s 25:26b = m.

קֶר [ G (τιμᾶν) ≈ *והקר 25:27  ;σ′ (ἐξερευνᾶν δέ) *וַחֲקרֹ ;(ܠ�ܒܨܐ) m s וְחֵ֖
 ה θ′ (καὶ ἐξερευνῶντι) v (qui scrutator est) (m s σ′ θ′ v: graph ≈ *וְחֹקֵר
(ח →
ם [ (ܡ̈ܠܡܐ) G (λόγους) s *דברים (orth ,כ → ד graph ,ד → ר graph) m כְּבדָֹ֣
(orth, vocal ,מ → ממ haplog) m כָּבֽוֹד [ (ܡܫ̈ܒܚܬܐ) G (ἐνδόξους) s *מְכֻבָּד

i propose emending to מְכֻבָּד דְּבָרִים   The differences between .וְהקֵֹר 
this reading and the consonants of m are common graphic mutations. 
The theoretical stages leading to m are as follows: דברם ,וחקר → והקר 
 ה The component steps of this change were, theoretically: (1) .כבדם →
 with the last מ haplography of) מ → ממ (3) ,כ → ד and ד → ר (2) ,ח →
letter of (4) ,(דברם mater ו. when analyzed into components, the pro-
cess seems improbably intricate. However, i do not think that the change 
occurred in a series of unrelated accidents but rather that a scribe looked 
at a group of consonants and grasped them wrongly (see §4.3.3). taken 
as a whole, the change is not unlikely, especially if we picture the text as 
written continuously and without final letters: והקר = והקרדברממכבד 
מכבד  Αs reconstructed, the proverb reads, “eating honey too .דברים 
much is not good, and being sparing of words is honorable.” in other 
words, don’t overdo good things, not even speech. This saying uses the 
same analogy as Prov 25:16 and, as emended, the same logic as 25:16–
17; see AbP.

G: (a) = m; (b) τιμᾶν δὲ χρὴ λόγους ἐνδόξους. “(b) but it is necessary to 
honor esteemed words.” τιμᾶν δέ = וְהקֵֹר (Jäger); cf. 25:2. The infinitive 
“to honor” implies the necessity of honoring. G makes this explicit by 
adding χρή. G 25:27b represents והקר דברים מכבד, which the translator 
understood as )וְהקֵֹר דְּבָרִים מְכֻבָּדִ)ים, in spite of the numerical disagree-
ment. However, the retroverted Hebrew would be better translated, “and 
to spare words is honorable.”

raymond van leeuwen (1986, 106–7) suggests that G (1) confused the 
common חקר with the rare (2) ,הקר vocalized the second word as כְּבוּדִים 
(supposedly meaning “difficulties”), and (3) added λόγους (“words”) for 
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explication. more likely, G’s τιμᾶν resulted from the extremely common 
 ,confusion, not a misunderstanding of a common word. moreover ח/ה
.nowhere has the sense assigned to it כבודים

v: (a) sicut qui mel multum comedit non est ei bonum (b) sic qui scru-
tator est maiestatis opprimitur gloria. “(a) Just as it is not good for one 
to eat much honey, (b) so shall the examiner of majesty be crushed by 
glory.” qui scrutator est = כבדם .וְחֹקֵר is understood as “majesty,” while 
 The result recalls the sentiments .(”heavy“) כָּבֵד is associated with כבוד
of sir 3:21–23: do not probe matters too exalted for you.

s: ܠ�ܡܐܟܠ ܕܒܫܐ ܣܓܝ ܠܡܐ ܫܦܝܪ. ܐܦ ܠܡܐ ܠ�ܒܨܐ ܡ̈ܠܡܐ ܡܫ̈ܒܚܬܐ. 
“(a) it is not good to eat much honey, (b) nor to examine glorious [or 
‘complimentary’] words.” The translator understood the negative in the 
first line as gapped in the second and so made it explicit. The indepen-
dence of s from G with regard to וחקר supports s’s “words” and “glori-
ous” as evidence for דברים and מכבד.

(ה → ר graph) G (βουλῆς) *מעצה [ (ܢܓܝܪܐ) m s מעצר 25:28
G: (a) = m; (b) οὕτως ἀνὴρ ὃς οὐ μετὰ βουλῆς τι πράσσει. “(b) thus is a 

man who does something without counsel.” οὐ μετὰ βουλῆς = אין מֹעֵצָה 
(Jäger). מעצר would not have been translated “counsel,” but מעצה could 
have arisen from a distortion of the לרוחו .ר was omitted as implicit in 
οὐ μετὰ βουλῆς. The phrase οὐ μετὰ βουλῆς required the addition of τι 
πράσσει to give context to the comparison.

26:1
G: (a) ὥσπερ δρόσος ἐν ἀμήτῳ καὶ ὥσπερ ὑετὸς ἐν θέρει, (b) οὕτως οὐκ 

ἔστιν ἄφρονι τιμή. “(a) like dew in harvest and like rain in summer, (b) so 
is there no honor for a fool.” G substitutes “dew” for “snow.” G’s proverb 
compares a fool’s honor to things that do not exist, whereas m compares 
it to things that are inappropriate and useless (thus too s). m could not 

ר לְרוּחֽוֹ׃  ין מַעְצָ֣ ר אֵ֖ ישׁ אֲשֶׁ֤ ה אִ֗ ין חוֹמָ֑ רוּצָה אֵ֣ יר פְּ֭ ד⌉׃ 28 עִ֣ מְכֻבָּֽ
יל כָּבֽוֹד׃  ן לאֹ־נָאוֶ֖ה לִכְסִ֣ יר כֵּ֤ ר בַּקָּצִ֑ יִץ וְכַמָּטָ֥ לֶג ׀ בַּקַּ֗ 26:1 כַּשֶּׁ֤

סּוּס  א׃ 3 שׁ֣וֹט לַ֭ ֹֽ א תָב ֹ֣ ם ל נָּ֗ ת חִ֝ לְלַ֥ ן קִֽ נוּד כַּדְּר֣וֹר לָע֑וּף כֵּ֥ 2 כַּצִּפּ֣וֹר לָ֭
ן־תִּשְׁוֶה־ סִיל כְּאִוַּלְתּ֑וֹ פֶּֽ עַן כְּ֭ ים׃ 4 אַל־תַּ֣ בֶט לְגֵו֣ כְּסִילִֽ שֵׁ֗ תֶג לַחֲמ֑וֹר וְ֝ מֶ֣

ה  ם בְּעֵינָֽיו׃ 6 מְקַצֶּ֣ סִיל כְּאִוַּלְתּ֑וֹ פֶּן־יִהְיֶה֖ חָכָ֣ תָּה׃ 5 עֲנֵה֣ כְ֭ לּ֥וֹ גַם־אָֽ
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use dew in this way, because dew does appear in summer in Palestine. G 
adjusts meteorological phenomena to the egyptian climate; cf. 25:14, 23.

mQ ≈ v (in quempiam) (aur) ל֣וֹ [ (לא) t (ܦܗܝܐ) mK G (οὐδενί) ≈ s לא 26:2
G οὐκ … οὐδενί is a double translation of the ketiv. v in quempiam (“on 

someone”) = mQ. s’s ܦܗܝܐ (“go astray”) ≈ לא תבא = mK. The ketiv is 
correct, since the analogies (a wandering bird, a flying sparrow) exem-
plify not coming (to a particular goal) rather than coming to someone. 
Also, לו has no relevant antecedent. However, a scribe may have thought 
that the noun “curse” implies an actant (a curser), and it is to him that 
the curse would return (as in Ps 109:17).

 ′G σ′ ε *לגוי [ (לגושמיהון) v (dorso) t (ܠܓܒܪܐ) m θ′ (σώματι) ≈ s לגו 26:3
(ἔθνει) (near dittog וי → ו)

G: (a) ὥσπερ μάστιξ ἵππῳ καὶ κέντρον ὄνῳ, (b) οὕτως ῥάβδος ἔθνει 
παρανόμῳ. “(a) A whip for a horse, a goad for an ass: (b) so too a rod 
for a lawless nation.” by using “goad” for מתג (“bridle”), G tightens the 
analogy among the three figures: horse, ass, fool (bAP). ἔθνει = לְגוֹי for 
m’s לגו (“for the back”); this is supported by σ′ ε′ ἔθνει. G consequently 
substitutes “lawless” for “fools,” because the former is a key feature of 
wicked nations. Compare the treatment of the near-doublet in 19:29b.

v dorso (“for the back”) agrees with m, as do t לגושמיהון and θ′ 
σώματι, which understand גו, via metonymy, as “body,” cf. s.

s’s ܠܓܒܪܐ (“for a man”) = לגו (“for the back”), pars pro toto. in 19:29, 
s has ܠܥ�ܡܐ (“for a people”) = לגוי (m לגו).

26:5
G: (a) ἀλλὰ ἀποκρίνου ἄφρονι κατὰ τὴν ἀφροσύνην αὐτοῦ, (b) ἵνα μὴ 

φαίνηται σοφὸς παρ’ ἑαυτῷ. “(a) rather, answer the fool against his folly 
(b) so that he not appear wise to himself.” The distinction between πρός 
in 26:4 and κατά in 26:5 is an attempt to resolve the contradiction: (4) 
do not answer a fool πρός (in a way that corresponds to) his folly; but 
rather (5) respond κατά (against) his folly, that is, in a way that rebukes 
his nonsense. it is hard to know just which of the many functions of 
πρός/κατά + accusative express the distinction intended here, but κατά 
commonly connotes hostility or contrarity.

s: ܐܠܡܐ ܡܠܠ ܥܡ ܣܟܠܡܐ ܐܝܟ ܚܟܝ�ܘܬܟ. ܕܠܡܐ ܢܣܒܪ ܒܢܦܫܗ ܕܚܟܝܡ 
 but speak with a fool according to your wisdom, (b) lest he (a)“ .ܗܘ
think in his soul that he is wise.” s boldly reverses the meaning of m in 
order to avoid the contradiction with 26:4 (thus also t).
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26:6
G: (a) ἐκ τῶν ἑαυτοῦ ποδῶν [G106, σ′ ε′ syrH; var: ὁδῶν Gb s A] ὄνειδος 

πίεται [var: ποιεῖται GA] (b) ὁ ἀποστείλας δι’ ἀγγέλου ἄφρονος λόγον. 
“(a) He drinks [var: ‘makes for himself ’] shame from his own feet [var: 
‘ways’]—(b) (namely,) he who sends a word by a foolish messenger.” 
This text is given in rahlfs; it conveys an image suggestive of drinking 
one’s own urine. However, ποδῶν is probably Hexaplaric and πίεται looks 
like an adjustment to m. we should probably read with the variants and 
translate, “(a) He makes (for himself) shame from his own ways—(b) 
(namely,) he who sends a word by a foolish messenger.” ὄνειδος πίεται for 
 be“) קוץ is hard to explain. G may be associating the word with מקצה
disgusted”), though this correspondence is not found elsewhere.

s: ܡܢ ܬܚܝܬ ܪܓܠܗ ܫܬܐ ܥܘܼܠܡܐ. ܡܿܢ ܕܡܫܕܪ ܡܠܬܐ ܒܝܕ ܣܟܠܡܐ. “(a) 
From under his feet he drinks iniquity—(b) he who sends a word by 
means of a fool.” This image suggests drinking water from a mud puddle.

26:7
G: (a) ἀφελοῦ πορείαν σκελῶν (b) καὶ παρανομίαν [Gb s A; var: παροιμίαν 

Grahlfs syrH] ἐκ στόματος ἀφρόνων. “(a) remove walking from legs 
(b) and transgression [var: ‘a parable’] from the mouth of fools.” ἀφελοῦ 
construes דליו as a d-stem imperative from דל"ה “draw up” (bHQ). G 
attempts to explain the metaphor of legs hanging down from a cripple. 
with παρανομίαν (= oG), the proverb means that crime is as natural to 
the mouth of fools as walking is to the legs (bAP). παροιμίαν is Hexa-
plaric. The translator probably used παρανομίαν out of hesitation to 
credit the fool with the ability to use a proverb at all.

s: ܐܢ ܬܬܠ ܗܠܟܬܐ ܠܚܓܝܪܐ. ܬܩܒܠ ܡܠܬܐ ܡܢ ܦܘܡܗ ܕܣܟܠܡܐ. 
“(a) if you can give walking (ability) to a cripple, (b) you can receive a 
word from the mouth of the fool.” rather than conceding that fools can 
use proverbs at all (see above on G and 26:9), s uses ܡܠܬܐ, which can be 
any utterance. emending to ܡܬܠܡܐ (Pinkuss) just harmonizes with m. 
s’s paraphrase expresses the impossibility of learning something from a 
fool. t = s.

חַ  קַיִם מִפִּסֵּ֑ יל׃ 7 דַּלְי֣וּ שֹׁ֭ ים בְּיַד־כְּסִֽ חַ דְּבָרִ֣ ה שׁלֵֹ֖ ס שׁתֶֹ֑ גְלַיִם חָמָ֣ רַ֭
יל כָּבֽוֹד׃  ן לִכְסִ֣ ה כֵּן־נוֹתֵ֖ בֶן בְּמַרְגֵּמָ֑ ים׃ 8 כִּצְר֣וֹר אֶ֭ י כְסִילִֽ ל בְּפִ֣ וּ֝מָשָׁ֗

ב ⌈מְחוֹלָל כָּל־ ים׃ 10 רַ֥ י כְסִילִֽ ל בְּפִ֣ 9 ח֭וֹחַ עָלָ֣ה בְיַד־שִׁכּ֑וֹר וּ֝מָשָׁ֗
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26:8
G’s ὃς ἀποδεσμεύει (“who binds”) = כְּצרֵֹר.
v: (a) sicut qui mittit lapidem in acervum Mercurii, (b) ita qui tribuit 

insipienti honorem. “(a) like him who throws a stone into the heap of 
mercury, (b) so is he who gives honor to a fool.” This corresponds to 
yalqut shimoni ad loc.; cf. b. Ḥullin 133a: “Hama bar Hanina said that 
one who benefits a person whom he does not know is like one who 
throws a stone to mercury [i.e., before his idol].” (C. Gordon 1930, 388). 
This alludes to the Greco-roman custom of placing votive stones along-
side roads in honor of Hermes/mercury, the patron of roads and travel 
(delitzsch, ad loc.).

26:9
G: (a) ἄκανθαι φύονται ἐν χειρὶ τοῦ μεθύσου, (b) δουλεία δὲ ἐν χειρὶ τῶν 

ἀφρόνων. “(a) Thorns grow in [‘by’?] the hand of the drunkard, (b) and 
bondage in [‘by’?] the hand of the fools.” The point of comparison is 
either that thorns and bondage are cultivated and produced by these 
types or that these misfortunes grow in them and afflict them. The 
notion of “bondage” comes from parsing Hebrew משל (“proverb” in m) 
as a passive verb, “being ruled.” since משל in the sense of “proverb” was 
obviously well-known to the translator, this must be a homiletical word-
play; cf. 26:7.

s has ܫܛܝܘܬܐ (“folly”) rather than “proverb” (similarly t). s too was 
apparently skeptical that a fool could use a proverb at all and so substi-
tuted something more logical; cf. 26:7.

ל־ [ (ܚܐܫ) G (χειμάζεται) S *מחולל 26:10 m (vocal) מְחֽוֹלֵֽ
ל [ ›כָּל־‹ m (gram) כֹּ֑
ר [ (ܒܣܪܗ ܕ) G (σάρξ) s *בשר  ,כ → ב graph ,שב → בש m (metath 1וְשׂכֵֹ֥
± conj)
ר [ (ܘܪܘܝܐ) s *וְשִׁכּרֹ  כ :G (συντρίβεται γάρ) (m: vocal; G ושבר ;m 2וְשׂכֵֹ֥
(ב →
ים [ (ܥܒܪ ܝ�ܡܐ) s *עובר ים m (div, orth) עבְֹרִֽ

m (רַב מְחוֹלֵל־כּלֹ וְשׂכֵֹר כְּסִיל וְשׂכֵֹר עבְֹרִים) is incomprehensible. liter-
ally it means something like “A great man causes [or ‘wounds’] every-
thing, and he who hires a fool and hires passersby.” A more meaningful 
text can be reconstructed from components of s and G. i propose read-
ing רַב מְחוֹלָל כָּל־בְּשַׂר כְּסִיל וְשִׁכּרֹ עוֹבֵר יָם. The emended text presumes 
only minor variants, but its conjectural nature must be acknowledged. 
it is to be translated, “All the flesh of the fool is greatly afflicted, and the 
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drunkard crosses the sea.” This describes the condition of the drunk-
ard—who is certainly a fool—during his drinking binge and the next 
morning. Prov 23:29–35 depicts this condition vividly. Note in particu-
lar 23:34–35: “And you will be like one who lies (in bed) in the heart of 
the sea, or like one who lies in the rigging. ‘They beat me, (you will say,) 
but i felt no hurt, battered me but i was unaware. when will i wake up? 
i’ll go and look for more.’”

G: (a) πολλὰ χειμάζεται πᾶσα σάρξ ἀφρόνων. (b) συντρίβεται γὰρ ἡ 
ἔκστασις αὐτῶν. “(a) All the flesh of fools is greatly battered, (b) because 
their bewilderment [?] is shattered.” πᾶσα σάρξ = בשר  ,in 25:10a .כל 
-by metathesis and graphic error. The extra waw שכר became בשר
conjunctive in m is probably an erroneous scribal addition consequent 
on this mistake. This led the scribe (and the masoretes) to coordinate 
-omissions and additions of this conjunc .ושכר with the following שכר
tion (and the corresponding Greek and syriac conjunctions) are very 
frequent in both translation and single-language transmission, often 
with no identifiable motives other than scribal preference; see Goshen-
Gottstein 1960, 59. χειμάζεται = מחלל (or מחולל, cf. GKC §9o), parsed 
as passive. (χειμάζειν is a G-hapax, and we do not know what it would 
ordinarily translate.) G perhaps understands מחולל to mean “driven by 
a storm,” hence “be afflicted” (Nets: “exposed to winter cold”; bAP: 
“souffre grands dommages”), but מחולל can itself mean, approximately, 
“afflicted,” as in m-isa 53:5. συντρίβεται = וְשֻׁבַּר for 2ושכר. The mean-
ing of ἔκστασις in this context is unclear. elsewhere it means “aston-
ishment,” “terror,” or “trance”; Nets: “trance”; bAP: “esprit égaré”; sd: 
“Aussersichsein” or “verrückstein.” Perhaps G associated עברים with 
.(”wrath“) עברה

Hexaplaric renderings of 2ושכר – 1ושכר: σ′ καὶ ὁ φράσσων ἐμφράσσει; 
θ′ καὶ φιμῶν – φιμοῖ. These are based on association with סכר “block up.” 
.(”wrath“) עֶבְרָה σ′ ὀργας, θ′ χόλους, by association with :עברים

v: (a) iudicium determinat causas (b) et qui inponit stulto silentium 
iras mitigat. “(a) Judgment decides cases, (b) and he who puts a fool to 
silence soothes anger.” This looks like a guess with help from σ′ and θ′. v 
derives רב from ריב and parses שכר both times as סֹכֵר = שׂכֵֹר; cf. rashi; 
C. Gordon 1930, 404.

יל שׁוֹנֶ֥ה  סִ֗ ב עַל־קֵא֑וֹ כְּ֝ כֶלֶב שָׁ֣ יל ⌈וְשִׁכּרֹ עוֹבֵר יָֽם⌉׃ 11 כְּ֭ סִ֗ בְּשַׂר⌉ כְּ֝
ר  נּוּ׃ 13 אָמַ֣ יל מִמֶּֽ ם בְּעֵינָי֑ו תִּקְוָ֖ה לִכְסִ֣ ישׁ חָכָ֣ יתָ אִ֭ בְאִוַּלְתּֽוֹ׃ 12 רָאִ֗
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s: ܝ�ܡܐ ܥܒܪ  ܘܪܘܝܐ  ܕܣܟܠܡܐ.  ܒܣܪܗ  ܚܐܫ   The flesh of (a)“ .ܣܓܝ 
the fool suffers greatly, (b) and the drunkard crosses the sea.” (tl רויא 
-in a way similar to G, but with מחולל suffers” interprets“ (.ܘܪܘܝܐ =
out reflecting χειμάζεται. (s-isa 53:5, however, translates the verb as 
 a ,עבר ים = ”and “crosses the sea ,וְשִׁכּרֹ = ”And the drunkard“ (.ܡܬܩܛܠ
different word division.

26:11 fin ] + 2 stichoi G (11a) (elab)
G: (a) ὥσπερ κύων ὅταν ἐπέλθῃ ἐπὶ τὸν ἑαυτοῦ ἔμετον καὶ μισητὸς 

γένηται, (b) οὕτως ἄφρων τῇ ἑαυτοῦ κακίᾳ ἀναστρέψας (c) ἐπὶ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ 
ἁμαρτίαν. “(a) As a dog, when it comes upon its own vomit and becomes 
disgusting, (b) thus the fool, when, by his own evil, he returns (c) to his 
own sin.” G explicates the comparison by adding “and becomes disgust-
ing” in 26:11a and giving a second translation of באולתו in 26:11c. “His 
own sin” emphasizes the moral corruption of the fool’s behavior.

s translates שונה as ܕܫܛܐ (“who is stupid”), associating the Hebrew 
word with syriac ܫܢܐ (“madman”); see the comment on 24:21.

26:11a
G: (a) ἔστιν αἰσχύνη ἐπάγουσα ἁμαρτίαν, (b) καὶ ἔστιν αἰσχύνη δόξα καὶ 

χάρις. “(a) There is a shame that brings on sin, and (b) there is a shame 
that is honor and grace.” This is a later insertion in G quoting sir 4:21, 
which distinguishes worthy and unworthy shame; cf. sir 41:14–22. This 
insertion comments on the preceding verse by teaching that one should 
be ashamed of his own folly so as to avoid repeating it, and on the fol-
lowing verse by implying that a proper “shame” (that is to say, humility, 
the opposite of being wise in one’s own eyes) can bring honor.

(? איתי אי → אית אי distant dittog) G (εἶδον) *ראיתי [ (ܚܙܝܬ) m s ראית 26:12
G has εἶδον (“i saw”) = ראיתי where m has ראית. There is no reason 

for the translator to have avoided the second person, and in fact the first 
person does not fit well. (G maintains the second person in the identi-
cally structured 29:20, though he departs from it in 22:29.) Apparently 
the additional yod arose by distant dittography with ראיתי .איש appears, 
independently, in a single ms Kr.

ܕܡܫܬܕܪ) G (ἀποστελλόμενος) s *שלח [ (ܐܪܝܐ) m s שחל 26:13  :G) (ܡܡܐ 
metath לח → חל; s: dbl)

G: (a) λέγει ὀκνηρὸς ἀποστελλόμενος εἰς ὁδόν (b) Λέων ἐν ταῖς ὁδοῖς. 
“(a) A sluggard says when he is sent to the street: (b) ‘A lion (is) in the 
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streets!’” ἀποστελλόμενος = ַשָׁלֻח. most G manuscripts add 26:13c: ἐν δὲ 
ταῖς πλατείαις φονευταί (“a murderer in the plazas”). This is taken from 
G 22:13b in order to explain “lion” metaphorically. Though G 26:13c is 
secondary, it was known to s.

s: ܐܡܪ ܚܒܢܢܐ ܡܡܐ ܕܡܫܬܕܪ܂ ܐܪܝܐ ܒܐܘܪܚܐ ܘܐܪܝܐ ܒܝܬ ܫ̈ܘܩܐ. 
“(a) The sluggard says, when he is sent forth, (b) ‘A lion is in the road, (c) 
and a lion among the streets.’ ” s creates a doublet by combining G’s “is 
sent” and m’s “lion.” ܕܡܫܬܕܪ ܡܡܐ = ἀποστελλόμενος = ַשחל = ܐܪܝܐ .שָׁלֻח. 
 is incorporated retrospectively in s 22:13a, where “is sent ܡܡܐ ܕܡܫܬܕܪ
forth” is absent in G. in s 26:13c, an early variant (ms 7h6) has ܘܩܛܠܡܐ 
for ܘܐܪܝܐ. This is influenced by s 22:13b, where the word derives from 
G. The interactions between 26:13 and 22:13 show s looking ahead and 
behind as he proceeds. Note that in the apparatus, “s (ܡܡܐ ܕܡܫܬܕܪ)” is 
not a claim that s had the same reading as G but only that it agrees with 
that version.

26:15
The versions did not understand צלחת as “plate” but translated it here 

and at 19:24 as “bosom” (G ἐν τῷ κόλπῳ αὐτοῦ, s ܒܥܘܒܗ) or “armpit” 
(α′, σ′, θ′ ἐν τῇ μάλῃ; v sub ascellas suas; t בשחאתיה). in both cases the 
resulting image signifies inactivity; see G 24:33b; cf. 6:10b.

26:16
G: (a) = m; (b) τοῦ ἐν πλησμονῇ ἀποκομίζοντος ἀγγελίαν. “(b) Than the 

one who brings back a report in satisfaction.” ἐν πλησμονῇ = מִשָׂבְעָה (lit. 
“from satisfaction” = satisfactorily? when he is satisfied [AbP]?). טעם is 
given the sense of Aramaic טְעֵם (“report”) (baumgartner).

ל  עָצֵ֗ הּ וְ֝ דֶּלֶת תִּסּ֣וֹב עַל־צִירָ֑ ין הָרְחֹבֽוֹת׃ 14 הַ֭ י בֵּ֣ רִ֗ רֶךְ אֲ֝ חַל בַּדָּ֑ צֵל שַׁ֣ עָ֭
יו׃  הּ אֶל־פִּֽ הֲשִׁיבָ֥ ה לַֽ לְאָ֗ חַת נִ֝ דוֹ בַּצַּלָּ֑ ל יָ֭ ן עָצֵ֣ מַ֤ עַל־מִטָּתֽוֹ׃ 15 טָ֘

לֶב  יק בְּאָזְנֵי־כָ֑ עַם׃ 17 מַחֲזִ֥ יבֵי טָֽ ה מְשִׁ֣ שִּׁבְעָ֗ ל בְּעֵינָי֑ו מִ֝ ם עָצֵ֣ 16 חָכָ֣

ים  ים חִצִּ֥ ה זִקִּ֗ מִתְלַהְלֵהַּ הַיּרֶֹ֥ א־לֽוֹ׃ 18 כְּֽ ֹֽ יב לּ ר עַל־רִ֥ תְעַבֵּ֗ ר מִ֝ עבֵֹ֥
נִי׃  ק אָֽ א־מְשַׂחֵ֥ ָֹ ל ר הֲֽ אָמַ֗ הוּ וְ֝ ה אֶת־רֵעֵ֑ ישׁ רִמָּ֣ ן־אִ֭ וֶת׃ 19 כֵּֽ וָמָֽ

ם  ק מָדֽוֹן׃ 21 פֶּחָ֣ ן יִשְׁתֹּ֥ רְגָּ֗ ין נִ֝ שׁ וּבְאֵ֥ צִים תִּכְבֶּה־אֵ֑ פֶס עֵ֭ 20 בְּאֶ֣

יב׃  פ   ים⌉ לְחַרְחַר־רִֽ דוֹנִ֗ ישׁ ⌈מְ֝ שׁ וְאִ֥ ים לְאֵ֑ גֶחָלִים וְעֵצִ֣  לְ֭
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26:17
G speaks of grabbing the tail of a dog, not his ears. bHQ says that the 

choice was inspired by the resulting alliteration, ὁ κρατῶν κέρκου κυνός. 
Perhaps a more salient reason was the fact that the tail is easier to grasp 
and the image therefore more “logical.” ὁ προεστὼς could correspond to 
either מתעבר (m) or מתערב; see the comment on 14:16.

26:18
G: (a) ὥσπερ οἱ ἰώμενοι προβάλλουσιν λόγους εἰς ἀνθρώπους, (b) ὁ δὲ 

ἀπαντήσας τῷ λόγῳ πρῶτος ὑποσκελισθήσεται. “(a) As the healers hurl 
words at men, (b) and he who encounters the word first will stumble” 
(continues in 26:19). G, which is itself difficult, is unrelated to the 
Hebrew (except perhaps for προβάλλουσιν = הירה, though this corre-
spondence would be unique). This is a cynical remark about physicians. 
bAP: “Comme les guérisseurs donnent aux gens de belles paroles—et 
celui qui s’y prête va rechuter le premier.” Nets: “As those who are being 
treated propound tales to people, and he who encounters the tale will be 
the first to be tripped up.” G 26:18 does not provide a meaningful anal-
ogy to the next verse, in spite of ὥσπερ  οὕτως. The translator has simply 
substituted a verse of his own.

26:19
G (continuing 26:18): (a) οὕτως πάντες οἱ ἐνεδρεύοντες τοὺς ἑαυτῶν 

φίλους, (b) ὅταν δὲ φωραθῶσιν [var: ὁραθῶσιν Gb s mss], λέγουσιν ὅτι Παίζων 
ἔπραξα. “(a) thus are all who lie in wait for their friends—(b) when they 
are discovered [var: ‘are seen’] they say, ‘i acted in jest.’ ” it is unclear why 
G uses “ambush” for רמה. Perhaps he could not see how one could even 
pretend that deceit was in jest, whereas lying in ambush might be play-
ful. G adds “and when they are discovered” to make a logical connection 
between the misdeed (a) and the excuse (b).

26:20
G: (a) ἐν πολλοῖς ξύλοις θάλλει πῦρ, (b) ὅπου δὲ οὐκ ἔστιν δίθυμος [Gb; 

var: ὀξύθυμος Gsc A] ἡσυχάζει μάχη. “(a) by much wood [pl], fire flour-
ishes, (b) but where there is no dissenter (?) [var: ‘quick tempered’], 
conflict quiets down.” G 26:20a is a converse translation that creates an 
antithesis within the verse but disturbs the analogy.

ים [ mK מדונים 26:21 דְיָנִ֗ mQ (dial? norm) מִ֝
on the ketiv-qere, see the comment on 6:14.
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G, s, and t thought that פחם (“coals”) means “hearth” or “gridiron”: 
ἐσχάρα, טרטקל ,ܛܪܛܩܠ. The Hebrew word is translated correctly in isa 
44:12 and 54:16. s’s and t’s choice is strange, because the exact cog-
nate exists in syriac and rH. This choice is not due to lexical ignorance 
(bHQ) but rather to s’s reliance on G and t’s on s. v, correctly: carbones.

26:22
G: (a) λόγοι κερκώπων μαλακοί, (b) οὗτοι δὲ τύπτουσιν εἰς ταμίεια 

σπλάγχνων. “(a) The words of knaves are soft, (b) but they strike the 
chambers of the innards.” The hapax κέρκωψ means “monkey-man,” 
“ape” (lsJ, Nets), hence “knaves” (lsJ) or “tellers of false tales” (Gels), 
“malins singes” (bAP), or the like. since he translated נרגן differently 
and fairly literally in 26:20, the present rendering seems to be placing a 
playful twist on the word. μαλακοί is a contextual guess at the obscure 
 m 26:22 = 18:8, but G is entirely different from m in the .כמתלהמים
latter.

s’s ܫ̈ܓܫܢ (“provocative”) is a guess for כמתלהמים.

ים [ G (λεῖα) *חלקים 26:23 (ד → ח graph) (ܕܝܩ̈ܕܢ) m s דּלְָֹקִ֣
G: (a) ἀργύριον διδόμενον μετὰ δόλου ὥσπερ ὄστρακον ἡγητέον. (b) χείλη 

λεῖα [var: δόλια Gs] καρδίαν καλύπτει λυπηράν. “(a) silver given with 
deceit should be considered as a potsherd. (b) smooth [var: ‘deceitful’] 
lips hide a grieving heart.”

G 26:23a explicates the metaphor of drossiness as deceit. in 26:23b, λεῖα 
 see G-Gen 27:11. (Possibly λεῖα is used of ;(Jäger) (”smooth“) חלקים =
smooth speech in the present verse to allude to Jacob’s smoothness. That 
the translator allows himself the “freedom” of introducing an intertextual 
factor in the rendering does not argue against the existence of a textual 
difference.) חלקים alone fits the imagery: just as the sheen of drossy silver 
disguises worthless clay, so does the gloss of unctuous, deceitful speech 
mask inner hostility. “smooth lips” also is appropriate to the theme of the 
proverb cluster in 26:23–28, and note how חלק describes an enemy’s flat-

יגִים  טֶן׃ 23 כֶּ֣סֶף סִ֭ ם יָרְד֥וּ חַדְרֵי־בָֽ הֵ֗ ים וְ֝ תְלַהֲמִ֑ רְגָּן כְּמִֽ י נִ֭ 22 דִּבְרֵ֣

ר שׂוֹנֵא֑  שְׂפָתָו יִנָּכֵ֣ ע׃ 24 בִּ֭ ים⌉ וְלֶב־רָֽ יִם ⌈חֲלָָקִ֣ רֶשׂ שְׂפָתַ֖ ה עַל־חָ֑ מְצֻפֶּ֣
בַע  י שֶׁ֖ אֲמֶן־בּ֑וֹ כִּ֤ י־יְחַנֵּֽ֣ן ק֭וֹלוֹ אַל־תַּֽ ה׃ 25 כִּֽ ית מִרְמָֽ וּ֝בְקִרְבּ֗וֹ יָשִׁ֥

ל׃  ה רָעָת֣וֹ בְקָהָֽ נְאָה בְּמַשָּׁא֑וֹן תִּגָּלֶ֖ ה⌉ שִׂ֭ תּוֹעֵב֣וֹת בְּלִבּֽוֹ׃ 26 ⌈מְכַסֶּ֣
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tery in Ps 55:22a. (The fire in Prov 16:27 [which van leeuwen (1986, 111 
n. 4) adduces in support of דלקים here] represents malice and slander, 
whereas the present verse speaks of a quality that is superficially attrac-
tive; see further AbP.) The emendation presupposes only the loss of the 
left vertical of the ח. The masculine adjective is incongruous with the 
feminine שפתים in both the emendation and m.

v tumentia (“swelling”) is a guess at the unusual דלקים. swelling may 
connote anger.

שְׂפָתָיו [ mK בשפתו 26:24 ܣ̈ܦܘܬܗ) mQ G (χείλεσιν) ≈ s בִּ֭  v (labiis ([ܡܢ] 
suis) ≈ t ([מן] שפוותיה) (num or orth)

G: (a) χείλεσιν πάντα ἐπινεύει ἀποκλαιόμενος ἐχθρός, (b) ἐν δὲ τῇ καρδίᾳ 
τεκταίνεται δόλους. “(a) A weeping enemy promises all things by (his) 
lips, (b) but in the heart he devises deceits.” This continues the theme 
of “lips” from 26:23b. while m vocalizes ינכר as a passive (N-stem), G 
parses it as active (d-stem, as in Job 21:29 and 34:19) and translates 
it ἐπινεύει (“to give recognition by nodding,” hence “to promise”). (The 
verb is not used elsewhere in translating a Hebrew text.) “All things” 
and “weeping” are added to enhance the dramatic quality, a feature that 
continues in 26:25a (“in a great voice”).

s translates m’s unusual מרמה  ܟ�ܝܢ as (”lit. “sets deceits) ישית 
 .producing a more concrete image ,(”an ambush is concealed“) ܟ�ܡܐܢܐ
s ܣ̈ܦܘܬܗ  was likely chosen as ܡܢ but ,משפתיו could reflect (t =) ܡܢ 
indicating the source of the knowledge.

The ketiv can intend a singular or plural; the qere indicates the latter.

26:25
G and s treat יחנן קולו (lit. “beseeches [by] his voice”) differently. in G 

the enemy speaks loudly (μεγάλῃ τῇ φωνῇ [“by a great voice”]), in s, qui-
etly (ܡ�ܟ ܩܠܗ [lit. “makes his voice low”]). v submiserit vocem suam 
≈ s. Apparently “his voice” by itself seemed superfluous, so the versions 
elaborated in different ways.

 v (qui operit) t (ܕܡܟܣܐ) G (κρύπτων) σ′ (καλύπτων) s *מכסה 26:26
ה [ (דמכסה) (ת → מ graph) m תִּכַּסֶּ֣

G: (a) ὁ κρύπτων ἔχθραν συνίστησιν δόλον, (b) ἐκκαλύπτει δὲ τὰς ἑαυτοῦ 
ἁμαρτίας εὔγνωστος ἐν συνεδρίοις. “(a) He who hides hostility contrives 
deceit, (b) but, being well-known, he exposes his sins in assemblies.” G 
draws together themes from the preceding three verses: enmity (26:24a), 
deceit (26:23a, 24b), and uncovering/covering (26:23b) (bAP). G adds 
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εὔγνωστος to explain why the secret will be exposed: the hypocrite in 
question is a public figure maneuvering in the assembly.

 as a d-stem participle, but they תכסה All the versions treat :תִּכַּסֶּה
may have been constrained to do so by context, especially if they did 
not recognize the dt form in תכסה. but even apart from this uncer-
tain evidence, we should emend to מְכַסֶּה (AbP, following bHs and 
many), because otherwise רעתו in the b-stich is left without an ante-
cedent. moreover, the participle is supported by the similarly structured 
descriptions of the worthless man in Prov 6:12–15 and 16:27–30, which 
are built on series of participles.

26:27
in 26:27a, G adds τῷ πλησίον (“for [his] neighbor”) to make it clear 

that the saying does not forbid digging legitimate holes. This is another 
case of G’s tendency to explain the obvious.

26:28
G: (a) γλῶσσα ψευδὴς μισεῖ ἀλήθειαν, (b) στόμα δὲ ἄστεγον ποιεῖ 

ἀκαταστασίας. “(a) A deceitful tongue hates truth, (b) and an unguarded 
mouth causes disorders.” For m’s difficult דכיו (“those it afflicts” [AbP]?, 
“those crushed by it” [JPsv]?), G has ἀλήθειαν, by association with Ara-
maic דכא (“pure”) (baumgartner) = s (ܩܘܫܬܐ), v (veritatem).

bHQ says that t’s דקושטא  and דרכי reads the Hebrew as אורחתא 
also follows s. but דרכי is dissimilar to דכיו, and “ways” could have been 
added for concreteness.

27:2
G translates זר by πέλας (“[your] neighbor”), used only here in the sep-

קֶר יִשְׂנָ֣א  שׁוֹן־שֶׁ֭ יו תָּשֽׁוּב׃ 28 לְֽ בֶן אֵלָ֥ ל אֶ֝ לֵ֥ ל וְגֹ֥ הּ יִפֹּ֑ חַת בָּ֣ רֶה־שַּׁ֭ 27 כֹּֽ

י לאֹ־ ר כִּ֤ תְהַלֵּל בְּי֣וֹם מָחָ֑ ל־תִּ֭ ה׃ 27:1 אַֽ ה מִדְחֶֽ ק יַעֲשֶׂ֥ לָ֗ ה חָ֝ יו וּפֶ֥ דַכָּ֑
בֶד־ יךָ׃ 3 כֹּֽ י וְאַל־שְׂפָתֶֽ כְרִ֗ יךָ נָ֝ ע מַה־יֵּ֥לֶד יֽוֹם׃ 2 יְהַלֶּלְךָ֣ זָר֣ וְלאֹ־פִ֑ דַ֗  תֵ֝
טֶף  מָה וְשֶׁ֣ ם׃ 4 אַכְזְרִיּ֣וּת חֵ֭ ד מִשְּׁנֵיהֶֽ יל כָּבֵ֥ וִ֗ עַס אֱ֝ בֶן וְנֵטֶ֣ל הַח֑וֹל וְכַ֥ אֶ֭

רֶת׃  ה מְסֻתָּֽ אַהֲבָ֥ ה מֵֽ חַת מְגֻלָּ֑ ה׃ 5 ט֭וֹבָה תּוֹכַ֣ עֲמֹד לִפְנֵי֥ קִנְאָֽ י יַ֝ ף וּמִ֥ אָ֑
בֵעָה תָּב֣וּס  נַעְתָּר֗וֹת נְשִׁיק֥וֹת שׂוֹנֵֽא׃ 7 נֶפֶ֣שׁ שְׂ֭ ב וְ֝ י אוֹהֵ֑ אֱמָנִים פִּצְעֵ֣ 6 נֶ֭
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tuagint. This shows a correct understanding of the Hebrew word, which 
in this context means another person, someone not properly belonging 
to the relevant group; see AbP 1.139. in this verse, זר is equivalent to ַרֵע 
(“fellow”).

27:4
G: (a) ἀνελεήμων θυμὸς καὶ ὀξεῖα ὀργή, (b) ἀλλ’ οὐδένα ὑφίσταται ζῆλος. 

“(a) Anger is merciless and wrath is swift, (b) but jealousy tolerates no 
one.” ὀξεῖα (which can mean “swift” as well as “sharp”; e.g., Prov 22:29 
and Amos 2:15) is suggestive of a rush of anger, which, for all its force, is 
more tolerant than jealousy. The rhetorical question in 27:4b is recast as 
a negative indicative. (For the phenomenon, see orlinksy 1958, 244–46.) 
The Hebrew would call for “but who can stand before jealousy?” seeing 
anger and wrath as the active forces in the first stich, G personifies jeal-
ousy as the actor in the second.

27:6
G: (a) ἀξιοπιστότερά ἐστιν τραύματα φίλου (b) ἢ ἑκούσια φιλήματα 

ἐχθροῦ. “(a) more trustworthy are wounds from a friend (b) than will-
ing kisses of an enemy.” G introduces a moral lesson by formulating 
the verse as a comparison and translating נעתרות as ἑκούσια. This is a 
unique etymologizing translation. it derives the notion of willingness 
from נעתר, whose basic meaning is entreaty. (Compare α′ ἱκετικά [“fit 
for supplicants”]; see lsJ.) G puts the proverb into comparative paral-
lelism in imitation of 27:3–5 (Cook 1999a, 143). in fact, נעתרות is an 
Aramaism meaning “profuse”; see AbP.

σ′ θ′ τεταραγμένα (“troubled”) is unlikely to reflect the dissimilar 
 sa‘adia actually) .(bHQ, comparing G isa 8:12 and sa‘adia) נערצות
explains the word to mean “overdone.”) The σ′ θ′ rendering is a guess 
from context, like the broad translations of t and v; see below.

s: ܫܦܝܪ̈ܢ ܡܚ̈ܘܬܗ ܕܪܚ�ܡܐ ܡܢ ܢܘܫ̈ܩܬܗ ܕܒܥܠܕܒܒܐ. “(a) better are the 
blows of a friend (b) than the kisses of an enemy.” s elides the difficult 
-The translator may have considered the omission unproblem .נעתרות
atic because the kisses of an enemy are without qualification worse than 
the rebukes of a friend. t uses a slot variant, בישן, which is a neat antith-
esis to שפירן in 27:6a.

27:7
G explains תבוס (“trample”) as ἐμπαίζει (“mock”) (only here), appar-

ently by homoiophonic association with בו"ז (“mock”).
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27:8
G: (a) ὥσπερ ὅταν ὄρνεον καταπετασθῇ ἐκ τῆς ἰδίας νοσσιᾶς, (b) οὕτως 

ἄνθρωπος δουλοῦται, ὅταν ἀποξενωθῇ ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων τόπων. “(a) As when a 
bird flies down from its own nest, (b) thus a man is enslaved when he 
migrates from his own places.” whereas m suggests the loneliness of a 
wanderer, G makes the analogy signify enslavement and migration. we 
may hear in this the Alexandrian Jew’s feelings of alienation from his 
surroundings.

הוּ [רעה›‹ 27:9 עֵ֗ (orth) (ܠܚܒܪܗ) m ≈ s רֵ֝
מֵעַצֶּבֶת [ m מעצת  G (καταρρή γνυται δὲ ὑπὸ συμπτωμάτων) *וּמִתְקָרְעָה 
(div, near dittog בת → ת) || מעצת m ] בעצת* α′ (βουλῇ) s (ܒ�ܠܼܟܐ) t 
(ב → מ graph) (בתרעיתא)

As emended, the verse means, “oil and incense please the heart, and 
(likewise) the sweet advice of a friend (pleases the heart) more than 
the soul’s counsel.” This requires the deletion of the ו from רעהו as a 
false orthographic addition by a scribe who thought that the vocaliza-
tion intended was ֻמתק .רֵעֵה (lit. “sweetness”) implies advice; “the soul’s 
counsel” is the advice that comes from within; see AbP.

G: (a) μύροις καὶ οἴνοις καὶ θυμιάμασιν τέρπεται καρδία, (b) καταρρήγνυται 
δὲ ὑπὸ συμπτωμάτων ψυχή. “(a) by myrrh and wines and incense the 
heart is pleased, (b) but by misfortunes the soul is rent.” G adds “wines” 
to fill out the picture of merrymaking. G 27:9b reflects וּמִתְקָרְעָה מֵעַצֶּבֶת 
 The underlying verse should be translated, “oil and incense .(Jäger) נפש
and myrrh please the heart, but the soul is torn by grief.” it must be said 
that these Greek-Hebrew correspondences are unique, but G can hardly 
be explained otherwise. G’s saying reflects the sentiment (but not the 
wording) of Prov 14:13: “even in merriment a heart may hurt, and the 
outcome of pleasure is sadness.”

ישׁ  ן־אִ֗ דֶת מִן־קִנָּ֑הּ כֵּֽ צִפּוֹר נוֹדֶ֣ ר מָתֽוֹק׃ 8 כְּ֭ ה כָּל־מַ֥ עֵבָ֗ פֶת וְנֶ֥פֶשׁ רְ֝ נֹ֑
פֶשׁ׃  עֲצַת־נָֽ ה⌉ מֵֽ עֶ֗ תֶק ⌈רֵ֝ ח־לֵ֑ב וּמֶ֥ מֶן וּ֭קְטרֶֹת יְשַׂמַּֽ ד מִמְּקוֹמֽוֹ׃ 9 שֶׁ֣ נוֹדֵ֥
ךָ  בוֹא בְּי֣וֹם אֵידֶ֑ יךָ אַל־תָּ֭ ית אָחִ֗ ב וּבֵ֥ ֹ֗ ל־תַּעֲז יךָ אַֽ ה⌉ אָבִ֡ עֲךָ֙ ⌈וְרֵעֶ֪ 10 רֵֽ

י  יבָה חֹרְפִ֣ י וְאָשִׁ֖ ח לִבִּ֑ נִי וְשַׂמַּ֣ ח רָחֽוֹק׃ 11 חֲכַ֣ם בְּ֭ ר֗וֹב מֵאָ֥ ן קָ֝ ט֥וֹב שָׁכֵ֥
גְדוֹ  ם עָבְר֥וּ נֶעֱנָֽשׁוּ׃ 13 קַח־בִּ֭ תָאיִ֗ ר פְּ֝ ה נִסְתָּ֑ ה רָעָ֣ ר׃ 12 עָר֤וּם רָאָ֣ דָבָֽ

דוֹל  הוּ ׀ בְּק֣וֹל גָּ֭ ךְ רֵעֵ֨ רֵ֤ הוּ׃ 14 מְבָ֘ ים⌉ חַבְלֵֽ ד ⌈נָכְרִ֣ רַב זָ֑ר וּבְעַ֖ כִּי־עָ֣
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in the apparatus i explain G 27:9b as deriving from a text similar to m. 
m’s variant fits the context, which speaks of friendship and its precious-
ness (27:10, 11). still, it is possible that the development was from G’s 
source text to m, with the context promoting the change. in any case, 
even though G (or m) arose by graphic error, interpretive possibilities 
and mechanical scribal processes reinforced each other to yield valid 
variant proverbs.

s ≈ m. ܒ�ܠܼܟܐ, t בתרעיתא, α′ βουλῇ = בעצת.

עַ [ mK ורעה 27:10 mQ (syn, norm) וְרֵ֪
The qere is a normalization of the rarer synonym רֵעֶה. The latter occurs 

also in 2 sam 15:37; 16:16; 1 Kgs 4:5; as well as Prov 27:9 as reconstructed.

27:11
G: (a) = m; (b) καὶ ἀπόστρεψον ἀπὸ σοῦ ἐπονειδίστους λόγους. “(b) and 

remove from yourself very disgraceful words.” in m, the father tells his 
son to become wise, “so that i may reply to him who insults me.” G likely 
found this puzzling, for, after all, who would insult the wise father, and 
why would he need to reply? in G’s rendering it is the callow son who 
would be subject to insults, and the father logically warns him to remove 
insults from himself. Given this reasoning, G cannot be used to support 
 חרפי ,ἐπονειδίστους λόγους construes m’s consonants .(cf. bHQ) והשיבה
 חֵרֶף as “disgraces of words,” hence “disgraceful words,” though ,דבר
“disgrace” is not attested.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܒܛܠ ܡܢܝ ܚܣܕܐ ܕܡܚ̈ܣܕܢܝ. “(b) and make there cease 
from me the insults of my insulters.” s too uses the imperative but not 
G’s ἀπὸ σοῦ. s addresses the same problem as G but solves it differently. 
in s, instead of the father himself having to answer his abusers, he com-
mands his son to comport himself in such a way that others will not 
reproach the father for the son’s behavior.

(בר → רב metath) G (παρῆλθεν) *עבר [ (ܥܪܒ) m s ערב 27:13
(ד → ר graph) (ὑβριστής) *זד [ (ܠܢܘܟܪܝܐ) m s זר
(ה → ם graph) [ (ܢܘܟܪܝܐ) m s נָכְרִיָּה֣ [ G (τὰ ἀλλότρια) v (alienis) *נכרים

G: (a) ἀφελοῦ τὸ ἱμάτιον αὐτοῦ, παρῆλθεν γάρ ὑβριστὴς, (b) ὅστις τὰ 
ἀλλότρια λυμαίνεται. “(a) take away his garment, for an arrogant man has 
passed by, (b) who damages what does not belong to him.” it is unlikely 
that the translator is availing himself of “remarkable freedom” in render-
ing m, as Cook (1999a, 145) suggests. why would G use this freedom 
to produce such an obscure proverb? in Prov 6:1; 17:18; and 22:26, the 
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translator understands the warning against going surety correctly. (in 
11:15, textual differences and a lexical misunderstanding obscured this 
theme.) in the present verse too slight textual differences obscured the 
theme: G reflects עבר for ערב and זד for זר (cf. 14:10). (Though else-
where ὑβριστὴς = רם [Prov 6:17] and גא/גאה [Prov 16:19; isa 2:12; 16:6], 
the strong graphic similarity of ד and ר justifies this retroversion.) G’s 
plural probably supports נכרים, as does v. once the verse was detached 
from the theme of surety, it was natural to associate חבלהו with חב"ל 
d-stem (“damage”) rather than the G-stem (“seize his pledge”).

v alienis (pl) = 20:16b ketiv. but since נכרים there is translated by a 
different word, extraneis, v is not assimilating to that verse. rather, v 
 The arguments for that reading are given in the comment on .נכרים =
20:16.

s: ܡܬܢܣܒ ܡܪܛܘܛܗ ܕܡܿܢ ܕܥܪܒ ܠܢܘܟܪܝܐ. ܘܥܠ ܐ̈ܦܝ ܢܘܟܪܝܐ ܡܫܟܢܗ.  
“(a) The cloak of whoever gave surety for a stranger is taken, (b) and for 
an alien his pledged item (is taken).” The text cited here assumes that 
 as passive. This is in קח is a noun and treats the clearly active חבלהו
spite of the close rendering of the doublet in 20:16. Given the proximity 
of that verse, it seems that the translator is choosing to deliberately vary 
the translation in the present one. 2ܢܘܟܪܝܐ is an assimilation to 1ܢܘܟܪܝܐ 
(similarly t).

ים [ mK מדונים 27:15 דְיָנִ֗ mQ (dial? norm) מִ֝
see the comment on 6:14.

m (orth, num) צפְֹנֶ֥יהָ [ v (qui retinet eam) *צפנה 27:16
מֶן [ (ܘܒܫ�ܡܐ) G (ὀνόματι δέ) ≈ s *ושמו (ן → 2ו graph) m וְשֶׁ֖
(ו → 3י graph) m יְמִינ֣וֹֹ [ G (ἐπιδέξιος) *ימיני
א [ (ܡܬܩܪܝܐ) G (καλεῖται) s *יִקָּרֵא m (vocal) יִקְרָֽ

we should emend ָצפְֹנֶיה to the singular, as the singular צפן requires; 
cf. v. Then, following G’s variants, the verse reads ֹצָפַן־רוּחַ וּשְׁמו  צפְֹנָהּ 
יִקָּרֵא  in AbP i translate, “He who hides her [sc. the contentious .יְמִינִי 
woman] hides the wind, and he is called, ‘right.’ ” “Hide” could mean 
attempting to conceal her from the embarrassing public view (Clifford), 

שֶׁת  יר וְאֵ֥ לֶף ט֭וֹרֵד בְּי֣וֹם סַגְרִ֑ שֶׁב לֽוֹ׃ 15 דֶּ֣ ה תֵּחָ֥ לָלָ֗ ים קְ֝ קֶר הַשְׁכֵּ֑ בַּבֹּ֣
א⌉׃  פַן־ר֑וּחַ ⌈וּשְׁמוֹ יְמִינִי יִקָּרֵֽ ים⌉ נִשְׁתָּוָֽה׃ 16 ⌈צפְֹנָ֥הּ⌉ צָֽ דוֹנִ֗ ⌈מְ֝

ל  אֵנָה יאֹכַ֣ ר תְּ֭ הוּ׃ 18 נֹצֵ֣ ישׁ יַחַ֣ד פְּנֵיֽ־רֵעֵֽ אִ֗ 17 בַּרְזֶל֣ בְּבַרְזֶל֣ יָ֑חַד וְ֝
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but the verse is a riddle, and the solution is not dependent on the transla-
tion alone.

G: (a) βορέας σκληρὸς ἄνεμος, (b) ὀνόματι δὲ ἐπιδέξιος καλεῖται. “(a) The 
north wind is a hard wind, (b) but it is called ‘Favorable’ by name.” G 
27:16a is a guess at an obscure text. G 27:16b can be retroverted to ֹוּשְׁמו 
 is the ימיני The form) .(Jäger) (”’lit. “its name is called ‘right) יְמִינִי יִקָּרֵא
ketiv in 2 Chr 3:17.) The right hand is δεξιός and, in Greek, connotes 
good fortune. if the retroversion is correct, it shows Greek influence on 
the Hebrew. As the subject of “is called,” G’s “its name” is more plausible 
than m’s “oil,” and the noun-adjective “right” fits better than m’s “his 
right hand.”

it is strange that the wind is called “right” in G and, perhaps, its source 
text, since the right side is the south in the Palestinian and Greco-egyp-
tian orientation. According to Plutarch (Isis 32), “The egyptians think 
the dawn to be the face of the world, northward to be the right, and 
southward to be the left” (noted by de lagarde). but for the earlier egyp-
tians, the west was on the right.

α′ and σ′ bring out the concept of north here: κεκρυμμένος βορέας 
ἄνεμος (“the north wind is hidden”); but this does not represent a differ-
ent consonantal Hebrew.

v has the singular qui retinet eam (“he who restrains her” [sc. the con-
tentious woman in 27:16]).

s: .ܪܘܚܐ ܓܪܒܝܐ ܩܫܝܐ. ܘܒܫ�ܡܐ ܕܝ�ܝܢܐ ܡܬܩܪܝܐ “(a) The northern 
wind is hard, (b) and it is called by the name of ‘right (hand).’ ” s (and, 
indirectly, t) depends on G for the gist of the verse.

27:17
This verse is difficult. m calls for the translation, “iron in iron together, 

and a man together with the face of his fellow.” This could mean that 
just as (magnetized) iron is attracted to iron, so is one man drawn to 
another’s face for fellowship and communication. it is, however, doubt-
ful that יַחַד “together” can govern ב in the sense of “with.”

The versions take יחד to mean “sharpen,” from חד"ד (יָחֵד, H-stem). 
G: (a) σίδηρος σίδηρον ὀξύνει, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ παροξύνει πρόσωπον ἑταίρου. 
“(a) iron sharpens iron, (b) but a man provokes the face of (his) fellow.” 
v and s too derive the verb from חד"ד but seem to construe this as a 
friendly action. v: ferrum ferro acuitur et homo exacuit faciem amici. 
“iron sharpens iron, and a man makes the face of his friend sharp.” s: 
ܕܚܒܪܗ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ  ܠܛܫ  ܘܓܒܪܐ  ܠܛܫ.  ܠܦܪܙܠܡܐ   iron sharpens“ .ܦܪܙܠܡܐ 
iron, and a man sharpens the face of his friend”; thus also t. The verse 
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is understood in this way in b. ta‘anit 7a, which paraphrases, “Just as 
one piece of iron can sharpen another, so do two wise students sharpen 
each other in the halakah.” similarly several commentators, including 
Clifford and mcKane. There is, however, no evidence that “sharpen the 
face” means to challenge and sharpen a person’s wits. moreover, iron 
would be sharpened by a whetstone.

in AbP i propose vocalizing יֵחַד (pausal יֵחָד), a G imperfect from 
 comparing Gen 49:6 and isa 14:20. This would be translated, “As ,יח"ד
iron joins to iron, (so does) a man join with the face of his fellow.” The 
problem is that in the two verses cited the verb governs a preposition 
meaning “with,” which is absent here. No entirely viable emendation 
presents itself.

 םה near haplog ,ו → י graph) (ܐܝܟ ܕ) G (ὥσπερ) s *כמו [ m כמים 27:19
(ה →

G: (a) ὥσπερ οὐχ ὅμοια πρόσωπα προσώποις, (b) οὕτως οὐδὲ αἱ καρδίαι 
[GA v mss; vars: διάνοιαι Gb s; + ὅμοιαι Gs mss] τῶν ἀνθρώπων. “(a) Just 
as faces are not similar to (other) faces, (b) so too are the hearts [var: 
‘minds’] of men not [var: + ‘similar’].” (The variant διάνοιαι, more distant 
from m, is probably original.) G ὥσπερ = ֹכְּמו for כמים (Jäger), the final 
.ה was probably lost by near haplography with the following כמים of ם

The Hebrew underlying G (= m except for כמו) would be translated, 
“like a face to (another) face, so a man’s heart to (another) man’s.” This 
could mean that just as people see each other externally, so they can look 
into each others’ hearts—though concealment is possible (see AbP). m 
(with כמים) is best translated, “As in water, a face (appears) to a face, so a 
man’s heart (appears) to (another) man.” This is open to various interpre-
tations, of which i prefer the idea that when one looks at another’s mind 
to ascertain how he feels he sees a reflection of his own; see AbP. both 
forms of the proverb make sense. instead of the mechanical explanation 
given above, it might be better to say that a scribe in one of the traditions 
was inspired by graphic similarity to shape a new proverb. various other 
retroversions have been suggested to uncover the negative in G’s source 
text (e.g., כאין דומים; see baumgartner), but they are distant from m.

ם  אָדָ֗ ב־הָ֝ ן לֵֽ מַּיִם הַפָּנִי֣ם לַפָּנִי֑ם כֵּ֤ ד׃ 19 כַּ֭ ר אֲדנָֹי֣ו יְכֻבָּֽ פִּרְיָהּ֑ וְשׁמֵֹ֖
עְנָה׃  א תִשְׂבַּֽ ֹ֣ ם ל אָדָ֗ עְנָה וְעֵינֵי֥ הָ֝ א תִשְׂבַּ֑ ֹ֣ אֲבַדּהֹ ל ם׃ 20 שְׁא֣וֹל וַ֭ לָאָדָֽ
ם תִּכְתּֽוֹשׁ־ יו⌉׃ 22 אִ֥ י ⌈מְהַלְלָֽ ישׁ לְפִ֣ אִ֗ ב וְ֝ כֶּסֶף וְכ֣וּר לַזָּהָ֑ ף לַ֭ 21 מַצְרֵ֣
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v: (a) quomodo in aquis resplendent vultus prospicientium (b) sic corda 
hominum manifesta sunt prudentibus. “(a) Just as the faces of them that 
look in the water shine [i.e., reflect back] in it, (b) so are the hearts of 
men revealed to the wise.” v’s unusual interpretation of the analogy 
accords with mid. Prov. ad loc. (see C. Gordon 1930, 395).

s: ܠܒ̈ܘܬܐ ܕܡ̈ܝܢ  ܠܡܐ  ܗܟܢܐ  ܠܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ.  ܦܪ̈ܨܘܦܐ  ܕܡ̈ܝܢ  ܕܠܡܐ   ܐܝܟ 
 Just as faces do not resemble faces, (b) thus do hearts not (a)“ .ܠܠܒܘ̈ܬܐ
resemble hearts.” s ≈ G. t is based on s, but for כמים t has היך מיא והיך 
.combining m and s ,פרצופי

אֲבַדּוֹ [ mK ואבדה 27:20 mmss (mQ: orth; mmss: norm) אֲבַדּוֹֹן ;mQ וַ֭
fin ] + 2 stichoi G (20a) (elab)

The ketiv and the qere are variants of the more familiar וַאֲבַדּוֹן, which 
is found in some mss as the qere. The ketiv, with ה as the marker of /ō/, 
on the model of the possessive, is the earlier.

27:20a
G: (a) βδέλυγμα κυρίῳ στηρίζων ὀφθαλμόν, (b) καὶ οἱ ἀπαίδευτοι ἀκρατεῖς 

γλώσσῃ. “(a) An abomination to the lord is he who stares [lit. ‘fixes the 
eye’], (b) and the uninstructed (are) intemperate of tongue.” The addi-
tion is based on 16:30 and inserted here because of the mention of the 
eye in 27:20. The addition is not in s or v.

 ,m (vocal מַהֲלָלֽוֹ [ (ܕܡܫ̈ܒܚܢܘܗܝ) G (ἐγκωμιαζόντων αὐτόν) s *מהלליו 27:21
num)
fin ] + 2 stichoi (G 21a) (elab)

G: (a) δοκίμιον ἀργύρῳ καὶ χρυσῷ πύρωσις, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ δοκιμάζεται διὰ 
στόματος ἐγκωμιαζόντων αὐτόν. “(a) burning is a test for silver and gold, 
(b) but a man is tested by the mouth of those who praise him.” This is 
close to the consonantal m but combines כור with its synonym מצרף.

s approximates m but adds a verb, ܒܩܐ (“tests”), in 27:21a.
s and G (followed by vmss and t) have the plural “those who esteem” 

or “praise.” since the disparate witnesses agree, they are probably read-
ing מהלליו (= one ms Kr). with m’s ֹמַהֲלָלו (“his praise”) the analogy is 
lost, for a man is not assayed according to his praise but by the words of 
those who praise him; see AbP.

27:21a
G: (a) καρδία ἀνόμου ἐκζητεῖ κακά, (b) καρδία δὲ εὐθὴς ἐκζητεῖ γνῶσιν. 

“(a) The heart of a wicked man seeks evils, (b) but the upright heart seeks 
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knowledge.” G represents, approximately, לֵב רְשָׁעִים מְבַקֵּשׁ רָע וְלֵב יְשָׁרִים 
.G 27:21ab ≈ m 18:15a. s has this addition = G; v ≈ G .מְבַקֵּשׁ דַעַת

(equal ,י ↔ ו graph) (ܡܥܒܪ ܐܢܬ) G (περιέλῃς) s *תסיר [ m תסור 27:22
G: (a) ἐὰν μαστιγοῖς ἄφρονα ἐν μέσῳ συνεδρίου ἀτιμάζων, (b) οὐ μὴ 

περιέλῃς τὴν ἀφροσύνην αὐτοῦ. “(a) if you whip a fool, disgracing (him)
in the midst of the assembly, (b) you will surely not remove his folly.” G 
explicates the metaphor of crushing with a mortar as public punishment 
by introducing one of its favorite themes, the assembly; see the comment 
on 15:22.

G 27:22b ≈ m, but οὐ μὴ περιέλῃς = תָּסִיר. both proverb variants (m: 
“his folly will not depart from him”; G: “you will not remove his folly”) 
make good sense. m’s point is that the fool is resistant to the most severe 
of chastisements. G’s proverb makes the more interesting observation 
that publicly disgracing a fool is an ineffective corrective.

s: ܐܢ ܡܚܐ ܐܢܬ ܠܣܟܠܡܐ ܒܓܘ ܟܢܘܫܬܐ. ܡܕܡ ܠܡܐ ܡܘܬܪ ܐܢܬ 
 if you beat a fool in the midst (a)“ .ܠܗ. ܐܦ ܠܡܐ ܡܥܒܪ ܐܢܬ ܣܟܠܘܬܗ
of the assembly, (b) you will surely not benefit him (c) or remove his 
folly.” s borrows the theme of disgrace in the assembly from G but adds 
a second stich (27:22b) to develop G’s idea that public beatings do not 
benefit their objects.

27:23
G: (a) γνωστῶς ἐπιγνώσῃ ψυχὰς ποιμνίου σου (b) καὶ ἐπιστήσεις καρδίαν 

σου σαῖς ἀγέλαις. “(a) you [sg] should know well the souls of your flock, 
(b) and set your heart to your herds.” G “souls” (= appetites) is bor-
rowed from 12:10, for the less clear “faces” (= appearance). G 27:23–24 
and 25–26a are formulated as two sentences. in 27:25–26a, G diverges 
from the Hebrew sharply to convey a new message, though the text is 
fairly clear.

יו  עָלָ֗ י לאֹ־תָס֥וּר מֵ֝ עֱלִ֑ רִיפוֹת בַּֽ שׁ בְּת֣וֹךְ הָ֭ מַּכְתֵּ֡ יל ׀ בַּֽ אֶת־הָאֱוִ֨
ים׃  בְּךָ֗ לַעֲדָרִֽ ית לִ֝ דַע פְּנֵי֣ צאֹנֶ֑ךָ שִׁ֥ עַ תֵּ֭ אִוַּלְתּֽוֹ׃  פ  23 יָדֹ֣

צִיר וְנִרְאָה־ זֶר לְד֣וֹר ⌈דֽוֹר⌉׃ 25 גָּלָ֣ה חָ֭ סֶן וְאִם־נֵ֗ א לְעוֹלָ֣ם חֹ֑ ֹ֣ י ל 24 כִּ֤

ה  דֶ֗ יר שָׂ֝ ךָ וּמְחִ֥ ים לִלְבוּשֶׁ֑ ים׃ 26 כְּבָשִׂ֥ נֶאֶסְפ֗וּ עִשְּׂב֥וֹת הָרִֽ שֶׁא וְ֝ דֶ֑
יךָ׃  ים לְנַעֲרוֹתֶֽ חַיִּ֗ ךָ וְ֝ לַחְמְךָ לְלֶ֣חֶם בֵּיתֶ֑ ים לְֽ ב עִזִּ֗ י ׀ חֲלֵ֬ ים׃ 27 וְדֵ֤ עַתּוּדִֽ
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s gives context to the following epigram by prefixing a stich: ܡܡܐ 
 otherwise s stays close to m in this .(”when you shepherd“) ܕܪܥܐ ܐܢܬ
epigram, except in 27:27.

mQ ] (± conj) וָדֽוֹר [ mK דור 27:24
G: (a) ὅτι οὐ τὸν αἰῶνα ἀνδρὶ κράτος καὶ ἰσχύς, (b) οὐδὲ παραδίδωσιν ἐκ 

γενεᾶς εἰς γενεάν. “(a) For power and strength do not belong to a man for-
ever, (b) nor does he transmit (them) from generation to generation.” G 
translates חסן twice: κράτος and ἰσχύς. Then it removes the problematic 
 ”.making the implied object the earlier-stated “power and strength ,נזר
This maneuver is an explication of the metaphor of “crown.” For the phe-
nomenon, see the comment on 25:11.

s: ܠܕܪܐ ܕܪܐ  ܡܫܠܡ  ܘܐܦܠܡܐ  ܐܘܚܕܢܐ.  ܠܥܠܡ  ܗܘܐ  ܕܠܡܐ   .ܡܛܠ 
“(a) For power is not forever, (b) nor does (one) generation transmit (it)
to (another) generation.” s works from m in the first stich but, like G, 
elides the puzzling נזר in the second.

27:25
G: (a) ἐπιμελοῦ τῶν ἐν τῷ πεδίῳ χλωρῶν καὶ κερεῖς πόαν (b) καὶ σύναγε 

χόρτον ὀρεινόν. “(a) Cultivate vegetation in the field and cut grass, (b) and 
gather mountain-herbage” (continues in 27:26a). G changes the verse 
from a temporal clause (“when grass disappears and verdure appears, 
and the grasses of the hills are gathered”) into (self-evident) advice.

27:26
G (continuing 25): (a) ἵνα ἔχῃς πρόβατα εἰς ἱματισμόν. (b) τίμα πεδίον, 

ἵνα ὦσίν σοι ἄρνες. “(a) so that you may have sheep for clothing. (b) Honor 
the field so that you may have lambs.” G 27:26b fills out (and miscon-
strues) the elliptical Hebrew.

27:27
G: (a) υἱέ, παρ’ ἐμοῦ ἔχεις ῥήσεις ἰσχυρὰς εἰς τὴν ζωήν σου (b) καὶ εἰς τὴν 

ζωὴν σῶν θεραπόντων. “(a) my son, from me you have powerful words 
for your life (b) and for the life of your servants [masc].” Though m is 
clear, G takes the verse in a new direction, making it into the father’s 
praise of his teachings. it first prefixes “my son,” which often appears 
in statements of this sort. (see the comment on 1:15.) by introducing 
the father’s praise of the teachings, G shifts the import of the epigram 
in 27:23–27 from the material to the spiritual realm, thereby suggesting 
that in retrospect 27:23–26 can be read as an allegory of studying the 
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teachings of wisdom. G simply omits ללחמך ללחם ביתך because that is 
not what the new proverb is about.

s: ܕܒܝܬܟ ܘܠ�ܡܐܟܘܠܬܐ  ܠ�ܡܐܟܘܠܬܟ  ܕܥ̈ܙܐ   continuing) .ܘܚܠܒܐ 
27:26) “and milk for your goats and your food and the food of your 
house.” The omission of “and the life of your maidservants,” together 
with the introductory “when you shepherd” in 27:23, suggests that the 
translator wants to make the scene pertain to a shepherd rather than the 
prosperous estate owners whom m implicitly addresses.

28:1
The ancient versions (like modern translations) naturally adjust the 

number of either the verbs or the nouns in both clauses for the sake of 
agreement.

v translates יבטח with a doublet: confidens absque terrore erit (“shall 
be confident without terror”).

ן [ ‹› כֵן 28:2 עַ כֵּ֣  :G (κατασβέσει αὐτάς) (m *ידעכן ;(ܕܝܕܥܝܢ ܟܐܢܘܬܐ) m s ידֵֹ֗
gloss; G: div, diath)

Neither m nor G makes good sense in 28:2b; m, moreover, is over-
loaded. i would conjecturally omit ידע as a gloss on מבין or a synonym 
variant that has entered the text. we can then translate, “but through an 
understanding man honesty endures.” That is to say, a perceptive man—
in this context, a wise ruler—secures honesty and therefore stability for 
his land; see AbP.

G: (a) δι’ ἁμαρτίας ἀσεβῶν κρίσεις ἐγείρονται, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ πανοῦργος 
κατασβέσει αὐτάς. “(a) by the transgression of the impious [pl], conten-
tions are stirred up, (b) but a clever man will extinguish them.” Certainly 
the translator knew that רבים שריה means “its princes are many,” but 
he was probably puzzled by the notion that iniquity multiplies princes 
and so chose a different vocalization of the words in question. iniquity 
is naturally associated with quarreling and suggested that רבים means 
 quarrels”; the otherwise unattested masculine form of the“ רִיבִים =) רִבִים
plural is implied by the construct רִיבֵי in 2 sam 22:44 = Ps 18:44; lam 

רֶץ  ע אֶ֭ שַֽׁ ח׃ 2 בְּפֶ֣ יר יִבְטָֽ ים כִּכְפִ֥ צַדִּיקִ֗ ע וְ֝ ף רָשָׁ֑ 28:1 נָס֣וּ וְאֵין־רדֵֹ֣
ר  ים מָטָ֥ ק דַּלִּ֑ שׁ וְעשֵֹׁ֣ יךְ׃ 3 גֶּבֶ֣ר רָ֭ ן יַאֲרִֽ ין ⌈ ⌉ כֵּ֣ ם מֵבִ֥ יהָ וּבְאָדָ֥ ים שָׂרֶ֑ רַבִּ֣

רוּ  ה יִתְגָּ֥ י ת֝וֹרָ֗ ע וְשׁמְֹרֵ֥ לְל֣וּ רָשָׁ֑ י ת֭וֹרָה יְהַֽ חֶם׃ 4 עזְֹבֵ֣ ין לָֽ ף וְאֵ֣ חֵ֗ סֹ֝
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 is ignored or possibly translated ἐγείρονται by association שריה .(3:58
with שׂר"ר (“strive”), though that word is not translated thus elsewhere. 
The “land” in question is assumed to be wicked, since it has transgres-
sions; hence it is rephrased as “impious.” G κατασβέσει αὐτάς =  ,ידעכן 
i.e., יִדְעֲכֻן (“be extinguished,” translated by diathesis; Gemser 1963). m’s 
 was not translated, perhaps because it could not be fit into the יאריך
sentence. Though a translation like this can be called “free,” it is at every 
step governed by the translator’s assumptions about both the meaning of 
the verse and his ideas about Hebrew.

v: (a) propter peccata terrae multi principes (b) et propter hominis sapi-
entiam et horum scientiam quae dicuntur vita ducis longior erit. “(a) For 
the sin of a land (its) princes are many, (b) and for a man’s wisdom and 
the knowledge of what is said, the life of the prince shall be prolonged.” 
v translates 28:2b expansively and on the basis of the antithesis adds 
ducis to make it clear whose life is prolonged. The idea of the last clause 
is taken from 28:16.

s: ܒܥܘܼܠܗܿ ܕܐܪܥܐ ܣܓ̈ܝܢ ܫ̈ܠܝܛܢܝܗܿ. ܘܒܢ̈ܝ ܐܢܫܐ ܙܕܝܩ̈ܐ ܕܝܕܥܝܢ ܟܐܢܘܬܐ 
 because of the iniquity of a land its rulers are many, (b) but (a)“ .ܢܓܪܘܢ
righteous men who know honesty will live long.” This is a reasonable 
attempt to deal with the difficulties of m.

(עוע → וע distant dittog) G (ἐν ἀσεβείαις) *רשע [ (ܡܣܟܢܐ) m s רש 28:3
G: (a) ἀνδρεῖος ἐν ἀσεβείαις συκοφαντεῖ πτωχούς. (b) ὥσπερ ὑετὸς λάβρος 

καὶ ἀνωφελής. “(a) A vigorous man by impieties oppresses the lowly [pl]. 
(b) As a violent and unprofitable rain” (continues in 28:4). G 28:3a is an 
isolated monostich, while 28:3b introduces a correlative sentence with 
the apodosis in 23:4a. ἐν ἀσεβείαις = רָשָׁע. A scribe apparently skipped to 
the ע of the next word and copied it twice. (Compare the reverse change, 
 in 28:15.) some commentators find the notion of a poor man ,ע → עע
tyrannizing over the poor puzzling and eliminate it by emendation; see 
AbP. but the poor, too, can be oppressive and arrogant (as is recognized 
by sir 25:2). G speaks of a poor but oppressive tyrant in 28:15–16.

it is strange to see the cardinal virtue of ἀνδρεία connected with wrong-
doing. m’s ואין לחם is explained as “unprofitable” (≈ s), that is to say, a 
rain that does not produce grain.

 ܡܥܫܢܝܢ) G (περιβάλλουσιν ἑαυτοῖς τεῖχος) ≈ s ≈ *יתגדרו [ m יתגרו 28:4
(דר → ר near dittog) (ܢܦܫܗܘܢ

G (continuing 28:3b): (a) οὕτως οἱ ἐγκαταλείποντες τὸν νόμον 
ἐγκωμιάζουσιν ἀσέβειαν, (b) οἱ δὲ ἀγαπῶντες τὸν νόμον περιβάλλουσιν 
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ἑαυτοῖς τεῖχος. “(a) so do those who abandon the law praise wickedness. 
(b) but those who love the law surround themselves with a wall.” “sur-
round themselves with a wall” = יתגדרו בם (Jäger) or בה) .יתגדרו בה = 
“thereby” and is implicit in the Greek. τεῖχος = גדר in isa 5:5.)

G 28:4 alludes to the law of moses, as indicated by the article (twice). 
other likely allusions are in 28:7, 9, 10. Cook (2002, 282) compares the 
image in G 28:4b to letter of Aristeas 139: “when therefore our law-
giver, equipped by God for insight into all things, had surveyed each 
particular, he fenced us about with impregnable palisades and with walls 
of iron, to the end that we should mingle in no way with any of the 
other nations, remaining pure in body and in spirit, emancipated from 
vain opinions, revering the one and mighty God above the whole of cre-
ation” (quoted in Cook 1999a, 282, from Hadas 1973, 157). israel is sur-
rounded by the wall of torah to keep them from mingling with foreign 
nations. The concept of torah as a fence or wall is not biblical and would 
not have been in the Hebrew archetype.

s: ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܫܒܩܝܢ ܢ�ܘܣܐ ܡܫܬܒܚܝܢ ܒܥܘܼܠܡܐ. ܘܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܢܛܪܝܢ ܢ�ܘܣܐ 
ܢܦܫܗܘܢ  Those who abandon the law praise themselves (a)“ .ܡܥܫܢܝܢ 
for wickedness, (b) but those who keep the law strengthen themselves.” 
 need not refer to the law of moses, since the syriac word has ܢ�ܘܣܐ
conformed itself to Hebrew תורה and can mean “teaching” (as in 1:8; 
6:20; 13:14; and often elsewhere). “Praise themselves for wickedness” 
is an explanation of m’s יהללו רשע (but vocalizing רֶשַׁע). “strengthen 
themselves” is based on (and demetaphorizes) G’s περιβάλλουσιν ἑαυτοῖς 
τεῖχος, whether or not s had יתגדרו in its source.

28:5
s: ܟܠܗܝܢ ܝܕܥܝܢ  ܠ�ܪܝܐ  ܘܕܒܥܝܢ  ܕܝܢܐ.  ܠܡܐ ܡܣܬܟܠܝܢ  ܒܝ̈ܫܐ   ܓܒܪ̈ܐ 

 evil men do not understand justice, (b) but those who seek (a)“ .ܛܒ̈ܬܐ
the lord know all good things.” s joins טוב from m 28:6 to the present 

ינוּ  ה יָבִ֥ הוָ֗ י יְ֝ ט וּמְבַקְשֵׁ֥ ינוּ מִשְׁפָּ֑ ע לאֹ־יָבִ֣ ם׃  פ  5 אַנְשֵׁי־רָ֭ בָֽ
ר  יר׃ 7 נוֹצֵ֣ יִם וְה֣וּא עָשִֽׁ רָכַ֗ שׁ דְּ֝ שׁ הוֹלֵ֣ךְ בְּתֻמּ֑וֹ מֵעִקֵּ֥ ל׃ 6 טֽוֹב־רָ֭ כֹֽ

ה ה֭וֹנוֹ בְּנֶשֶׁ֣ךְ  יו׃ 8 מַרְבֶּ֣ ים אָבִֽ ים יַכְלִ֥ ין וְרעֶֹה זֽוֹלְלִ֗ ן מֵבִ֑ תּ֭וֹרָה בֵּ֣
ם־ ה גַּֽ עַ תּוֹרָ֑ זְנוֹ מִשְּׁמֹ֣ יר אָ֭ נּוּ׃ 9 מֵסִ֣ ים יִקְבְּצֶֽ ןֽ דַּלִּ֣ ית⌉ לְחוֹנֵ֖ ⌈וְתַרְבִּ֑

ע בִּשְׁחוּת֥וֹ הֽוּא־יִפּ֑וֹל  רֶךְ רָ֗ ים ׀ בְּדֶ֥ ה׃ 10 מַשְׁגֶּ֤ה יְשָׁרִ֨ פִלָּת֗וֹ תּוֹעֵבָֽ תְּ֝
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verse. by m’s sentence division, the Hebrew says that the pious “under-
stand everything,” which may have seemed too extreme a claim.

28:6
G: κρείσσων πτωχὸς πορευόμενος ἐν ἀληθείᾳ πλουσίου ψευδοῦς. “better a 

lowly man who walks in truth than a deceitful rich man.” G condenses 
the second stich in dependence on 19:22b and turns the proverb into a 
monostich.

s: ܡܣܟܢܐ ܡܗܠܟ ܒܬܡܝ�ܘܬܐ. ܘܥܬܝܪܐ ܡܥܩ̈�ܢ ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܗ. “(a) A 
poor man goes about in honesty, (b) but a rich man makes his ways 
crooked.” Having already used טוב in the preceding verse, s’s source 
text of verse 6 reads, והוא עשיר דרכים   lit. “A) רש הולך בתמו מעקש 
poor man goes in his innocence, but he who twists ways (and) is rich.” 
The “and” had to be ignored.) s produces a sentence that, intention-
ally or not, idealizes the poor and condemns wealth, recalling loosely a 
few passages in the New testament; e.g., luke 6:20–22; Jas 2:5. but the 
parallels are not specific enough to suggest dependence. with regard to 
s’s attitude toward the poor, see the comment on 22:7. “His ways” in s 
(and t) is an assimilation to דרכיו in 10:9b. The assimilation could have 
occurred in Hebrew, as it did for two mss Kr. None of the versions 
share m’s dual דְּרָכַיִם. Cf. 28:18.

mK (gram) ובתרבית [ mQ ותרבית 28:8
The repeated preposition in the ketiv is optional but perhaps added for 

extra clarity. This is the type of change that is more typical of the qere 
than the ketiv.

28:10
G: (a) ὃς πλανᾷ εὐθεῖς ἐν ὁδῷ κακῇ, (b) εἰς διαφθορὰν αὐτὸς ἐμπεσεῖται. 

(c) οἱ δὲ ἄνομοι διελεύσονται ἀγαθὰ [Gb s A mss rahlfs; οἱ δὲ ἄμωμοι διελοῦνται 
ἀγαθὰ Gv 106 174 254 261 ≈ mss] (d) καὶ οὐκ εἰσελεύσονται εἰς αὐτά. “(a) He who 
misleads the honest into a bad way—(b) he will fall into corruption. 
(c) The lawless will pass through good things [or ‘goodness’; var: ‘The 
innocent will divide up (= inherit) good things’] (d) but not enter into 
them [or ‘it’].” G construes בשחותו (m ֹבִּשְׁחוּתו “in his pit”) as ֹבְּשִׁחוּתו 
(“in his corruption”). stich c in the first variant (per rahlfs) relates to m 
only in ἀγαθά = טוב. G 28:10d was added to make sense of the strange 
statement in 28:10c. However, the second variant in 28:10c, which is 
supported by de lagarde, bHQ, and others, is correct.
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28:11
s: ܒܣܪ usually means “despise,” but according to CAl it can also mean 

“rebuke” or “refute.” “refute” may be an explication of יחקרנו, since what 
one does to an adversary in litigation is refutation rather than interroga-
tion. Pinkuss mentions the possibility of emending ܒܣܪ to ܒܩܪ (“inves-
tigates”). This is graphically feasible, though that correspondence never 
occurs elsewhere. Perhaps the notion of a poor man “investigating” the 
rich one made no sense to the translator, so he substituted “despises,” 
since this is the feeling that the rich man’s smugness would naturally 
arouse.

(ת → ח graph) G (ἁλίσκονται) *יתפש [ m יחפש 28:12
G: (a) διὰ βοήθειαν δικαίων πολλὴ γίνεται δόξα, (b) ἐν δὲ τόποις ἀσεβῶν 

ἁλίσκονται ἄνθρωποι. “(a) by the help [or ‘salvation’] of (the) righteous 
[pl], honor becomes great, (b) but in the places of the wicked, men 
are captured.” διὰ βοήθειαν for בעלץ is puzzling. retroversions to בעזר 
(baumgartner) or, less likely, בהצל (de waard 1993, 255–56; cf. Ps 
70[69]:2) are graphically distant. in 28:12b, ἐν δὲ τόποις does not neces-
sarily represent במקום (de lagarde and many) for m’s בקום, since the 
latter is translated the same way in 28:28. בקום may have been inter-
preted as “places” because it seemed unclear how the wicked could 
“arise.” G’s ἁλίσκονται = ׂיִתָּפֵש (Jäger) is a miswriting of יחפש.

s: ܒܥܘܫܢܐ ܕܙܕܝ̈ܩܐ ܣܓܝܐ ܬܫܒܘܚܬܐ. ܘܒܩܘܡܡܐ ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܡܬܒܨܪܐ. 
“(a) by the strength of the righteous [pl] honor is great, (b) but by the 
ascent of the wicked [pl], it is diminished [var: ‘is sought’].” ܒܥܘܫܢܐ is 
based on G. ܡܬܒܨܪܐ should be emended to ܡܬܒܨܝܐ (“it [sc. honor] is 
sought”) (Pinkuss); ≈ t מבצי.

28:13
G: (a) ὁ ἐπικαλύπτων ἀσέβειαν ἑαυτοῦ οὐκ εὐοδωθήσεται, (b) ὁ δὲ 

נּוּ׃  ין יַחְקְרֶֽ ל מֵבִ֣ יר וְדַ֖ ישׁ עָשִׁ֑ עֵינָיו אִ֣ ם בְּ֭ ים יִנְחֲלוּ־טֽוֹב׃ 11 חָכָ֣ וּ֝תְמִימִ֗
ם׃  שׂ אָדָֽ ים יְחֻפַּ֥ שָׁעִ֗ רֶת וּבְק֥וּם רְ֝ ה תִפְאָ֑ דִּיקִים רַבָּ֣ 12 בַּעֲלֹ֣ץ צַ֭

דָם  י אָ֭ ם׃ 14 אַשְׁרֵ֣ ה וְעזֵֹב֣ יְרֻחָֽ יחַ וּמוֹדֶ֖ א יַצְלִ֑ ֹ֣ שָׁעָיו ל ה פְ֭ 13 מְכַסֶּ֣

ק  ב שׁוָֹקֵ֑ ה׃ 15 אֲרִי־נֹ֭הֵם וְדֹ֣ בּ֗וֹ יִפּ֥וֹל בְּרָעָֽ ה לִ֝ יד וּמַקְשֶׁ֥ ד תָּמִ֑ מְפַחֵ֣
נֵא⌉  ב מַעֲשַׁקּ֑וֹת ⌈שֹׂ֥ בוּנוֹת וְרַ֥ ר תְּ֭ יד חֲסַ֣ ל׃ 16 נָגִ֗ ל עַם־דָּֽ ע עַ֣ שָׁ֗ ל רָ֝ מֹשֵׁ֥
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ἐξηγούμενος ἐλέγχους ἀγαπηθήσεται. “(a) He who covers up his own iniq-
uity will not succeed, (b) but he who pronounces rebukes will be loved.” 
G correctly interprets m’s ambiguous first line as a warning against 
hiding one’s own sins. G 28:13b praises rebukers, not penitents, as m 
does. (ἐλέγχος elsewhere corresponds to תוכחת, so bAP’s “ses torts” is 
not justified.) The root of ירחם (but not the form) is treated as an Ara-
maism meaning “loved.”

28:14
G: (a) μακάριος ἀνήρ, ὃς καταπτήσσει πάντα δι’ εὐλάβειαν, (b) = m. “(a) 

Happy is the man who fears always out of respectfulness.” G adds δι’ 
εὐλάβειαν for clearer definition of what kind of fear is being praised. 
εὐλάβεια is the virtue of discretion and respect, which the stoics consid-
ered a worthy emotion, whereas simple trepidation (φόβος) was unwor-
thy; see dick 1990, 25; cf. bAP. καταπτήσσειν, though literally meaning 
“cower,” signifies an admirable type of fear in 29:9b.

(ע → עע haplog) G (πτωχός) *רש [ (ܥܘܠܡܐ) m s רשע 28:15
G: (a) λέων πεινῶν καὶ λύκος διψῶν (b) ὃς τυραννεῖ πτωχὸς ὢν ἔθνους 

πενιχροῦ. “(a) A hungry lion and a thirsty wolf (b) is he who, though 
poor, tyrannizes over an impoverished people.” “Hungry” and “thirsty” 
are contextual guesses at the hapax שוקק and נהם. (The translator may 
not have known the meaning of נהם; see the comment on 19:12.) G 
chooses to associate דב with Aramaic דאבא (“wolf ”), though דב means 
“bear” in Aramaic, too; see the comment on 17:12. bAP notes the asso-
nance in λέων πεινῶν καὶ λύκος διψῶν … πτωχὸς ὢν, but it is doubtful 
that this aesthetic quality was enough to motivate the mistranslation of 
a well-known word, especially since this is not a factor in 17:12. πτωχός 
 lost by haplography with the next word. The ע the ,רשע for m’s רָשׁ =
opposite happens in G 28:3, רש to רשע. The possibility of an impover-
ished ruler oppressing his people is raised in 28:16.

 (הונא) G (προσόδων) tl *תנובות [ v (prudentia) (ܪܥܝܢܐ) m s תבונות 28:16
(transp נוב → בונ)
mK (num) שנאי [ (ܕܣܢܐ) mQ G (μισῶν) s שנא

The singular (qere) is required grammatically. it is unclear how the 
plural ketiv arose.

G: (a) βασιλεὺς ἐνδεὴς προσόδων μέγας συκοφάντης, (b) ὁ δὲ μισῶν 
ἀδικίαν μακρὸν χρόνον ζήσεται. “(a) A king lacking revenues is a great 
oppressor, (b) but he who hates injustice will live a long time.” G ele-
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vates the status of נגיד by translating it as βασιλεύς; see the comment 
on 19:6. in this case, the change turns the proverb’s criticism against the 
king himself; see the comment on 16:12. προσόδων (“public revenues”) 
apparently represents תְּנוּבוֹת, though this is a unique correspondence. 
The variant arose by chiastic transposition נוב → בונ, a change perhaps 
encouraged by mention of an oppressive ruler in the preceding verse. 
 ”.is translated συκοφάντης, which properly means “false accuser מעשקות
but συκοφάντ translates forms of עשק in Proverbs (14:31; 22:16; 28:3, 
16), and usually elsewhere, and seems to refer to oppressive practices 
more generally.

t: it is striking that for m’s תבונות tl has הונא (“wealth”) ≈ תנובות, 
a reading that is close to G but does not come by way of s (tZ corrects 
to תובנא). t does not elsewhere translate תנובה this way, and one won-
ders if an exegetical tradition lay behind the translations of תבונה as 
“revenues” or “wealth.” The idea that an impoverished ruler may be an 
oppressor is not self-evident and is unlikely to have arisen from inde-
pendent interpretation of m alone. This seems to be an independent t 
variant.

s: ܫܠܝܛܐ ܚܣܝܪ ܪܥܝܢܐ ܣ̈ܓܝܐܝܢ ܬܘܟ̈ܘܗܝ܂ ܘܐܝܢܐ ܕܣܢܐ ܢܟܠܡܐ ܢܓܪܘܢ 
 A ruler who lacks sense—many are his injuries, (b) and the (a)“ .ܝܘܡ̈ܬܗ
one who hates deceit will extend his days.” s, perhaps puzzled by the fact 
that m seems to say nothing about the foolish prince, interprets מעשקות 
as the misfortunes that he will suffer. (in AbP i argue that 28:16a forms a 
tristich with 28:15 while 28:16b is an independent monostich.)

ינוס 28:17 ܢܥܪܘܩ) m s עד בור  ܠܓܒ̈ܝܐ  ינס [ (ܥܕܡܡܐ   G (φυγὰς ≈ *ערבו 
ἔσται) (graph ר → ד, orth, metath רב → בר, haplog ר → רר, div)
mor (orth) בּרֹ [ moc בּוֹר
fin ] + 2 stichoi G (17a) (elab)

G: (a) ἄνδρα τὸν ἐν αἰτίᾳ φόνου ὁ ἐγγυώμενος (b) φυγὰς ἔσται καὶ οὐκ 
ἐν ἀσφαλείᾳ. “(a) He who provides bail for a man charged with murder 
(b) will be a fugitive and not (live) in security.” According to Jäger, ὁ 
ἐγγυώμενος = עורב,  and indeed that is how G understood his text, but 
there are other factors to be accounted for as well. G is a paraphrase 

ק בְּדַם־נָ֑פֶשׁ עַד־בּוֹר  דָם עָשֻׁ֣ ים׃  פ  17 אָ֭ יךְ יָמִֽ צַע יַאֲרִ֥ בֶ֗
יִם יִפּ֥וֹל  רָכַ֗ שׁ דְּ֝ עַ וְנֶעְָקַ֥ מִים יִוָּשֵׁ֑ ךְ תָּ֭ נ֗וּס אַל־יִתְמְכוּ־בֽוֹ׃ 18 הוֹלֵ֣ יָ֝

ישׁ׃  ע־רִֽ שְׂבַּֽ ים יִֽ קִ֗ ף רֵ֝ חֶם וּמְרַדֵּ֥ ע־לָ֑ שְׂבַּֽ דְמָתוֹ יִֽ ת׃ 19 עבֵֹ֣ד אַ֭ בְּאֶחָֽ
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induced by reading, approximately, ערְֹבוֹ יָנֻ(ו)ס. This variant could have 
arisen by the following hypothetical changes, starting from a defec-
tiva text (partly supported by mor) with slight or no word separations:  
 The .ערְֹבוֹ יָנֻס → ערבינס → עררבינס → ערברינס → (עַדבּרֹיָנֻס) עדברינס
reconstructed Hebrew verse is אדם עשֵֹׁק בדם נפש ערְֹבוֹ יָנֻס אל יתמכו 
 which would best be translated, “A man who oppresses by murder ,בו
[lit. ‘by life’s blood’]—his guarantor will flee. let them not support him.” 
This awkward sentiment arose by mechanical errors, not interpretive 
adjustments. G construes the last phrase as an indicative: they will not 
support him; hence (effect for cause) will not live in security.

s: The meaningless ܠܓܒ̈ܝܐ should be corrected to ܠܓܘܒܐ (“to the pit, 
[lion’s] den”) = t לגובא (Pinkuss).

28:17a + יסר בנך ויניחך ויתן מעדנים לנפשך (transf from 29:17)
G: (a) παίδευε υἱόν, καὶ ἀγαπήσει σε (b) καὶ δώσει κόσμον τῇ σῇ ψυχῇ. 

(c) οὐ μὴ ὑπακούσῃς [Gb; var: ὑπακούσῃ GΑ] ἔθνει παρανόμῳ. “(a) educate 
(your) son and he will love you (b) and bestow an ornament on your 
soul. (c) you should not obey [var: ‘he will not obey’] a lawless nation.” G 
28:17aab is similar to G 29:17 (= m 29:17). However, G 28:17aab differs 
from G 29:17 in two ways: ויניחך = ἀγαπήσει σε in 28:17a but ἀναπαύσει 
σε in 29:17, and לנפשך = τῇ σῇ ψυχῇ in 28:17a but τῇ ψυχῇ σου in 29:17. 
These differences indicate that 28:17aab is not a copy of G 29:17 but is 
based on a Hebrew text. G 28:17aab was then expanded by 28:17ac. The 
latter seems unrelated to the context, except, somewhat, to 28:16. The 
reasons for these developments are obscure.

28:18
As in 28:6, the versions do not represent the dual of דְּרָכַיִם.
G: (a) = m; (b) ὁ δὲ σκολιαῖς ὁδοῖς πορευόμενος ἐμπλακήσεται. “(b) He 

who goes in crooked ways will become entangled.” This is a paraphrase 
of יפול באחת (lit. “will fall in one”), with באחת understood as “together,” 
like Aramaic כחד, rH כאחד.

s has ܒܓܘܡܨܐ (“pit”), which is either a contextual guess (indepen-
dent of G) or represents בשחת. The latter makes sense and perhaps is 
the original reading; thus AbP (cf. the role of the pit in 26:27; 28:10; Pss 
7:16; 9:16). it is, however, hard to explain how בשחת became באחת. 
most of those who maintain באחת understand it to mean “at once,” 
“immediately,” like Aramaic כחדא and rH כאחד (delitzsch, etc.).
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28:20
G: (a) = m; (b) ὁ δὲ κακὸς οὐκ ἀτιμώρητος ἔσται. “(b) but the evil man 

will not go unpunished.” G moralizes m 28:20b (which reads, “but he 
who hastens to get rich will not be held guiltless”). The translator resists 
threatening punishment for the man who strives for wealth, because this 
is not prohibited behavior. For this reason, we should not retrovert G 
κακός to להרשיע (bHQ). see the comment on 10:22.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܒܝܫܐ ܒܥܘܼܠܗ ܠܡܐ ܢܬܚܣܐ. “(b) and the bad man in 
his iniquity will not be forgiven.” s takes up G’s “the evil man” and elabo-
rates by adding “in his iniquity.” s thereby concedes that a bad man can 
be forgiven if he repents but not if he is still “in his iniquity.” As in 21:5b, 
s avoids condemnation of “hurrying,” lest it seem to commend laziness. 
tZ: (a) = m; (b) ודרהיט בעולא דנעתר לא מזדכי. “(b) and he who hurries 
in iniquity to become rich will not be acquitted.” t fuses s and m.

28:21
G: (a) ὃς οὐκ αἰσχύνεται πρόσωπα δικαίων, οὐκ ἀγαθός. (b) ὁ τοιοῦτος 

ψωμοῦ ἄρτου ἀποδώσεται ἄνδρα. “(a) He who does not respect [lit. ‘feel 
awe/shame toward the faces of ’] the righteous [pl] is not good. (b) such 
a one would deliver [or ‘sell’] a man for a bit of bread.” by translat-
ing יפשע as “would deliver,” G specifies the sin in question and dero-
gates the man who would sell the righteous into debt slavery. Amos 2:6 
calls the selling of the poor for a pair of sandals a פשע. in one inter-
pretation of the text, Amos’s idiom refers to selling the poor into debt 
slavery for owing a trivial sum. Quite likely the phrase in Prov 28:21b, 
“would sin for a bit of bread,” recalled that verse to the G translator. G 
has ἀποδιδόναι here and in Amos 2:6 (for מכר), as well as in the sale of 
Joseph in Gen 37:27.

s ܡܫܠܡ (“deliver’) for יפשע = G.

ים  כֵּר־פָּנִ֥ ה׃ 21 הַֽ א יִנָָּקֶֽ ֹ֣ יר ל הַעֲשִׁ֗ ץ לְ֝ מוּנוֹת רַב־בְּרָכ֑וֹת וְאָ֥ ישׁ אֱ֭ 20 אִ֣

א־ ֹֽ יִן וְל ע עָ֑ ישׁ רַ֣ ל לַה֗וֹן אִ֭ בֳהָ֥ בֶר׃ 22 נִֽ חֶם יִפְשַׁע־גָּֽ לאֹ־ט֑וֹב וְעַל־פַּת־לֶ֗
יק  מַּחֲלִ֥ א מִֽ ן יִמְצָ֑ ם ⌈אַחֵר⌉ חֵ֣ יחַ אָדָ֣ נּוּ׃ 23 מ֘וֹכִ֤ סֶר יְבאֶֹֽ דַע כִּי־חֶ֥ יֵ֝

ישׁ  ר ה֗וּא לְאִ֣ שַׁע חָבֵ֥ ין־פָּ֑ ר אֵֽ יו וְאִמּ֗וֹ וְאֹמֵ֥ בִ֤ לָשֽׁוֹן׃ 24 גּוֹזֵ֤ל ׀ אָ֘
ן׃  חַ עַל־יְהוָ֣ה יְדֻשָּֽׁ ה מָד֑וֹן וּבוֹטֵ֖ פֶשׁ יְגָרֶ֣ ית׃ 25 רְחַב־נֶ֭  מַשְׁחִֽ
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(ד → ר graph) G (ἐλεήμων) *חסד [ (ܚܘܣܪܢܐ) m s חסר 28:22
G: (a) σπεύδει πλουτεῖν ἀνὴρ βάσκανος (b) καὶ οὐκ οἶδεν ὅτι ἐλεήμων 

κρατήσει αὐτοῦ. “(a) An envious man hurries to get rich, (b) and he does 
not know that a merciful man will rule over him.” “merciful man” = חֶסֶד, 
interpreted as an abstract-for-concrete trope. G means that because the 
mean-spirited man is too fixated on pursuing wealth to give alms (cf. 
bAP), the merciful one will ultimately prevail over him. This is the mes-
sage of 28:27 as well. The present verse, to be precise, characterizes the 
envious man rather than evaluating overwork. G tends to avoid the idea 
that hurrying after wealth is bad; see the comment on 10:22.

חֲרַי [*אחר‹› 28:23 (רח → חר m: unc; G: metath) G (ὁδούς) *ארח ;m אַ֭
m’s אַחֲרַי is awkward (lit. “he who reproves after me [?]”). For a survey 

and critique of explanations, see AbP. אחר fits well and is a reasonable 
conjecture. Possibly m arose by near dittography רי → ר. The verse is 
to be translated, “He who reproves another will find more favor than a 
flatterer”; cf. 15:12.

G: (a) ὁ ἐλέγχων ἀνθρώπου ὁδοὺς (b) χάριτας ἕξει μᾶλλον τοῦ γλωσσο
χαριτοῦντος. “(a) He who rebukes the ways of a man (b) will have favor 
more than the flatterer.” ὁδοὺς = אֹרַח, with change of number, as often in 
G, or possibly ארחות. Neither produces a meaningful Hebrew sentence.

s: ܗܿܘ ܕܡܦܠܓ ܒܠܫܢܗ ܠܒܪܢܫܐ ܪ̈ܚ�ܡܐ ܡܫܟܚ. ܛܒ ܡܢ   (a)“ .ܕܡܟܣ 
He who reproves a man finds friends (b) more than he who divides by 
his tongue.” s seems to ignore אחרי, perhaps considering it adequately 
implied by “man.” He then interprets חן (“favor”) as an abstract-for-
concrete metonymy for “friends.” ממחליק לשון is translated “etymologi-
cally”; cf. s-Prov 29:5. t’s קדמוי (“before him”) is an attempt to make 
sense of the difficult אחרי, which he does not see represented in s.

28:24
G translates גוזל (“robs”) as ἀποβάλλεται (“expel”). G defines the rob-

bing of one’s parents more narrowly as expelling them from the ances-
tral estate. This interpretation, probably correct (see AbP), is based on 
19:26a (אם יבריח  אב   though these two verses differ in their ,(משדד 
wording in Hebrew and G.

28:25
G: (a) ἄπληστος [GA; var: ἄπιστος Gb s] ἀνὴρ κρίνει εἰκῇ, (b) ὃς δὲ πέποιθεν 

ἐπὶ κύριον, ἐν ἐπιμελείᾳ ἔσται. “(a) An insatiable [var: ‘unfaithful’] man 
judges rashly, (b) but he who trusts in the lord will be attentive.” “Judges 
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rashly” derives מדון from דין (“judgment”); cf. 23:29. i understand ἐν 
ἐπιμελείᾳ, lit. “in attention, care,” to mean “being cared for,” as in 13:4, 
too. This has a more edifying tone than the literal “made fat.”

28:26
G has θρασείᾳ καρδίᾳ (“in an arrogant [or ‘bold’] heart”) for m’s בלבו 

(“in his heart”). since “heart” is often equivalent to wisdom (e.g., 15:32), 
the translator adds the adjective to make it clear that the warning con-
cerns a bad type of heart.

28:28
G: (a) ἐν τόποις ἀσεβῶν στένουσι δίκαιοι, (b) ἐν δὲ τῇ ἐκείνων ἀπωλείᾳ 

πληθυνθήσονται δίκαιοι. “(a) in the places of the wicked [pl], the righteous 
groan, (b) but in their [sc. the wicked men’s] perishing, the righteous will 
be increased.” on ἐν τόποις = בקום, see the comment on 28:12. The groan-
ing of the righteous in unhappiness at the social dissolution (derived from 
29:2; and cf. ezek 9:4) replaces the unbefitting image of them hiding. 
when the clever man does hide (27:12), it is to avoid a quarrel.

 ,פ → ב G (φλεγομένου αὐτοῦ) (graph *ישרף [ (ܢܬܬܒܪ) m s ישבר 29:1
metath רפ → פר)

G: (a) κρείσσων ἀνὴρ ἐλέγχων ἀνδρὸς σκληροτραχήλου. (b) ἐξαπίνης γὰρ 
φλεγομένου αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἔστιν ἴασις. “(a) better a man who reproves than 
a stiff-necked man, (b) for when he is suddenly burnt up, there is no 
remedy.” G derives the notion of “better than” by construing מקשה as 
 .(”stiffens“) מַקְשֶׁה where m vocalizes ,(”than the stiff of [neck]“) מִקְּשֵׁה
φλεγομένου = יִשָּׂרֵף (Jäger), though this correspondence is unique. Note 
that the changes would most easily have occurred prior to the use of 
final letters. m 29:1b = 6:15b but is rendered very differently there.

רָשׁ  ן לָ֭ ט׃ 27 נוֹתֵ֣ ה ה֣וּא יִמָּלֵֽ חָכְמָ֗ ךְ בְּ֝ יל וְהוֹלֵ֥ לִבּוֹ ה֣וּא כְסִ֑ חַ בְּ֭ 26 בּוֹטֵ֣

ם  ר אָדָ֑ שָׁעִים יִסָּתֵ֣ יו רַב־מְאֵרֽוֹת׃ 28 בְּק֣וּם רְ֭ ינָ֗ ים עֵ֝ ין מַחְס֑וֹר וּמַעְלִ֥ אֵ֣
ר  שָּׁבֵ֗ תַע יִ֝ רֶף פֶּ֥ ישׁ תּ֭וֹכָחוֹת מַקְשֶׁה־עֹ֑ ים׃ 29:1 אִ֣ ם יִרְבּ֥וּ צַדִּיָקִֽ וּ֝בְאָבְדָ֗
ם׃  נַֽח עָֽ ע יֵאָ֥ שָׁ֗ ל רָ֝ ם וּבִמְשֹׁ֥ ח הָעָ֑ דִּיקִים יִשְׂמַ֣ א׃ 2 בִּרְב֣וֹת צַ֭ ין מַרְפֵּֽ וְאֵ֣

לֶךְ  ה ז֝וֹנ֗וֹת יְאַבֶּד־הֽוֹן׃ 4 מֶ֗ יו וְרעֶֹ֥ ח אָבִ֑ כְמָה יְשַׂמַּ֣ ב חָ֭ ישׁ־אֹהֵ֣ 3 אִֽ
יק עַל־ בֶר מַחֲלִ֣ נָּה׃ 5 גֶּ֭ ישׁ תְּרוּמ֣וֹת יֶֽהֶרְסֶֽ רֶץ וְאִ֖ יד אָ֑ מִשְׁפָּט יַעֲמִ֣ בְּ֭
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s: (a) ܩܕܠܗ ܘܩܫܐ  ܕܠܡܐ ܡܩܒܠ ܡܟܣܢܘܬܐ   m. “(a) A = (b) ܓܒܪܐ 
man who does not accept reproof and whose neck is stiff.” s identifies 
the problematic איש תוכחות (lit. “a man of reproofs”) as one who does 
not accept them. s מַקְשֶׁה = ܘܩܫܐ ܩܕܠܗ m.

 1ב G (ἐγκωμιαζομένων) (dittog ≈ *בברכות [ (ܒܣܘܓܐܐ) m s ברבות 29:2
(כ → 2ב graph ,בב →

G’s ἐγκωμιαζομένων = בברכות (Jäger), which it treats, loosely, as a 
participle; cf. the correspondence in G 10:7. עם is translated λαοί in 
29:2a but ἄνδρες in 29:2b, showing G’s tendency (albeit inconsistent) to 
enhance variation of synonyms, apparently for aesthetic reasons.

For unclear reasons, s has ܣܓܐ for ישמח. This is not “assimilation” to 
29:16 (per bHQ); that verse is very different.

29:3
The versions show various interpretations of “but he who consorts 

with [sc. prostitutes],” in accordance with the several meanings of the 
polysemous רע"ה. G: ὃς δὲ ποιμαίνει (“and he who shepherds”); s: ܘܕܪܥܐ 
 ;(”he who associates with“) דמתחבר :t ;(”and he who grazes upon“) ܒ
v: qui autem nutrit (“he who nourishes,” “supports”). G 29:3b has a strik-
ing alliteration: ὃς δὲ ποιμαίνει πόρνας, ἀπολεῖ πλοῦτον. This exhibits G’s 
interest in artistic and poetic qualities, on which see van der louw 2007, 
257. s ܒܙܢܝܘܬܐ construes זונות as an abstract (= זנות).

 ,ח → 1ה graph) (ܡܚܣܪ ܠܗܿ) s *יחסרנה [ m G (κατασκάπτει) יהרסנה 29:4
metath סר → רס)

G’s παράνομος (“transgressor”) = איש תרמית (Jäger) or construes m’s 
.in that sense, perhaps correctly ואיש תרומות

s: (a) = m; (b) ܿܠܗ ܡܚܣܪ  ܥܘܠܡܐ   and a wicked man (b)“ .ܘܓܒܪܐ 
makes it [sc. the land] needy.” s ≈ G, except that ܿיְחַסְּרֶנָּה = ܡܚܣܪ ܠܗ.

29:5
G: (a) ὃς παρασκευάζεται ἐπὶ πρόσωπον τοῦ ἑαυτοῦ φίλου δίκτυον, (b) 

περιβάλλει αὐτὸ τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ ποσίν. “(a) He who prepares a net before 
his friend (b) throws it about his own feet.” The translator assumed 
that רשת belongs to the first clause and so found it necessary to give
 a vague translation (“prepares”) that could take “net” as its direct מחליק
object. He might have had in mind someone smoothing out a net on the 
ground. m actually means “flatters”: a man who flatters his fellow is in 
effect spreading a net to trap him.
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s: ܓܒܪܐ ܕܡܬܦܠܓ ܥܠ ܚܒܪܗ. ܡܨܝܕܬܐ ܦܪܣ ܥܠ ܗ̈ܠܟܬܗ. “(a) A 
man who is at strife with his fellow (b) spreads a net on his steps.” s uses 
m directly but misunderstands מחליק, deriving it from חל"ק ii “part,” 
“divide,” etc., rather than its homonym חל"ק i “smooth.” s then uses the 
Gt of ܦܠܓ, which is semantically equivalent to חל"ק ii, in the sense of 
“be in contention with.” in rH, חלק can mean “to differ,” “dispute,” and 
this may be the source of s’s construal.

(?paleo [ → b ב → ע graph) G (μεγάλη) *רב [ (ܒܝܫܐ) m s רע 29:6
G: (a) ἁμαρτάνοντι ἀνδρὶ μεγάλη παγίς, (b) = m. “(a) For a sinning 

man there is a great trap.” it is hard to see a motivation for μεγάλη other 
than G’s having read רב for רע (Jäger). The letters ע and ב have a certain 
resemblance in the paleo script ([, b). G’s reading is less suitable than 
m’s, because it is not the size of a trap that makes it dangerous but its 
“evil.” בפשע איש is translated, contrary to Hebrew syntax, as if it were 
.איש פֹשע

s’s ܡܬܬܨܝܕ (“is trapped”) = ׁמוּקָש, an Hp-stem participle; thus too in 
12:13a.

29:7
G: (a) ἐπίσταται δίκαιος κρίνειν πενιχροῖς, (b) ὁ δὲ ἀσεβὴς οὐ συνήσει 

γνῶσιν, (c) καὶ πτωχῷ οὐχ ὑπάρχει νοῦς ἐπιγνώμων. “(a) The righteous 
man knows how to judge [on behalf of] the poor [pl], (b) but the impi-
ous one does not understand knowledge; (c) and a poor man does not 
have an understanding mind.” bAP translates ἐπιγνώμων more narrowly, 
as “l’esprit d’arbitrage.” G 29:7b and 7c are forms of m 29:7b, with G 
29:7b adjusting to m. G 29:7c is apparently based on reading רש instead 
of רשע, under the influence of the preceding word, דלים. it cannot be 
determined if the slip was a scribe’s or the translator’s. G 29:7c recalls the 
attitude expressed in Pirqe Avot 2:5: “A common man cannot be pious.”

יק יָר֥וּן  צַדִּ֗ שׁ וְ֝ ע מוָֹקֵ֑ ישׁ רָ֣ ע אִ֣ שַֽׁ יו׃ 6 בְּפֶ֤ שׂ עַל־פְּעָמָֽ שֶׁת פּוֹרֵ֥ הוּ רֶ֗ רֵעֵ֑
צוֹן  י לָ֭ עַת׃ 8 אַנְשֵׁ֣ ין דָּֽ ע לאֹ־יָבִ֥ שָׁ֗ ים רָ֝ ין דַּלִּ֑ דִּיק דִּ֣ עַ צַ֭ חַ׃ 7 ידֵֹ֣ וְשָׂמֵֽ

ישׁ אֱוִ֑יל  ם נִ֭שְׁפָּט אֶת־אִ֣ ישׁ־חָכָ֗ ף׃ 9 אִֽ יבוּ אָֽ ים יָשִׁ֥ חֲכָמִ֗ יחוּ קִרְיָ֑ה וַ֝ יָפִ֣
ים יְבַקְשׁ֥וּ  ישָׁרִ֗ ם וִֽ מִים יִשְׂנְאוּ־תָ֑ י דָ֭ חַת׃ 10 אַנְשֵׁ֣ ין נָֽ ק וְאֵ֣ שָׂחַ֗ וְרָגַ֥ז וְ֝

נָּה⌉׃  ם בְּאָח֥וֹר ⌈יַחְשְׂכֶֽ חָכָ֗ יל וְ֝ יא כְסִ֑  נַפְשֽׁוֹ׃ 11 כָּל־ר֭וּחוֹ יוֹצִ֣
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G (ἔθνη) (syn) ≈ *עם [ m את 29:9
G: (a) ἀνὴρ σοφὸς κρίνει ἔθνη, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ φαῦλος ὀργιζόμενος καταγελᾶται 

καὶ οὐ καταπτήσσει. “(a) A wise man judges nations, (b) but a worthless 
man, being angry, mocks and does not fear.” baumgartner retroverts 
κρίνει ἔθνη to ישפט אֹם (“will judge a people”), but the graphic difference 
is great. Also, אֹם is not attested, though, to be sure, it could have been 
mistakenly understood by back-formation from אֻמִּים. de waard (1993, 
257) suggests that ἔθνη represents לאום, not as a text but as an exegeti-
cal metathesis of אויל. The latter word, however, lacks a מ and is already 
represented by φαῦλος. more likely, the source text had עם, intended as 
 but the translator misconstrued it ,(”here, “with) את a synonym of ,עִם
as עַם (“people”). G associates נחת with חת"ת (“fear”).

29:10
For m’s אנשי דמים G has an explanatory ἄνδρες αἱμάτων μέτοχοι (“men 

who take part [in crimes of] blood”), with the added μέτοχοι based on 
μετέχοντες in 1:18.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܙܕܝܩ̈ܐ ܪ̈ܚ�ܝܢ ܠܗ. “(b) but the righteous love him.” s 
creates antithetical parallelism with “hate” to make sense of m’s puzzling 
 lit. “and the upright seek his [the innocent man’s]) וישרים יבקשו נפשו
life”).

 יחשבנה ;m ישבחנה [ G (ταμιεύεται) ≈ v (differt et reservat) *יחשכנה 29:11
s (ܡܬܚܫܒ) (m: transp שכח → חשכ, graph ב → כ; s: graph ב → כ)

G: (a) = m; (b) σοφὸς δὲ ταμιεύεται κατὰ μέρος. “(b) but the wise man 
reserves (it) in part.” bAP translates the last phrase as “la dispense à 
mesure,” in accordance with the classical usage, ταμιεύεσθαι = “to be 
treasurer.” but the word means “hold in store” in 4 macc 12:12. G is 
reading יחשׂכנה (“hold it back”) (de lagarde), and κατὰ μέρος corre-
sponds loosely to באחור.

v: (a) = m; (b) sapiens differt et reservat in posterum. “(b) but the wise 
man defers and reserves (his thought) until later.” since v shows inde-
pendence in the handling of באחור, it supports the existence of יחשכנה. 
The verb חשׂך is used of restraining one’s speech in Job 7:11; Prov 10:19; 
and 17:27 (but, to be sure, is not translated by differo or reservo).

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܚܟܝ�ܡܐ ܒܪܥܝܢܗ ܡܬܚܫܒ. “(b) but the wise man thinks 
it in his mind.” “Thinks it” = יחשבנה.
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29:12
G translates משל (m מֹשֵׁל), uniquely, as βασιλέως (“king”); see the 

comment on 19:6.

29:13
G: (a) δανιστοῦ καὶ χρεοφειλέτου ἀλλήλοις συνελθόντων (b) ἐπισκοπὴν 

ποιεῖται ἀμφοτέρων ὁ κύριος. “(a) when creditor and debtor have a meet-
ing with each other, (b) the lord has them both under observation” 
(trans. mcKane). G’s “creditor” and “debtor” are a narrower interpreta-
tion of רש (“poor”) and איש תככים (“man of oppressions”), in reverse 
order. G thereby creates a more precise antithesis and a closer associa-
tion between the two types. They interact in a particular way, lending 
and borrowing. (de lagarde suggests that G associates תככים with τόκος 
[“usury”], which would be a case of interlingual homoiophony.)

The phrase עיני gives light to the eyes of“) מאיר  ”) is understood as 
God making his own eyes “shine on”—that is to say, look upon—the 
two men. This formulation provides a warning pertinent to the situation 
envisioned by G. if, in such an encounter, the lender wishes to pressure 
the debtor, he should remember that God has both under view.

v translates the first three words as pauper et creditor (“a poor man 
and a creditor”), combining m and G.

s’s ܘܡܟܐܒܐ (“a hurtful man”) is a good approximation of איש תככים 
and is reinforced by association with syriac ܬܘܟܐ (“harm,” “injury”). 
t’s וגברא מצעיא (“an intermediary”) associates תככים with תוך.

29:14
G’s μαρτύριον (“for a witness”) vocalizes לְעֵד for m’s לָעַד; similarly in 

12:19. However, “forever” is the more appropriate sense here (unlike in 
12:19). G says that the royal throne is a witness. Possible background is Ps 
89:38, which (apparently) calls david’s throne a “faithful witness” (though 
it is not clear that G-Psalms itself construes the Hebrew this way).

ישׁ  שׁ וְאִ֣ ים׃ 13 רָ֤ יו רְשָׁעִֽ ל־מְשָׁרְתָ֥ קֶר כָּֽ יב עַל־דְּבַר־שָׁ֑ שֵׁל מַקְשִׁ֣ 12 מֹ֭

ים  ת דַּלִּ֑ אֱמֶ֣ ט בֶּֽ לֶךְ שׁוֹפֵ֣ ם יְהוָֽה׃ 14 מֶ֤ אִיר־עֵינֵי֖ שְׁנֵיהֶ֣ ים נִפְגָּשׁ֑וּ מֵ֤ תְּכָכִ֣
ישׁ  ח מֵבִ֥ שֻׁלָּ֗ ה וְנַ֥עַר מְ֝ ן חָכְמָ֑ תוֹכַחַת יִתֵּ֣ בֶט וְ֭ ד יִכּֽוֹן׃ 15 שֵׁ֣ סְא֗וֹ לָעַ֥ כִּ֝

ם יִרְאֽוּ׃  מַפַּלְתָּ֥ ים בְּֽ צַדִּיקִ֗ שַׁע וְ֝ שָׁעִים יִרְבֶּה־פָּ֑ אִמּֽוֹ׃ 16 בִּרְב֣וֹת רְ֭
זוֹן  ין חָ֭ ךָ׃  פ  18 בְּאֵ֣ ן מַעֲדַנִּ֣ים לְנַפְשֶֽׁ ךָ וְיִתֵּ֖ ינִיחֶ֑ נְךָ וִֽ ר בִּ֭ 17 יַסֵּ֣
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s: ܢܬܩܢ ܒܕܝܢܐ  ܟܘܪܣܝܗ  ܕܕܐܢܿ ܒܩܘܫܬܐ.   A king who (a)“ .ܡܠܟܐ 
judges in truth (b) his throne will be established in justice.” The omis-
sion of דלים extends the dictum to all royal judgments. it is not clear that 
 ;is based on G (per bHQ) rather than taken from the idea of 16:12 ܒܕܝܢܐ
25:5, though that word is not used there. (it is used of royal justice in s 
29:4 and 31:9.)

29:15
For m’s “his mother,” G has γονεῖς αὐτοῦ (“his parents”), since, the 

translator may presume, both must feel the shame.

29:16
G’s πολλαὶ γίνονται (“become fearful”) confuses יראו “see” with the 

homograph “fear.”
s’s ܢܚܕܘܢ (“will rejoice”) makes the consequence of seeing explicit. 

it also uses one component of the pair ושמח  see especially Pss) ראה 
107:42; 119:74) to suggest both.

29:17
in G, this verse appears both here and in G 28:17aab; see the comment 

there.

29:18
G: (a) οὐ μὴ ὑπάρξῃ ἐξηγητὴς ἔθνει παρανόμῳ, (b) ὁ δὲ φυλάσσων τὸν 

νόμον μακαριστός. “(a) For a lawless nation there is no interpreter, (b) but 
he who keeps the law is most fortunate.” in the translator’s time, prophecy 
was no longer sanctioned or was at least viewed with suspicion. Hence G 
(in line with the later rabbinic attitude) asserts that interpreters are indis-
pensable to it. Gels glosses ἐξηγητής as “expounder,” “interpreter” but 
also suggests that ἐξηγητής (one of whose meanings is “leader,” “guide” 
[lsJ]) can mean “superintendent,” “guide,” like Aramaic חזן. bAP notes 
that the dream interpreters in Gen 41:8 and 24 are called ἐξήγται (cf. 
G-Judg b 7:13), but in the present context, the ἐξηγητής is an interpreter 
of the law. G 29:18a ≈ G 28:17ac. v maintains prophetia “prophecy.”

s: ܒܣܘܓܐܐ ܕܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ ܡܬܬܪܥ ܥ�ܡܐ. ܘܕܢܛܪ ܢ�ܘܣܐ ܛܘܒܘܗܝ. “(a) by 
the multiplicity of evildoers a people is broken, (b) but fortunate is he 
who keeps the law!” s apparently shares G’s scruples about asserting the 
necessity of prophetic vision, but it solves the problem independently 
by substituting “evildoers” as an antithesis to 29:18b (recalling in part 
29:16).
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29:19
G adds σκληρός to οἰκέτης (hence “a stubborn slave”), to avoid the 

implication that no slaves will accept verbal rebuke.
s: (a) = m; (b) ܝܿܕܥ ܓܝܪ ܕܠܡܐ ܒܠܥ. “(b) for he knows that he is not 

beaten.” s vocalizes מְעֻנֶּה (lit. “tortured”) (Pinkuss).

29:21
G: (a) ὃς κατασπαταλᾷ ἐκ παιδός οἰκέτης ἔσται, (b) ἔσχατον δὲ 

ὀδυνηθήσεται ἐφ’ ἑαυτῷ. “(a) He who lives luxuriously from childhood 
will be a servant, (b) and will in the end be miserable about himself.” 
because G assumes that מפנק is passive (מְפֻנָּק), he divides the sen-
tence after מנער and treats עבדו (“his servant”) as a predicate clause. 
ὀδυνηθήσεται ἐφ’ ἑαυτῷ is a contextual guess for the obscure מנון.

v interprets מנון from context as contumacem “obstinate.”
s: ܕܡܬܦܢܩ ܡܢ ܛܠܝܘܬܗ ܥܒܼܕܐ ܢܗܘܐ܂ ܘܒܐܚܪܝܬܗ ܢܬܬܢܚ. “(a) He 

who is spoiled from his youth will be a servant, (b) and at his end will 
groan.” Though the Hebrew of 29:21a is clear, s follows G while making 
its own guess at מנון.

(כ → ג graph) G (ὀρύσσει) *יכרה [ (ܡܓܪܓ) m s יגרה 29:22
G: (a) ἀνὴρ θυμώδης ὀρύσσει νεῖκος, (b) ἀνὴρ δὲ ὀργίλος ἐξώρυξεν 

ἁμαρτίας. “(a) A hot-tempered man digs up conflict, (b) and an angry 
man digs out sins.” ἐξώρυξεν is used for the sake of paronomasia with 
ὀρύσσει. The wordplay would not have come about, however, unless the 
source text had (יִכְרֶה) יכרה in 29:22a.

29:23
G: (a) = m; (b) τοὺς δὲ ταπεινόφρονας ἐρείδει δόξῃ κύριος. “(b) but the 

ין  בִ֗ י־יָ֝ בֶד כִּֽ דְבָרִים לאֹ־יִוָּסֶ֣ר עָ֑ הוּ׃ 19 בִּ֭ ה אַשְׁרֵֽ ר תּוֹרָ֣ ם וְשׁמֵֹ֖ ע עָ֑ רַֽ יִפָּ֣
נּוּ׃ 21 מְפַנֵּק֣  יל מִמֶּֽ יו תִּקְוָ֖ה לִכְסִ֣ ץ בִּדְבָרָ֑ ישׁ אָ֣ יתָ אִ֭ ין מַעֲנֶֽה׃ 20 חָזִ֗ וְאֵ֣
ה  עַל חֵמָ֣ ה מָד֑וֹן וּבַ֖ ף יְגָרֶ֣ ישׁ־אַ֭ אַחֲרִית֗וֹ יִהְיֶה֥ מָנֽוֹן׃ 22 אִֽ עַר עַבְדּ֑וֹ וְ֝ מִנֹּ֣

ךְ כָּבֽוֹד׃  נּוּ וּשְׁפַל־ר֗וּחַ יִתְמֹ֥ דָם תַּשְׁפִּילֶ֑ שַׁע׃ 23 גַּאֲוַ֣ת אָ֭ רַב־פָּֽ
דָם  ת אָ֭ יד׃ 25 חֶרְדַּ֣ א יַגִּֽ ֹ֣ ע וְל שְׁמַ֗ ה יִ֝ נָּב שׂוֹנֵא֣ נַפְשׁ֑וֹ אָלָ֥ 24 חוֹלֵ֣ק עִם־גַּ֭

ל  ים פְּנֵי־מוֹשֵׁ֑ בִּים מְבַקְשִׁ֣ חַ בַּיהוָ֣ה יְשֻׂגָּֽב׃ 26 רַ֭ שׁ וּבוֹטֵ֖ ן מוָֹקֵ֑ יִתֵּ֣
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lord supports the humble-minded [pl] with honor.” G assumes that תמך 
means “support” (see the comment on 4:4) and supplies an appropriate 
subject, the lord.

29:24
G: (a) ὃς μερίζεται κλέπτῃ, μισεῖ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ ψυχήν. (b) ἐὰν δὲ ὅρκου 

προτεθέντος ἀκούσαντες μὴ ἀναγγείλωσιν. “(a) He who shares with a thief 
hates his own soul. (b) if, hearing a vow being put forth, they not make 
a report” (continues in 29:25). verses 24–25 form a quatrain on the dan-
gers of becoming involved with a thief. The plural ἀναγγείλωσιν (where 
m has sg) must refer to unmentioned witnesses.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܦܣܩܝܢ ܥܠܘܗܝ ܡܘ̈ܡܬܐ ܘܠܡܐ ܡܘܕܐ. “(b) And they 
decree oaths for him but he does not confess.” s has a different legal 
procedure in mind, one in which the suspect is forced to swear to his 
innocence. in this case, he chooses to perjure himself.

29:25
G: (a) φοβηθέντες καὶ αἰσχυνθέντες ἀνθρώπους ὐποσκελισθήσονται [var: 

ὑπεσκελίσθησαν Gb s rahlfs], (b) ὁ δὲ πεποιθὼς ἐπὶ κύριον εὐφρανθήσεται. 
(c) ἀσέβεια ἀνδρὶ δίδωσιν σφάλμα. (d) ὃς δὲ πέποιθεν ἐπὶ τῷ δεσπότῃ, 
σωθήσεται. “(a) because they fear and reverence [or ‘feel shame toward’] 
men, they will be overthrown [var: ‘have been overthrown’], (b) but he 
who has trust in the lord shall be happy. (c) impiety will make a man 
stumble, (d) but he who trusts in the master will be saved.” There is 
some confusion in the Hexaplaric markings (see Fritsch 1953, 179), but 
29:25cd is clearly a corrective doublet of the freer 29:25ab. stich 29:25a 
has a double translation of חרדת אדם.

s translates חרדת אדם as ܕܓܒܪܐ  .(”the iniquity of a man“) ܥܘܼܠܗ 
 does not occur elsewhere in Proverbs, but in the Pentateuch s חר"ד
understood the meaning of חר"ד correctly. Perhaps s-Proverbs assumed, 
too “logically,” that sin rather than fear is the trap, for fear should help a 
person avoid sin.

29:26
G translates מבקשים as θεραπεύουσιν (“serve,” “pay court to”), borrow-

ing a term from the near-doublet in G 19:6a, where the verb translates 
.יחלו
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G 30:1–14; 31:10–31
G-Prov 30:1–14 follow G 24:22e. G 31:10–31 follow G 29:27. G verses 

are discussed along with m. see the note at 24:22e.

(ח → ה graph) G (καὶ δεξάμενος) *יקח [ (ܝܩܝ) m s יקה 30:1
ם ] המשא נאם א נְאֻ֣ שָּׂ֥  m (accents) הַמַּ֫
בֶר› גֶּבֶר [ ‹הַגָּ֑ m (syntax, accent) הַ֭
ל [ ‹לאיתי אל לאיתי אל› יתִיאֵ֣ ל לְאִ֖ יתִיאֵ֑  :G s (m: div; G s < 2לאיתיאל ;m לאִֽ
haplog לאיתיאל → לאיתיאל לאיתיאל) (accents)
ל [ G וָאֵכֶל m (vocal) וְאֻכָֽ

m 30:1 is enigmatic. most translations are along the lines of KJv: “The 
words of Agur the son of Jakeh, even the prophecy: the man spake unto 
ithiel, even unto ithiel and ucal.” in this understanding, Agur is speak-
ing to two sons, one of them mentioned twice. The name ithiel is known 
from Neh 11:7; a name ukhal is otherwise unattested. There are problems 
with this interpretation. if ithiel is a name, why is it repeated? if these are 
personal names, we would expect the addition of “his sons.” in other titles 
that state the audience of a wisdom instruction, the audience is always 
identified as “his son” or “his sons” and not by name alone. Also, the next 
verse starts with כי (probably meaning “because”), which presumes an 
earlier sentence, not only a title compounded of personal names.

i translate: “(a) The words of Agur the son of yaqeh, (b) the pronounce-
ment, the oracle of the man: (c) i am weary, God, (d) i am weary, God, 
and have wasted away” (≠ AbP). The proposed translation is uncertain 
but requires only minor changes and makes sense. (The major disjunc-
tive is now at הגבר.) As emended, this sentence reverberates in the 
clause “before i die” in 30:7b, which is suggestive of approaching death, 
as in Gen 27:4 and 45:28. Agur’s oracle consists of his last words. They 
are called a נאם, as are david’s last words in 2 sam 23:1. The psalmist of 
Ps 73, confessing ignorance (see 73:22), says that his flesh “is wasting 
away” (73:26, using כל"ה, as in the emended text).

G: (a) Τοὺς ἐμοὺς λόγους, υἱέ, φοβήθητι (b) καὶ δεξάμενος αὐτοὺς 
μετανόει. (c) τάδε λέγει ὁ ἀνὴρ τοῖς πιστεύουσιν θεῷ, καὶ παύομαι. “(a) Fear 

ע  ת רָשָׁ֣ וֶל וְתוֹעֲבַ֖ ישׁ עָ֑ דִּיקִים אִ֣ ת צַ֭ ישׁ׃ 27 תּוֹעֲבַ֣ ה מִשְׁפַּט־אִֽ וּ֝מֵיְהוָ֗
רֶךְ׃  פ יְשַׁר־דָּֽ

ה י ׀ אָג֥וּר בִּן־יָקֶ֗ דִּבְרֵ֤  30:1
י  עַר אָנֹכִ֣ י בַ֣ כֶל⌉׃ 2 כִּ֤ בֶר לָאִיתִי אֵל לָאִיתִי אֵל וָאֵֽ ⌈הַמַּשָּׂא נְאֻם הַגָּ֑
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my words, son, (b) and having received them, repent! (c) These things 
says the man to those who have faith in God; and i cease.” This radi-
cal paraphrase eliminates an attribution of authorship to someone other 
than solomon; see the comment on 10:1.

Given the difficulties facing the translator in this verse, retroversions 
are shaky. Nevertheless, יקח (or possibly וקח) for יקה seems likely, as does 
the omission of one occurrence of לאיתיאל. The phrase τοῖς πιστεύουσιν 
θεῷ parses לאיתיאל as ל + איתַי + אל = “to whom there is God” (cf. v, s). 
This idea is paraphrased as “those who have faith in God.” איתי was con-
strued as biblical Aramaic “there is.” G’s καὶ παύομαι (and καὶ τέλεσον in 
α′) derive ואכל from כל"ה “finish.” (in the emendation, G is mentioned 
as suggestive of the preferred vocalization, not as evidence for it.) in all, 
G interprets the verse as if it read דברַי בני תגור וקָחֵם וְהִנָּשֵׂא נָאַם הגבר 
 This is not to say that G necessarily had this exact text) .לאיתי אל וָאֵכֶל
in its source. Note that the verbal use of נאם is a rabbinic usage.)

G probably thought that the idea of repentance was implicit in המשא, 
which he associated with נשׂא. This verb sometimes means “forgive” or, 
in the passive, “be forgiven” (e.g., isa 33:24; Ps 32:1). The precondition of 
forgiveness is repentance; hence G changes “be forgiven” to “repent,” to 
make the human role in the process explicit.

G 30:1b recalls G 24:22ab: δεχόμενος δὲ ἐδέξατο (lit. “and receiving it, 
he received it”). indeed, G 30:1 recalls the entirety of G 24:22a. That 
verse is now followed by G 24:22b–e, but the latter is an independent 
unit and very likely a later insertion. without it, 30:1 would have directly 
followed 24:22a:

24:22a a A son who keeps the word is free from destruction,
b  and receiving it, he has (really) received it.

30:1 a Fear my words, son,
b and having received them, repent

v: (a) verba Congregantis filii Vomentis (b) visio quam locutus est vir 
cum quo est Deus (c) et qui Deo secum morante confortatus ait. “(a) The 
words of the Assembler, son of vomiter. (b) the vision, which a man, 
with whom is God, said, (c) and who [sc. the man], having been 
strengthened by God himself, while delaying, said.” using midrashic 
techniques of creative rereading, v (tortuously) construes m 30:1ab as 
if it read, approximately, (a) דברי אוגר בן יקה המשא נָאַם הגבר לו אִיתַי 
 is treated like rH נאם and ,(”vomit“) קי"א is associated with יקה .אֵל
 ,and translated as a passive. Congregantis recalls 1 Kgs 8:1 (”speak“) נָאַם
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in which solomon “assembled” the people (m יַקְהֵל, v congregavit). v 
30:1c, however, can hardly be correlated with m’s לאיתיאל ואכל. Num. 
rab. 10:4 (88a) (similarly tanhụma wa’era’ [buber] 8 [73a]) explains 
that solomon was called יקה because “he disgorged” (הקיא) the words 
of torah as if into a bowl. That same midrash also says that solomon 
used to say: אִיתִּי אל (“God is with me”).

s: ܡ̈ܠܘܗܝ ܕܐܓܘܪ ܒܪ ܝܩܝ܂ ܕܩܒܠ ܢܒܝܘܬܐ ܘܐܬܡܨܝ ܚܝܠܡܐ܂ ܘܐܡܪ 
-The words of Agur son of yaqiy, who received a proph (a)“ .ܠܡܐܬܠܝܐܝܠ
ecy, (b) and he found strength and said to ithliel.” The syriac lines up with 
m as follows: יקה) בן־יקה ≈ ܒܪ ܝܩܝ ܕܩܒܠ ;דברי אגור = ܡ̈ܠܘܗܝ ܕܐܓܘܪ 
is apparently read as יקח for the second translation); המשא = ܢܒܝܘܬܐ 
(which can mean “prophecy”); Ø = הגבר ≈ ܘܐܬܡܨܝ ܚܝܠܡܐ ;נאם. some 
of the correspondences are based on consonantal similarities alone. The 
form of the listener’s name in s, ܠܡܐܬܠܝܐܝܠ, treats the Hebrew as if it 
were Aramaic אית לי איל (“i have God”); G may be an influence in this 
regard. (by sound, but not by spelling, איל is a Hebraism used in syriac; 
see sl, 115a.) Neither s nor G represents the second לאיתיאל, which is 
probably a dittography in m. to be sure, both G and s are highly creative 
and flexible in this puzzling verse, but they would have had no reason to 
ignore the second occurrence if it had been in their source text.

30:2
G: (a) ἀφρονέστατος γάρ εἰμι πάντων ἀνθρώπων, (b) καὶ φρόνησις 

ἀνθρώπων οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν ἐμοί. “(a) For i am the most foolish of all men, (b) 
and intelligence of men is not in me.” G rightly carries the force of the 
negative into the second stich.

30:3
G: (a) θεὸς δεδίδαχέν με σοφίαν, (b) καὶ γνῶσιν ἁγίων ἔγνωκα. “(a) God 

taught me wisdom, (b) and i know knowledge of the holy ones.” “God” 
 was probably a mental maneuver on ואל to ולא The change from .ואל =

ים  עַת קְדשִֹׁ֣ ה וְדַ֖ דְתִּי חָכְמָ֑ א־לָמַ֥ ֹֽ י׃ 3 וְל ם לִֽ א־בִינַ֖ת אָדָ֣ ֹֽ ישׁ וְל מֵאִ֑
יִם  רַר־מַ֨ י צָֽ יו מִ֤ סַף־ר֨וּחַ ׀ בְּחָפְנָ֡ י אָֽ ד מִ֤ יִם ׀ וַיֵּרַ֡ ה־שָׁמַ֨ י עָלָֽ ע׃ 4 מִ֤ אֵדָֽ

ע׃  י תֵדָֽ נ֗וֹ כִּ֣ ה־שֶּׁם־בְּ֝ רֶץ מַה־שְּׁמ֥וֹ וּמַֽ ים כָּל־אַפְסֵי־אָ֑ י הֵָקִ֣ ה מִ֭ ׀ בַּשִּׂמְלָ֗
ים בּֽוֹ׃ 6 אַל־תּ֥וֹסְפְּ עַל־ חֹסִ֥ ןֽ ה֗וּא לַֽ ה מָגֵ֥ ת אֱל֣וֹהַּ צְרוּפָ֑ 5 כָּל־אִמְרַ֣
ךְ  לְתִּי מֵאִתָּ֑ תַּיִם שָׁאַ֣ יחַ בְּךָ֣ וְנִכְזָֽבְתָּ׃  פ  7 שְׁ֭ יו פֶּן־יוֹכִ֖  דְּבָרָ֑
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the translator’s part, an exegetical metathesis. (on the concept, see com-
ment on 11:27.) ואל in the Hebrew would have made למדתי impossible, 
whereas the translator could take liberties with the grammar. The prob-
lem presented by m is that it has solomon, the prototypical wise man, 
declaring that he has not learned wisdom. with God as the subject, the 
verse now has solomon ascribing his wisdom to God himself, as in wis 
sol 8:17–22; 9:9–11.

s: ܘܠܡܐ ܝܕܥܬ ܚܟ�ܬܐ. ܘܠܡܐ ܝܠܦܬ ܝܕܥܬܐ ܕܩܕܝܫ̈ܐ. “(a) And i did not 
know wisdom (b) and i did not learn the knowledge of the holy beings 
[or ‘saints’].” s continues the force of the negative into the second stich, 
denying that the speaker has any knowledge, human or angelic. This is 
the usual modern interpretation and is distinct from G’s.

30:4
(a) τίς ἀνέβη εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ κατέβη; (b) τίς συνήγαγεν ἀνέμους ἐν 

κόλπῳ; (c) τίς συνέστρεψεν ὕδωρ ἐν ἱματίῳ; (d) τίς ἐκράτησεν πάντων τῶν 
ἄκρων τῆς γῆς; (e) τί ὄνομα αὐτῷ, ἢ τί ὄνομα τοῖς τέκνοις αὐτοῦ, ἵνα γνῷς 
[var: > ἵνα γνῷς Gb s]; “(a) who has gone up to heaven and come down? 
(b) who has gathered the winds in (his) bosom? (c) who has gathered 
water in a garment? (d) who has mastered all the heights of the earth? 
(e) what is his name, or what is the name of his children?—that you 
may know [var: > ‘that you may know’]?” G’s “his bosom”—that is, the 
opening of his robe—is influenced by “in his garment” in 30:4c and does 
not show a different Hebrew. G 30:4d has ἐκράτησεν (“mastered”) for
 whereas m requires the answer “God,” G’s “who .(”established“) הקים
mastered…?” allows for the answer, “No one,” which is the answer called 
for by the other questions in the series. in 30:4e, τοῖς τέκνοις αὐτοῦ = בניו 
or בָּנָו. ἵνα γνῷς is lacking in Gb s. it is possible that ἵνα γνῷς (> Gb s) is 
secondary in G and its original absence reflects an absence of כי תדע in 
proto-m as well (thus, e.g., Clifford), but see AbP.

s prefixes ܠܝ  an ambiguous form. if the verb is a perfect, the ,ܐܡܪ 
clause means, “He [God] said to me.” if it is an imperative, the clause 
means “tell me!” The latter would be a challenge, like God’s challenge to 
Job (38:5a). After that, s = m.

30:7
G: (a) = m; (b) μὴ ἀφέλῃς μου χάριν πρὸ τοῦ ἀποθανεῖν με. “(b) do not 

remove favor from me before i die.” since m appears to lack a direct 
object for תמנע in the second stich (the object is actually present in the 
first), G supplies one by adding χάριν, referring to God’s grace.
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30:8
G (a) = m; (b) ≈ m, with word metathesis; (c) σύνταξον δέ μοι τὰ δέοντα 

καὶ τὰ αὐτάρκη. “(c) but prescribe for me what is necessary and suffi-
cient.” G 30:8c is an accurate paraphrase of m.

s ≈ m. לחם חקי is translated ܡܣܬܝ  a living sufficient for“) ܥܘܡܪܐ 
me”), an idea probably taken from G.

(ז → ו ,ח → 1ה graph) G (ὁρᾷ) *יחזה [ (ܡܪܝܐ) m s יהוה 30:9
G’s τίς με ὁρᾷ (“who sees me?”) = מִי יֶחֱזֶה (with “me” inferred), for m’s 

 it is (.יהיה where m has יחזה similarly in isa 2:2 ἐμφανὲς for) .מי יהוה
possible that m’s מי יהוה is the secondary reading, influenced by exod 
5:2. The claim that God does not see the sinner is ascribed to the wicked 
in isa 29:15; Ps 64:6; and Job 22:14.

mQ (orth) אֲדנָֹי֑ו [ mK אדנו 30:10
G: (a) μὴ παραδῷς οἰκέτην εἰς χεῖρας δεσπότου. (b) μήποτε καταράσηταί 

σε καὶ ἀφανισθῇς. “(a) do not deliver a slave to the hands of (his) master, 
(b) lest he curse you and you be annihilated.” de waard suggests that μὴ 
παραδῷς is an exegetical metathesis that treats תלשן as if it were תשלם 
-This, he believes, belongs to G’s “tendency toward intensi .(תַּשְׁלִים =)
fication and radicalization” (1993, 258). in fact, G is influenced by the 
command in G-deut 23:16, which uses παραδώσεις for תסגיר (“turn over 
to”). in the present verse, ἀφανισθῇς = ואשמת by association with שמ"ם 
(similarly Hos 5:15; 10:2; 14:1 [G-stem]; and Joel 1:18 [N-stem]). This 
choice is prompted both by the phonetic similarity of the two words 

ק  ב הַרְחֵ֬ וְא ׀ וּֽדְבַר־כָּזָ֡ רֶם אָמֽוּת׃ 8 שָׁ֤ נִּי בְּטֶ֣ מֶּ֗ אַל־תִּמְנַ֥ע מִ֝
ע  ן אֶשְׂבַּ֨ י׃ 9 פֶּ֥ נִי לֶ֣חֶם חֻקִּֽ טְרִיפֵ֗ י הַ֝ תֶּן־לִ֑ עשֶֹׁר אַל־תִּֽ אשׁ וָ֭ נִּי רֵ֣ מִמֶּ֗

ם  שְׂתִּי שֵׁ֣ תָפַ֗ שׁ וְגָנַ֑בְתִּי וְ֝ ן־אִוָּרֵ֥ י יְה֫וָ֥ה וּפֶֽ רְתִּי מִ֥ ׀ וְכִחַשְׁתִּי֮ וְאָמַ֗
ן־יְקַלֶּלְךָ֥  בֶד אֶל־אֲדנָֹ֑ו פֶּֽ ן עֶ֭ י׃  פ  10 אַל־תַּלְשֵׁ֣ אֱלֹהָֽ

ךְ׃ 12 דּ֭וֹר טָה֣וֹר  א יְבָרֵֽ ֹ֣ מּ֗וֹ ל ל וְאֶת־אִ֝ יו יְקַלֵּ֑ מְתָּ׃ 11 דּ֭וֹר אָבִ֣ וְאָשָֽׁ
אוּ׃  יו יִנָּשֵֽׂ עַפְעַפָּ֗ ץ׃ 13 דּ֭וֹר מָה־רָמ֣וּ עֵינָי֑ו וְ֝ א רֻחָֽ ֹ֣ בְּעֵינָי֑ו וּ֝מִצּאָֹת֗וֹ ל

רֶץ  ל עֲנִיִּי֣ם מֵאֶ֑ תָיו לֶאֱכֹ֣ תַלְּעֹ֫ 14 דּ֤וֹר ׀ חֲרָב֣וֹת שִׁנָּיו֮ וּֽמַאֲכָל֪וֹת מְֽ

ב ׀  י בָנוֹת֮ הַ֤ ה ׀ שְׁתֵּ֥ עֲלוּקָ֨ ם׃  פ  15 לַֽ ים מֵאָדָֽ אֶבְיוֹנִ֗ וְ֝
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and the reasoning that the consequence of a malediction is not guilt but 
punishment.

30:11
G: (a) ἔκγονον κακὸν πατέρα καταρᾶται. (b) = m. “(a) bad offspring 

curse the father.” by translating דור as ἔκγονον κακόν in verses 11, 12, 13, 
and 14 (rather than γενεά as in 27:24 and usually), G condemns indi-
viduals, as is usual in Proverbs, and not an entire generation. G adds 
“bad” in these verses to clarify what kind of offspring does these things.

30:12
G: (a) ἔκγονον κακὸν δίκαιον ἑαυτὸν κρίνει, (b) τὴν δὲ ἔξοδον αὐτοῦ οὐκ 

ἀπένιψεν. “(a) A bad offspring judges himself righteous (b) and did not 
wash off his exit.” The translator understood ומצאתו (m ֹֹוּמִצּאָֹתו [“and 
from its excrement”]) as ֹוּמִצֵּאתו (“and from his going out”) = ἔξοδος 
αὐτοῦ, which can be a euphemism for anus; cf. lsJ 596a.ii.3. in this way, 
G circles back to m’s intention.

 G (τοὺς πένητας αὐτῶν) (orth or *ואביונם [ (ܡܣ̈ܟܢܐ) m s ואביונים 30:14
gram)

in G 30:14d, καὶ τοὺς πένητας αὐτῶν (“and their wretched [pl]”) rep-
resents  barr .ואביונים which is an orthographic variant of m’s ,אביונם 
(1989, 45–47) gives examples of the masculine plural written without 
the י, a phenomenon he describes as extremely rare but not a sign of 
antiquity. G construes the word as וְאֶבְיוֹנָם, though the suffixed form 
does not exist elsewhere.

G continues with 24:23–34.

30:15
G: (a) Τῇ βδέλλῃ τρεῖς θυγατέρες ἦσαν ἀγαπήσει ἀγαπώμεναι, (b) καὶ 

αἱ τρεῖς αὗται οὐκ ἐνεπίμπλασαν αὐτήν, (c) καὶ ἡ τετάρτη οὐκ ἠρκέσθη 
εἰπεῖν Ἱκανόν. “(a) to the leech there were three daughters, truly beloved. 
(b) And these three did not sate her, (c) and the fourth was not satis-
fied, so as to say ‘enough!’” G reads 30:15 as a single saying (though 
30:15a is actually an independent monostich) and rewrites it as a prose 
parable. ἀγαπήσει ἀγαπώμεναι represents a Hebrew paronomastic infini-
tive-absolute construction, which was suggested to the translator by the 
repetition of הב הב. Possibly G had חב חב (as if from חב"ב “love”) (de 
lagarde), but given the paraphrastic treatment (or misunderstanding) 
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of 30:15–16, G could as well be associating הב with אה"ב. m’s “two” 
was changed to “three” to fuse 30:15aα to the number series in 30:15bc. 
G translates ארבע as an ordinal (ἡ τετάρτη), as in verses 18, 21, and 29 
(similarly v), setting the last item apart from the first three items and 
making it the climax of the listing.

s has ܒܢ̈ܢ ܚܒܝ̈ܒܢ ܬܠܬ (“three beloved daughters”) = G.

 מים → מים G (ὕδατος καὶ ὕδωρ) (dittog *מים מים [ (ܡ̈ܝܐ) m s מים 30:16
(מים

G: (a) ᾅδης καὶ ἔρως γυναικὸς (b) καὶ τάρταρος καὶ γῆ οὐκ ἐμπιπλαμένη 
ὕδατος (c) καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ πῦρ οὐ μὴ εἴπωσιν Ἀρκεῖ. “(a) Hades and the love 
of a woman (b) and tartarus, and the earth, which is not filled with water, 
(c) and water and fire do not say, ‘it is enough.’ ” G makes the four insatia-
bles into six. ἔρως appears elsewhere in G only in Prov 7:18, where it also 
means sexual passion. G’s καὶ ἔρως γυναικός departs considerably from 
m’s ועצר רחם (“the closing of the womb”) to introduce a moral warning 
against lustful women. it associates רחם with Aramaic רח"ם (“love”), as 
in G 28:13 and GA-Judg 5:30. The second “water” in G has no exegeti-
cal function and is in a different syntactic position than the first. Hence 
ὕδατος καὶ ὕδωρ is not a double translation but a dittography in the source 
text. “sheol,” however, is given a double translation, Hades and tartarus.

s ≈ m, but ܿܘܐܚܕܬ ܪ̈ܚ�ܝܗ (“and the shutting up of her womb”) must 
refer to the “womb” (plural in singular sense, as in, e.g., Gen 49:25; exod 
13:12; 34:19) of sheol (fem). The image recalls the metaphor of the earth 
as the mother of all; see Ps 139:13 with 15; sir 40:4; ezra 5:48.

ת־ 30:17 ת־ [ merfurt 1 לְיִקְּהַ֫ יקֲּהַ֫ mA l y (vocal) לִֽ
The major m mss have the anomalous vocalization לִיקֲּהַת.  This is 

preferred by ben Naphtali, though it seems morphologically impossible. 

מְרוּ הֽוֹן׃ 16 שְׁאוֹל֮  ע לאֹ־אָ֥ רְבַּ֗ עְנָה אַ֝ א תִשְׂבַּ֑ ֹ֣ נָּה ל ב שָׁל֣וֹשׁ הֵ֭ הַ֥
יִן ׀  מְרָה הֽוֹן׃ 17 עַ֤ שׁ לאֹ־אָ֥ אֵ֗ יִם וְ֝ בְעָה מַּ֑ רֶץ לאֹ־שָׂ֣ חַם אֶ֭ ר רָ֥ צֶ֫ וְעֹ֪
יאֹכְל֥וּהָ בְנֵי־ ם יִקְּר֥וּהָ ערְֹבֵי־נַ֑חַל וְֽ ת־⌉אֵ֥ ג לְאָב֮ וְתָב֪וּז ⌈לְיִקְּהַ֫ לְעַ֣ תִּֽ

א  ֹ֣ נִּוּ ⌈וְאַ֝רְבַּע⌉ ל מָּה נִפְלְא֣וּ מִמֶּ֑ ה הֵ֭ נָֽשֶׁר׃  פ  18 שְׁלֹשָׁ֣
רֶךְ־אֳנִיָּ֥ה  י צ֥וּר דֶּֽ שׁ עֲלֵ֫ רֶךְ נָחָ֗ שֶׁר ׀ בַּשָּׁמַיִם֮ דֶּ֥ רֶךְ הַנֶּ֨ ים׃ 19 דֶּ֤ יְדַעְתִּֽ

כְלָה  פֶת אָ֭ אָ֥ ה מְנָ֫ רֶךְ אִשָּׁ֗ ן ׀ דֶּ֥ ה׃ 20 כֵּ֤ רֶךְ גֶּבֶ֣ר בְּעַלְמָֽ בְלֶב־יָם֑ וְדֶ֖
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The minority vocalization is לְיִקְּהַת (Cod. erfurt 1); see baer 1880, 52. 
it is very unlikely that this maintains a connection to the original maso-
retic form; rather, it looks like a normalization based on Gen 49:10. but 
even if it is secondary, it is correct. The versions (like modern transla-
tors) guess at the meaning of the crux יקהת. G renders it as γῆρας (“old 
age”), taking a cue from 23:22, where also one is warned not to despise 
 follows s in (קשישותא) follows G, and t (ܣܝܒܘܬܐ) a parent. s (בוז)
understanding this word as meaning “old age.” v shows originality in 
rendering it partum (“childbearing”).

ה [ mK וארבע 30:18 אַרְבָּעָ֗ mQ (norm, assim) וְ֝
The qere adjusts וארבע to the masculine form, as used in the parallel 

.שלשה
G: (a) τρία δέ ἐστιν ἀδύνατά μοι νοῆσαι, (b) καὶ τὸ τέταρτον οὐκ 

ἐπιγινώσκω. “(a) There are three things that are too difficult for me to 
understand, (b) and the fourth i do not observe.” G uses the cardinal 
τρία and the ordinal τὸ τέταρτον (as in 30:15c [fem]). This sets the fourth 
item in the list—“the ways of a man in his youth”—in a class by itself. 
The fourth behavior is what the epigram was leading up to (see the next 
comment). it is the most puzzling “way” of them all.

s uses the cardinal “fourth” = G.

30:19
G: (a) ἴχνη ἀετοῦ πετομένου (b) καὶ ὁδοὺς ὄφεως ἐπὶ πέτρας (c) καὶ 

τρίβους νηὸς ποντοπορούσης (d) καὶ ὁδοὺς ἀνδρὸς ἐν νεότητι. “(a) The 
tracks of a flying eagle, (b) and the ways of a snake on a rock, (c) and the 
paths of a ship travelling the sea, (d) and the ways of a man in youth.” 
G modifies the syntax of the lines of this verse and varies the words for 
“ways” in 30:19 and 20a. (m repeats דרך; on the meaning of the repeated 
“way,” see AbP.) G translates בעלמה (“with a maid”) as ἐν νεότητι (“in 
youth”), probably for propriety’s sake; similarly v (in adulescentula), s 
 bAP understands “a flying eagle” (for .(בעלמתא) and t ,(ܒܥܠܝ�ܘܬܗ)
m’s “an eagle in the sky”) to reflect 9:12a and “the ways of a man in 
youth” to echo 9:12b, which condemns walking in wayward paths.

30:20
G: (a) τοιαύτη ὁδὸς γυναικὸς μοιχαλίδος, (b) ἥ, ὅταν πράξῃ, ἀπονιψαμένη 

οὐδέν φησιν πεπραχέναι ἄτοπον. “(a) such is the way of an adulterous 
woman, (b) who, when she has done (the deed), after washing says that 
she has done nothing improper.” G explicates the metaphor of eating 
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as committing adultery and the accompanying gesture of wiping the 
mouth as actual postcoital washing.

30:21
G uses ordinals, as in 30:15.

30:23
G: (a) καὶ οἰκέτις ἐὰν ἐκβάλῃ τὴν ἑαυτῆς κυρίαν, (b) καὶ μισητὴ γυνὴ 

ἐὰν τύχῃ ἀνδρὸς ἀγαθοῦ. “(a) And (the earth shakes) if a maidservant 
casts out her own mistress, (b) and if a hateful woman happens to get 
a good man.” G reverses the order of the stichoi, perhaps to tighten the 
parallelism between οἰκέτης in 30:22 and οἰκέτις in 30:23 (bAP). For G, 
a male slave coming to rule (30:22a) means deposing (ἐκβάλλειν) his 
master, like a slave woman displacing her mistress. G parses תירש as 
 hence ἐκβάλῃ, or understands the G-stem to ,(cf. exod 34:24) תֹּרִישׁ
have this sense. This may be an actual case of exegetical metathesis (see 
index). Alternatively, the translator may simply not be parsing the forms 
precisely. whereas m says just that the hateful woman “gets married,” G 
says “happens to get a good man.” The latter event, it seems, is just an 
accident (τύχη), not the expected result of choosing a wife, and, being 
unpleasant, it disturbs the world only if it befalls a good man, who does 
not deserve it. G sometimes tries to eliminate implications of absence of 
retribution that might appear to be allowed for by m; see §3.1.5.2 and 
the comments on 10:6 and 13:23.

לוֹשׁ  חַת שָׁ֭ וֶן׃  פ  21 תַּ֣ לְתִּי אָֽ א־פָעַ֥ ֹֽ ה ל אָמְרָ֗ יהָ וְ֝ חֲתָה פִ֑ וּמָ֣
י יִמְל֑וֹךְ  בֶד כִּ֣ חַת־עֶ֭ ת׃ 22 תַּֽ ל שְׂאֵֽ ע לאֹ־תוּכַ֥ רְבַּ֗ חַת אַ֝ רֶץ וְתַ֥ גְזָה אֶ֑ רָ֣

י־ ה כִּֽ שִׁפְחָ֗ ל וְ֝ י תִבָּעֵ֑ נוּאָה כִּ֣ חַת שְׂ֭ חֶם׃ 23 תַּ֣ ע־לָֽ שְׂבַּֽ י יִֽ ל כִּ֣ נָבָ֗ וְ֝
מָּה  הֵ֗ רֶץ וְ֝ ם קְטַנֵּי־אָ֑ עָה הֵ֭ הּ׃  פ  24 אַרְבָּ֣ שׁ גְּבִרְתָּֽ תִירַ֥
ם׃  יִץ לַחְמָֽ ינוּ בַקַּ֣ ז וַיָּכִ֖ ם לאֹ־עָ֑ נְּמָלִים עַ֣ ים׃ 25 הַ֭ ים מְחֻכָּמִֽ חֲכָמִ֥

ין  לֶךְ אֵ֣ ם׃ 27 מֶ֭ לַע בֵּיתָֽ ימוּ בַסֶּ֣ ם לאֹ־עָצ֑וּם וַיָּשִׂ֖ פַנִּים עַ֣ 26 שְׁ֭

יכְלֵי  יא בְּהֵ֣ הִ֗ שׂ וְ֝ יִם תְּתַפֵּ֑ מָמִית בְּיָדַ֣ ה וַיֵּצֵ֖א חֹצֵ֣ץ כֻּלּֽוֹ׃ 28 שְׂ֭ לָאַרְבֶּ֑
בֵי  ה מֵיטִ֥ אַרְבָּעָ֗ עַד וְ֝ יבֵי צָ֑ מָּה מֵיטִ֣ ה הֵ֭ לֶךְ׃  פ  29 שְׁלֹשָׁ֣ מֶֽ

יר מָתְנַיִֽ֣ם  ל׃ 31 זַרְזִ֣ שׁ֗וּב מִפְּנֵי־כֹֽ ה וְלאֹ־יָ֝ יִשׁ גִּבּ֣וֹר בַּבְּהֵמָ֑ כֶת׃ 30 לַ֭ לָֽ
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30:24
G: σοφώτερα τῶν σοφῶν (“wisest of the wise”) vocalizes חֲכָמִים מֵחֲכָמִים. 

similarly s ܚ̈ܟܝ�ܢ ܡܢ ܚ̈ܟܝ�ܡܐ.

30:28
G: (a) καὶ καλαβώτης χερσὶν ἐρειδόμενος καὶ εὐάλωτος ὢν (b) κατοικεῖ ἐν 

ὀχυρώμασιν βασιλέως. “(a) The gecko, though holding himself up by (his) 
hands and easily caught, (b) dwells in fortresses of the king.” ἐρειδόμενος 
καὶ εὐάλωτος ὤν is a double translation attempting to secure the rele-
vant senses of תתפש, both of which assume a passive-reflexive N-stem. 
(ἐρειδόμενος apparently means that the gecko is impeded by the difficulty 
of holding on to vertical walls.) G has the gecko dwelling “in fortresses” 
(ὀχυρώμασιν), continuing the martial imagery from 30:27 (bAP).

30:29
G ≈ m, but using the ordinal “fourth”; cf. 30:15.

30:30–31
G structures the epigram in 30:30–31 as a series of nouns + relative 

clauses by using relative pronouns or participles.

mA l oc (div) אַלְק֥וּם [ mor mss v (qui resistat ei) אל־קום 30:31
G: (a) καὶ ἀλέκτωρ ἐμπεριπατῶν θηλείαις εὔψυχος (b) καὶ τράγος 

ἡγούμενος αἰπολίου (c) καὶ βασιλεὺς δημηγορῶν ἐν ἔθνει. “(a) And a cock, 
who walks about boldly among hens, (b) and a he-goat, who leads the 
herd, (c) and a king, who delivers a harangue among nations.” The trans-
lator pictures creatures who proudly lead their kind. He construes the 
obscure עמו אלקום  עַמּוֹ as if it were ומלך  אֶל  קָם   and a king“) וּמֶלֶךְ 
standing before [lit. ‘to’] his people”), though it is unlikely that this was 
actually in his source. The Greeks viewed the cock as a “proud and pug-
nacious bird” (Gerleman 1956, 31).

v: (a) (b) = m; (c) nec est rex qui resistat ei. “(c) and a king who cannot 
be resisted.” v construes the Hebrew loosely as ֹוּמֶלְךְ אַל קוֹם עִמּו. v sup-
ports the division אל קום.

s: (a) (b) = m; (c) ܘܡܠܟܐ ܕܡ�ܠܠ ܒܝܬ ܥ̈��ܡܐ. “(c) and a king who 
speaks among the peoples.” s 30:31c is based on G.

The oriental אַל־קוּם (followed by several mss Kr) makes most sense 
of the crux. it means “let one not stand with him,” i.e., antagonistically; 
see AbP. This is the sense conveyed by v. b. sanh. 82b identifies “a king 
with whom one cannot stand” as God.
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30:32
This verse is best translated, “(a) if you have acted vilely [or ‘foolishly’] 

by exalting yourself, (b) or if you have schemed, put your hand on your 
mouth!” The versions had difficulty with this verse and strain to make 
sense of it in various ways. They do not evidence variants.

G: (a) ἐὰν πρόῃ σεαυτὸν εἰς εὐφροσύνην (b) καὶ ἐκτείνῃς τὴν χεῖρά σου 
μετὰ μάχης, ἀτιμασθήσῃ. “(a) if you give yourself to pleasure, (b) and 
stretch out your hand in conflict, you will be disgraced.” This is close to 
a guess at the meaning of m. in G, the proverb introduces the theme of 
conflict, which continues in 30:33.

v: (a) et qui stultus apparuit postquam elatus est in sublime (b) si enim 
intellexisset ori inposuisset manum. “(a) And one who appears a fool after 
he was exalted, (b) had he indeed understood, would place a hand on 
(his) mouth.” in other words, one who becomes a fool after reaching a 
high station should know enough to keep quiet.

s: ܠܡܐ ܬܪܓ ܕܠܡܐ ܬܨܛܥܪ. ܘܠܡܐ ܬܘܫܛ ܐܝܕܟ ܠܦܘܡܟ ܒܥܬܐ. “(a) 
do not covet, that you may not be dishonored, (b) and do not stretch 
forth your hand to your mouth deceitfully.” The translator took the prov-
erb as a warning against greed. He picked up the theme of disgrace from 
G but went his own way in interpreting the proverb as a whole.

t: ולא תושיט אידך לפומך  .(tl, cf. tZ) לא תיתרו>מ<ם דלא תיטפש 
“(a) do not exalt yourself that you not be made stupid, (b) and do not 
extend your hand to your mouth.” t uses the words of m in a rather 
random fashion.

31:1
G: (a) Οἱ ἐμοὶ λόγοι εἴρηνται ὑπὸ θεοῦ, (b) βασιλέως χρηματισμός, ὃν 

ἐπαίδευσεν ἡ μήτηρ αὐτοῦ. “(a) my words have been spoken by God. 
(b) An oracle of the king which his mother taught him.” G reads דברי 
אֵל as (”words of lemuel“) למואל לְמוֹ   ”.as “by לְמוֹ and construes דְּבָרַי 
This unique rendering is an exegetical maneuver to avoid ascribing this 

מּ֗וֹתָ  א וְאִם־זַ֝ לְתָּ בְהִתְנַשֵּׂ֑ לֶךְ ⌈אַל־ק֥וּם⌉ עִמּֽוֹ׃ 32 אִם־נָבַ֥ יִשׁ וּ֝מֶ֗ אוֹ־תָ֑
יץ  ם וּמִ֥ ף י֣וֹצִיא דָ֑ ה וּֽמִיץ־אַ֭ יא חֶמְאָ֗ ב י֮וֹצִ֤ יץ חָלָ֡ י מִ֪ ה׃ 33 כִּ֤ יָד֣ לְפֶֽ

יב׃  פ יִם י֣וֹצִיא רִֽ פַּ֗ אַ֝
תּוּ אִמּֽוֹ׃  שֶׁר־יִסְּרַ֥ א אֲֽ שָּׂ֗ לֶךְ מַ֝ ל מֶ֑ בְרֵי לְמוּאֵ֣ דִּ֭  31:1

ךָ  ים חֵילֶ֑ ן לַנָּשִׁ֣ י׃ 3 אַל־תִּתֵּ֣ ה־בַּר־בִּטְנִי֑ וּ֝מֶה בַּר־נְדָרָֽ רִי וּמַֽ 2 מַה־בְּ֭



389 Proverbs 30:31–31:3

poem to a sage other than solomon. (α′ has Λαμμουν, σ′ has Ιαμουηλ, and 
θ′ has Ρεβουηλ. These are probably inner-Greek distortions and phonetic 
changes.) The word order of מלך משא is reversed. (For other examples 
of G overriding m’s word order, see the comment on 11:21.) As in 30:1, 
G has solomon claiming a divine source for his oracle, but here the 
teaching is conveyed by his mother.

v ≈ m, with visio (“prophecy”) for משא.
s: ܡ̈ܠܘܗܝ ܕܡܘܐܝܠ ܡܠܟܐ ܢܒܝܐ. ܕܪܕܬܗ ܐܡܗ ܘܐܡܪܬ ܠܗ. “(a) The 

words of muel the king (and) prophet, (b) which his mother taught him, 
and she said to him.” s parses the first ל of למואל as the authorial ל. For 
 ܢܒܝܐ ,which can mean “prophecy,” s has, by way of metonymy ,משא
(“prophet”).

t expresses two meanings of משא by a double translation: נביותא 
.(”prophecy and instruction“) ומרדותא

31:2
G: (a) τί, τέκνον, τηρήσεις; τί; ῥήσεις θεοῦ. (b) πρωτογενές, σοὶ λέγω, υἱέ. 

(c) τί, τέκνον ἐμῆς κοιλίας; (d) τί, τέκνον ἐμῶν εὐχῶν; “(a) what, child, will 
you keep? what? The words of God. (b) o (my) firstborn, i speak to you, 
(my) son. (c) what, child of my womb? (d) what, child of my vows?” 
Alternatively: “(a) what, child, will you keep? what? (b) The words of 
God, o (my) firstborn, i speak to you, (my) son; etc.” (cf. bAP). (in either 
case, the syntax is rather choppy.) in 31:2a, the translator completes and 
answers the repeated rhetorical question, thereby introducing an idea 
entirely absent from m, namely that the son must keep God’s words, 
which, G implies, the mother is teaching, in essence if not verbally. we 
have here the bold notion of the mother as torah mediator and teacher. 
τηρήσεις τί ῥήσεις is a pun of the translator (bHQ).

v ≈ m but rendering Aramaic ברי as dilecte (“beloved”), associating 
it with בר"ר (“to purify,” “choose”). The same etymology is used in lev. 
rab. 12:8 (19a) (C. Gordon 1930, 411).

m v (ad delendos) (vocal) לַמְחוֹת [ ‹לְמֹחוֹת› 31:3
we should vocalize לִמֹחוֹת (“to those [fem] who destroy kings”), par-

allel to נשים (GKC §53q, delitzsch, toy, bHs, AbP).
G: (a) μὴ δῷς γυναιξὶ σὸν πλοῦτον (b) καὶ τὸν σὸν νοῦν καὶ βίον εἰς 

ὑστεροβουλίαν. “(a) do not give your wealth to women, (b) nor your 
mind and life to regret.” G 31:3b is a guess at the obscure Hebrew. Gels 
glosses the hapax ὑστεροβουλίαν as “deliberation after the facts, remorse, 
wisdom after the events, hindsight.” θ′ gives the Hebrew a similar sense: 
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ἐις μεταμέλειαν (“to repentance,” “to remorse”). m’s מלכין (which has an 
Aramaic ending) was, not unnaturally, associated with Aramaic מִלְכָּא 
(“counsel,” hence “thought,” “afterthoughts,” and the like), and allows 
ὑστεροβουλίαν to stand in for the obscure למחות as well.

s translates למחות מלכין as ܕܡ̈ܠܟܐ  .(”as food of kings“) ܠ�ܡܐ̈ܟܠܬܐ 
This is a guess whose function is to match the warning against excessive 
drinking (in 31:5) with one against (excessive) eating.

t translates this difficult phrase as לבנת מלכין (“to daughters of kings”). 
The targumist probably has solomon’s wives, including the daughter of 
Pharaoh, in mind. in any case, s and t are not deriving their renderings 
from לחם, or לְמֵחוֹת, or לְאַמְהוֹת (see bHQ, as well as the listing of older 
parsings in delitzsch).

v’s ad delendos reges (“ought to obliterate kings”) parses למחות as an 
infinitive of מח"ה “wipe away.” This, i think, is m’s intention, and the 
pataḥ marks the H-stem (for which see Jer 18:23 and Neh 13:14).

י [ G (μή) *אִי 31:4  י mQ v: vocal; mK s: graph) (ܘ) mK s או ;mQ v (ubi) אֵ֣
(ו →

The ketiv או (“or”) is impossible in the middle of the clause. The qere 
 means “where?” which does not make good sense either. (various אֵי
proposals are surveyed in AbP.) we should use the qere consonants 
but vocalize אִי, a negative particle = G. This particle negates nouns in 
1 sam 4:21 (in a personal name); Job 22:30; lachish ost. 2.6 (אי דבר = 
“no thing”); and also in Phoenician. Hence: (c) “nor for governors beer.”

G: (a) μετὰ βουλῆς πάντα ποίει, (b) μετὰ βουλῆς οἰνοπότει. (c) οἱ δυνάσται 
θυμώδεις εἰσίν, (d) οἶνον δὲ μὴ πινέτωσαν. “(a) do all things with counsel. 
(b) drink wine with counsel. (c) The princes are hot-tempered—(d) let 
them not drink wine.” G 31:4a replaces m 31:4a with a precept relevant 
to context, probably in order to avoid mentioning lemuel (see the com-
ment on 10:1). in G 31:4ab, Hebrew מלכים is twice derived from Ara-
maic מִלְכָּא (“counsel”). G 31:4cd gets the gist of m 31:4bc. in 31:4d, μή 
.representing the consonants of the qere ,אִי =

ים  מְלָכִ֣ ל לַֽ ל אַ֣ מוֹאֵ֗ ים ׀ לְֽ מְלָכִ֨ ל לַֽ ין׃ 4 אַ֤ יךָ ⌈לְמֹח֥וֹת⌉ מְלָכִֽ וּ֝דְרָכֶ֗
ין  ישַׁנֶּה דִּ֣ ק וִֽ ח מְחֻקָּ֑ ר׃ 5 פֶּן־יִ֭שְׁתֶּה וְיִשְׁכַּ֣ י⌉ שֵׁכָֽ ים ⌈אִ֣ שְׁתוֹ־יָֽ֑יִן וּ֝לְרוֹזְנִ֗

רֵי נָֽפֶשׁ׃ 7 יִ֭שְׁתֶּה וְיִשְׁכַּ֣ח  יַיִן לְמָ֣ ד וְ֝ ר לְאוֹבֵ֑ נִי׃ 6 תְּנוּ־שֵׁכָ֣ כָּל־בְּנֵי־עֹֽ
ין כָּל־בְּנֵי֥ חֲלֽוֹף׃  יךָ לְאִלֵּ֑ם אֶל־דִּ֗ א יִזְכָּר־עֽוֹד׃ 8 פְּתַח־פִּ֥ ֹ֣ עֲמָל֗וֹ ל רִישׁ֑וֹ וַ֝
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v: (a) noli regibus o Lamuhel noli regibus dare vinum (b) quia nullum 
secretum est ubi regnat ebrietas. “(a) Not to kings, o lamuel, give not 
wine to kings, (b) because there is no secret where drunkenness reigns.” 
v supplies a different reason for kings to abstain from wine. v associ-
ates רוזנים with רזים (“secrets”), as does b. sanh. 70b (C. Gordon 1930, 
391).

s: ܡܢ ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܡܘܐܝܠ ܐܙܕܗܪ. ܡܢ ܡ̈ܠܟܐ ܕܫ̈ܬܝܢ ܚ�ܪܐ. ܘܡܢ ܫ̈ܠܝܛܢܐ 
 ,of kings, muel, beware, (b) of kings who drink wine (a)“ .ܕܫܬܝܢ ܫܟܪܐ
(c) and of rulers who drink beer.” s maintains “muel” from 31:1, though 
the preposition ל cannot be functional in the present verse. s’s conjunc-
tion ܘ (with ܘܡܢ) shows that it saw the conjunction או, because “or” 
could be translated “and,” but אי would be rendered as “where” or “not.”

31:5
G substitutes τῆς σοφίας for מחקק. in m’s vocalization, מְחֻקָּק means 

“that which is inscribed,” i.e., the statute. The translator apparently asso-
ciated the consonantal form with the more frequent מְחֹקֵק, which means 
“lawgiver.” since this would be awkward as the direct object of “forget,” 
G replaced it with the abstract and contextually appropriate “wisdom.”

v’s iudiciorum (“judgments”) is close to m.
s’s ܠ�ܒܕܩܢܐ (“the lawgiver”) = מְחֹקֵק. tl הוונך (“your senses” or “your 

conduct”) provides a broad term to fit the context.

31:6
G’s τοῖς ἐν λύπαις (“to those who are in misery”) arises from the con-

sideration that there is no value in giving strong drink to those who are 
perishing. it may, however, help dull the pain of the miserable. The other 
versions too use words for misery: v maerentibus; s ܠܡܐ̈ܒܝܠܡܐ; t לאבילי. 
G is the source for them all. Pinkuss proposes that they read לאבל, but 
.interchange is unlikely ד/ל

s: ܡܬܝܗܒ ܫܟܪܐ ܠܡܐ̈ܒܝܠܡܐ. ܘܚ�ܪܐ ܠ�ܪ̈ܝܪܝ ܢܦܫܐ. “(a) beer is given 
to mourners, (b) and wine to those bitter of soul.” The passive “is given” 
(instead of the imperative) makes the verse into a description of a 
common practice—one apparently associated with mourning—rather 
than a recommendation to give alcohol to the poor, which the translator 
might have found questionable.

31:8
G: (a) ἄνοιγε σὸν στόμα λόγῳ θεοῦ (b) καὶ κρῖνε πάντας ὑγιῶς. “(a) open 

your mouth with the word of God (b) and judge everyone soundly.” The 
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king’s duty is to pronounce God’s teachings and judgments. λόγῳ θεοῦ 
associates לאלם with אֵל “God.” The translator actively guides the verse’s 
focus to God’s torah. This move recalls G 31:1–2, where the royal teach-
ings are identified with God’s. These are what the king should speak in 
judgment. ὑγιῶς for בני חלוף is puzzling.

v, correctly: aperi os tuum muto (“open your mouth for the dumb”).
s: ܦܬܚ ܦܘܡܟ ܒ�ܠܬܐ ܕܩܘܫܬܐ. ܘܕܘܢ ܠܟܠܗܘܢ ܒܢ̈ܝܐ ܥܘ̈ܠܡܐ “(a) 

open your mouth in a word of truth (b) and judge all wicked sons.” 
The logic behind the rendering of the hapax חלוף as “wicked” is that 
the wicked are what one naturally judges. bAP points to the expression 
ὑγιῶς κρίνειν (“to judge soundly”) in Plato’s Republic 409a, but this seems 
like a rather abstruse reference and in any case does not explain the idi-
om’s use here.

t: (a) פתח פומך להלין דלא מסטו דין. “(a) open your mouth to/for 
those who do not pervert justice.” it is hard to see this rendering as even 
“inspired” by s (bHQ). it is just an attempt to give moralizing context 
to לאלם. The versions struggle to make sense of לאלם, though אִלֵּם was 
well-known to G translators. it may have seemed illogical to enjoin the 
king to speak “to the dumb,” since the dumb would have no greater need 
to be spoken to than anyone else. it is unlikely that G, s, and t have Ara-
maic למלא “to the word” (bHQ). The expected form is למלתא.

After 31:9, G continues with 25:1–29:27.

31:10–31
Prov 31:10–31 is an encomium on the woman of strength. G’s under-

standing of this poem will be described in the following notes. The 
translator emphasizes the benefits the woman brings her husband, and 
her real achievement is not her own peace of mind but his (see especially 
31:21).

starting with 31:13, G uses mostly aorist forms mixed with present-
tense ones in a way that does not allow for temporal distinctions. with 
respect to indicative forms, G-Proverbs is fairly consistent in using 
aorist forms for the Hebrew perfect and wayyiqtol and present and 

יִל  שֶׁת־חַ֭ ין עָנִ֥י וְאֶבְיֽוֹן׃  פ  10 אֵֽ דִ֗ דֶק וְ֝ יךָ שְׁפָט־צֶ֑ 9 פְּתַח־פִּ֥
א  ֹ֣ ל ל שָׁלָ֗ הּ וְ֝ הּ לֵב֣ בַּעְלָ֑ טַח בָּ֭ הּ׃ 11 בָּ֣ ק מִפְּנִינִי֣ם מִכְרָֽ א וְרָחֹ֖ י יִמְצָ֑ מִ֣
מֶר  רְשָׁה צֶ֣ י ⌈חַיֶּיֽהָ⌉׃ 13 דָּ֭ ל יְמֵ֣ ע כֹּ֗ תְהוּ ט֣וֹב וְלאֹ־רָ֑ ר׃ 12 גְּמָלַ֣ יֶחְסָֽ
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future forms for the Hebrew imperfect. The aorists in G 31:10–31 give 
the poem the sound of a eulogy, though this is not carried through 
consistently. The translator will also use a participial construction for a 
finite verb.

31:10
G: (a) Γυναῖκα ἀνδρείαν τίς εὑρήσει; (b) τιμιωτέρα δέ ἐστιν λίθων 

πολυτελῶν ἡ τοιαύτη. “(a) A capable woman who can find? (b) And her 
sort is more valuable than precious stones.”

G describes the woman as ἀνδρείαν, a term used frequently to denote 
vigor and efficacy. G cautiously avoids speaking of the woman’s “price,” 
mentioned figuratively in m, lest this be misunderstood in an indelicate 
fashion.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܝܩܝܪܐ ܗܝ ܓܝܪ ܡܢ ܟܐ̈ܦܐ ܛܒ̈ܬܐ ܕܕܡ̈ܝܢ ܠܝܬ ܠܗܝܢ. 
“(b) for she is more precious than precious stones that have no match.” s 
also avoids saying that the woman has a price.

31:11
G: (a) θαρσεῖ ἐπ’ αὐτῇ ἡ καρδία τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτῆς, (b) ἡ τοιαύτη καλῶν 

σκύλων οὐκ ἀπορήσει. “(a) The heart of her husband finds courage in 
her. (b) such a one [fem] does not lack good booty.” G’s use of θαρσεῖ in 
31:11a implies that the woman gives her husband courage and confi-
dence. in conjunction with 31:11a, G 31:11b implies that she is rewarded 
for doing so. G maintains the military connotations of m’s שלל (“booty”) 
while adding a cautionary “good.” by making the woman the subject in 
31:11b (in spite of the masculine gender of the Hebrew verb), G imbues 
her with an aura of power even greater than she has in m and enhances 
the connotations of valor evoked by ἀνδρείαν in 31:10.

s clarifies the metaphorical שלל as ܐܣܢܐ (“stores”).

ml (vocal err) חַיֶּֽיה [ mA y חַיֶּֽיהָ 31:12
G: (a) ἐνεργεῖ γὰρ τῷ ἀνδρὶ ἀγαθὰ (b) πάντα τὸν βίον. “(a) For she pro-

duces good for (her) husband (b) all (her) life.” G omits the possessive 
pronouns (unnecessary in Greek) and eliminates “and not evil” as super-
fluous.

 ב graph) (ܐܝܟ ܨܒܝܢܗ) s *כחפץ [ m v (consilio … suarum) בחפץ 31:13
(כ →

G μηρυομένη (“wind off thread”) is, as bHQ says, a more specific term 
than דרשה for the task of weaving. בחפץ is translated εὔχρηστον (“use-
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fully”), less for alliteration with ταῖς χερσίν (contrary to bHQ) than to 
make sense of a word that usually means “with pleasure” or “willingly.” 
Though the woman’s zest in her labors is indeed one of the virtues for 
which she is praised (her attitudes are antithetical to the sluggard’s), the 
practical-minded translator finds her usefulness more significant.

v consilio manuum suarum (“by the counsel of her hands”) under-
stands חפץ as what she wishes to do, hence her counsel or planning.

s: (a) = m; (b) ܘܥܒܕ ܐ̈ܝܕܝܗܿ ܐܝܟ ܨܒܝܢܗ. “(b) and the work of her 
hands is according to her wish.” s witnesses to כחפץ and reshapes the 
sentence accordingly. t = m.

31:15
G understands חק as “command,” “order” and gives it a related sense: 

ἔργα (“work assignments”). s ܥܿܒܕܐ = G.

mK (logic) נטע [ mQ נטעה 31:16
it is doubtful that the third feminine singular perfect would have inten-

tionally been written נטע. (The writing without the heh occurs occasion-
ally with verbs iii-h, but these represent the archaic –āt ending.) in any 
case, נטעה is correct. bHs proposes ַֹנָטע, but the infinitive absolute is not 
used elsewhere in the poem. i suggest that a scribe changed נטעה to נטע 
with the passive נִטַּע in mind, intending to say, “a vineyard was planted,” 
for it may have seemed illogical that the lady of the manor would have 
literally done the planting herself. This is a form of hypercorrection.

31:17
G adds εἰς ἔργον (“for work”) at the end to make it clear that the meta-

ק  מֶּרְחָ֗ ר מִ֝ יְתָה כָּאֳנִיּ֣וֹת סוֹחֵ֑ יהָ׃ 14 הָ֭ פֶץ כַּפֶּֽ עַשׂ בְּחֵ֣ תַּ֗ ים וַ֝ וּפִשְׁתִּ֑
ק  הּ וְ֝חֹ֗ רֶף לְבֵיתָ֑ ן טֶ֣ יְלָה וַתִּתֵּ֣ קָם ׀ בְּע֬וֹד לַ֗ הּ׃ 15 וַתָּ֤ יא לַחְמָֽ תָּבִ֥

רֶם׃  יהָ ⌈נָטְ֣עָה⌉ כָּֽ פֶּ֗ י כַ֝ הוּ מִפְּרִ֥ דֶה וַתִּקָּחֵ֑ ה שָׂ֭ יהָ׃ 16 זָמְמָ֣ לְנַעֲרתֶֹֽ
הּ  עֲמָה כִּי־ט֣וֹב סַחְרָ֑ יהָ׃ 18 טָ֭ ץ זְרעֹוֹתֶֽ תְּאַמֵּ֗ ה בְע֣וֹז מָתְנֶי֑הָ וַ֝ גְרָ֣ 17 חָֽ

לֶךְ׃  מְכוּ פָֽ יהָ תָּ֣ כַפֶּ֗ ה בַכִּישׁ֑וֹר וְ֝ דֶיהָ שִׁלְּחָ֣ הּ׃ 19 יָ֭ יִל⌉ נֵרָֽ ה ⌈בַלַּ֣ א־יִכְבֶּ֖ ֹֽ ל
הּ  א לְבֵיתָ֣ אֶבְיֽוֹן׃ 21 לאֹ־תִירָ֣ ה לָֽ יהָ שִׁלְּחָ֥ יָדֶ֗ ה לֶעָנִי֑ וְ֝ פָּהּ פָּרְשָׂ֣ 20 כַּ֭

שׁ  הּ שֵׁ֖ שְׂתָה־לָּ֑ ים עָֽ ים׃ 22 מַרְבַדִּ֥ שׁ שָׁנִֽ הּ לָבֻ֥ יתָ֗ י כָל־בֵּ֝ לֶג כִּ֥ מִשָּׁ֑
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phors of girding loins and strengthening hands refer to preparations for 
work, not war.

יְלָה [ mK בליל 31:18 mQ (norm) בַלַּ֣
The qere is a normalization of the archaic and rare בליל.

31:19
The versions all derive כישור (“spindle”) from כשׁ"ר “be useful” or 

“successful”: G ἐπὶ τὰ συμφέροντα (“things that are useful”); α′, σ′, θ′ 
ἀνδρείᾳ (“capable”); v fortia (“strong things”); s ܟܫܝܪܘܬܐ (“skill”); t 
.(”skill“) כושרא

31:20
G: (a) χεῖρας δὲ αὐτῆς διήνοιξεν πένητι, (b) καρπὸν δὲ ἐξέτεινεν πτωχῷ. 

“(a) Her hands she opened to the poor, (b) and she extended fruit to the 
poor.” G has the woman extending fruit to the poor, rather than “her 
hands,” as in m. G makes it clear just what was in her hands.

31:21
G: (a) οὐ φροντίζει τῶν ἐν οἴκῳ ὁ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς, ὅταν που χρονίζῃ, (b) πάντες 

γὰρ οἱ παρ’ αὐτῆς ἐνδιδύσκονται. “(a) Her husband does not worry about 
those who are in his house, whenever he tarries (away from home), (b) 
because those who are with her are well clothed.” G makes the husband 
the one who need not worry (similarly v). G further eliminates snow as 
a cause of concern, since this would be irrelevant to Alexandrian Jews.

s: ܘܠܡܐ ܕܚܠܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܒܢ̈ܝ ܒܝܬܗܿ ܡܢ ܬܠܓܐ܂ ܡܛܘܠ ܕܟܠܗܘܢ ܠܒܝܫ̈ܝܢ ܗܘܘ 
 And the members of her household are not worried about (a)“ .ܙܚܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ
snow, (b) because they are all clothed in scarlet.” like G, s places focus 
on the family’s possible worries rather than the woman’s.

31:22
G: (a) δισσὰς χλαίνας ἐποίησεν τῷ ἀνδρὶ αὐτῆς, (b) ἐκ δὲ βύσσου καὶ 

πορφύρας ἑαυτῇ ἐνδύματα. “(a) she made for her husband a two-ply 
mantle, (b) and from linen and purple (she made) clothing for herself.” 
G understands שנים (from the end of m 31:21) as שְׁנַיִם (“two,” hence 
“double”); similarly v duplicibus, but reading it as part of 31:21. G parses 
in m: “herself) לה ”) as Aramaic ּלֵה (“for him”), which it then explicates 
as “her husband.” The translator is again emphasizing that the woman 
serves her husband’s needs.
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31:23
G: (a) περίβλεπτος δὲ γίνεται ἐν πύλαις ὁ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς, (b) ἡνίκα ἂν καθίσῃ 

ἐν συνεδρίῳ μετὰ τῶν γερόντων κατοίκων τῆς γῆς. “(a) Her husband is 
notable in the gates (b) whenever he sits in council with the elders who 
dwell in the land.” G enhances the husband’s status—he is περίβλεπτος—
“notable,” lit. “looked at from all sides.” He sits in the gates, G explains, 
not for leisure but for service in the city assembly. συνέδριον is added or 
introduced here and in 11:13; 15:22; 22:10 (2x); 24:8; 27:22. The assem-
bly was clearly an important part of the communal life of the translator 
(see 15:22). This is not the sanhedrin in Jerusalem (contrary to Cook 
1999a, 151), for the statement is pertinent to all male readers, or at least 
“the elders who dwell in the land” (31:23b), not only the (traditionally) 
seventy-one men in the sanhedrin. Possibly these are formally recog-
nized local assemblies (also called συνέδρια, see mark 13:9 = matt 10:17), 
which had judicial authority in Palestine. but the translator may equally 
well be thinking of informal gatherings of elders to discuss communal 
affairs, conduct business, and adjudicate conflicts. in 31:23 the assembly 
is said to meet in the city gate, though this may be a carryover from the 
Hebrew and not a reflection of contemporary Hellenistic practice.

v translates זקני as senatoribus (“senators”), reflecting the same idea as 
G about the setting of the husband’s activities.

s says that her husband is known ܒܝܢ̈ܬ ܡܕܝܢ̈ܬܐ (“in the cities”), giving 
“gates” a meaning it has in deuteronomy and elsewhere (though s does 
not translate it that way in the Pentateuch).

31:26 verse order 26–25 G ] 25–26 m s (assim)
in G, the ע-verse (G 31:26 = m 31:25) follows the פ-verse (G 31:25 = 

m 31:26). G uses the alternative, and earlier, alphabetic order found in 
lam 2; 3; 4; and Ps 10 and in some epigraphic abecedaries. it must have 
been present in G’s source text, since there was no motive for switching 
the verses in translation. The change probably took place in the m-trans-

רֶץ׃  שִׁבְתּ֗וֹ עִם־זִקְנֵי־אָֽ ים בַּעְלָ֑הּ בְּ֝ ע בַּשְּׁעָרִ֣ הּ׃ 23 נוֹדָ֣ ן לְבוּשָֽׁ וְאַרְגָּמָ֣
ה  יהָ פָּתְחָ֣ י׃ ⌈26⌉ פִּ֭ כְּנַעֲנִֽ חֲג֗וֹר נָתְנָ֥ה לַֽ ר וַ֝ שְׂתָה וַתִּמְכֹּ֑ ין עָ֭ 24 סָדִ֣

ק  תִּשְׂחַ֗ הּ וַ֝ ר לְבוּשָׁ֑ סֶד עַל־לְשׁוֹנָֽהּ׃  ⌈25⌉ עזֹ־וְהָדָ֥ ה וְתֽוֹרַת־חֶ֗ בְחָכְמָ֑
ל׃  א תאֹכֵֽ ֹ֣ צְל֗וּת ל חֶם עַ֝ הּ וְלֶ֥ לְי֣וֹם אַחֲרֽוֹן׃ 27 צ֭וֹפִיָּה הֲלִיכ֣וֹת בֵּיתָ֑

יִל  שׂוּ חָ֑ נוֹת עָ֣ הּ׃ 29 רַבּ֣וֹת בָּ֭ לְלָֽ ֽיְהַֽ הּ וַֽ עְלָ֗ ֽיְאַשְּׁר֑וּהָ בַּ֝ נֶיהָ וַֽ מוּ בָ֭ 28 קָ֣
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mission, since m’s order is the usual one and is standard in postexilic 
usage. Another motive for the switch could have been that m’s order 
keeps the lines about clothing together.

G (25): (a) στόμα αὐτῆς διήνοιξεν προσεχόντως καὶ ἐννόμως (b) καὶ τάξιν 
ἐστείλατο τῇ γλώσσῃ αὐτῆς. “(a) she opened her mouth attentively and 
lawfully, (b) and she controlled [lit. ‘set order to’] her tongue.” in m, 
the woman speaks as a teacher—“the teaching of kindness is on her 
tongue”—whereas in G she speaks obediently and cautiously.

31:25
G: (26a) = m; (b) καὶ εὐφράνθη ἐν ἡμέραις ἐσχάταις. “(b) and she 

rejoiced [aor] in the last days.” The last days are the end of her life. m’s 
“she laughs at the latter day” must have seemed overconfident.

31:27
G: (a) στεγναὶ διατριβαὶ οἴκων αὐτῆς, (b) σῖτα δὲ ὀκνηρὰ οὐκ ἔφαγεν. 

“(a) The ways of her household are covered, (b) and she has not eaten 
lazy food.” צפ"ה can mean “cover” (in the d-stem) or “watch” (in the 
G-stem). The translator uses the first meaning (actually, a distinct root). 
if διατριβαί means “way of life, practices,” then στεγναί (“covered”) must 
be a metaphor for “careful” (Gels). if it means “place of habitation, 
haunts” (also Gels), as in lev 13:46, then “covered” can be understood 
literally: “ils sont bien couverts, les séjours de sa maison” (bAP). on the 
plural of οἴκων, see the comment on 7:8.

s: ܘܓ̈ܠܝܢ ܐܘܪ̈ܚܬܐ ܕܒܝܬܗܿ. ܠܚ�ܗܿ ܚܒܢܢܐܝܬ ܠܡܐ ܐܟܠܬ. “(a) The ways 
of her house are revealed, (b) and she did not eat her bread slothfully.” 
s construes צופיה as צְפוּיָה (lit. “is seen”). s tries to explicate the figure 
“bread of sloth” (which is actually a clever metaphor in which food rep-
resents good or bad qualities; cf. 9:5, 17; 20:17; 23:3), but the result is a 
rather stilted literalism, giving the impression that her virtue is that she 
avoids lingering over meals.

31:28
G: (a) [≈ m 31:26a] τὸ στόμα δὲ ἀνοίγει σοφοῖς [Gb s; var: σοφῶς GA] 

καὶ νομοθέσμως, (b) [≈ m 31:26b] ἡ δὲ ἐλεημοσύνη αὐτῆς [≈ m 31:28a] 
ἀνέστησεν τὰ τέκνα αὐτῆς, καὶ ἐπλούτησαν, (c) [≈ m 31:28b] καὶ ὁ ἀνὴρ 
αὐτῆς ᾔνεσεν αὐτήν. “(a) [≈ m 31:26a] she opens her mouth to the wise 
[var: ‘wisely’] and in accordance with the law. (b) [≈ m 31:26b] And her 
kindness [≈ m 31:28a] raised her children, and they grew rich. (c) [≈ 
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m 31:28b] And her husband praised her.” G 31:28 is a blend of m 31:26 
and 28 that probably arose by misreading of a Hebrew text. The changes 
were caused by (1) duplication and displacement of m 31:26 (present in 
G 31:26 in a different form); (2) a construal of קמו as a causal; and (3) 
an association of ויאשרוה with the root עש"ר. The third confusion was 
due to the weakening of the gutturals in the first century bCe. Conse-
quently, ויעשרוה lost its then-meaningless suffix, whether in transmis-
sion or translation. The adverb νομοθέσμως (a hapax) represents ותורת 
(= m). similarly in G 31:26, the translator adds an adverb meaning law-
fully, namely, ἐννόμως.

of the variants σοφοῖς and σοφῶς, the latter (though preferred by 
rahlfs) looks like an adjustment to m. when read with σοφοῖς, the verse 
presents the interesting picture of the capable woman instructing wise 
men in God’s word. she is a teacher of torah also in G 31:2, though that 
role is elided in G 31:26.

31:29
G: (a) Πολλαὶ θυγατέρες ἐκτήσαντο πλοῦτον, (b) πολλαὶ ἐποίησαν 

δυνατά, (c) σὺ δὲ ὑπέρκεισαι καὶ ὑπερῆρας πάσας. “(a) many daughters 
have acquired wealth; (b) many have done mighty deeds, (c) but you 
have surpassed and exceeded all (of them).” G 31:29a and 29b bring out 
the two meanings of חיל: “wealth” and “power.” G 31:29a (like 31:31a) 
assumes that women can amass wealth of their own, as was possible 
in the Hellenistic world. in G 31:29c, ὑπέρκεισαι and ὑπερῆρας are an 
emphatic double translation of עלית.

s: ܘܣܘܓܐܐ ܕܒ̈ܢܬܗܿ ܩ̈ܢܝ ܥܘܬܪܐ܂ ܘܐܢܬܝ ܥܒܪܬܝ ܥܠ ܟܠܗܝܢ. “(a) And 
many of her daughters have acquired wealth, (b) but you have surpassed 
them all.” by adding “her” in 31:29a, s suggests that the capable woman’s 
own daughters follow in her enterprising footsteps. in s 31:29b, how-
ever, the switch to “you” and the favorable comparison of the woman to 
her own daughters makes no sense.

31:30
G: (a) ψευδεῖς ἀρέσκειαι καὶ μάταιον κάλλος γυναικός. (b) γυνὴ γὰρ 

συνετὴ εὐλογεῖται, (c) φόβον δὲ κυρίου αὕτη αἰνείτω. “(a) desires for favor 

ה  הוָ֗ ה יִרְאַת־יְ֝ פִי אִשָּׁ֥ בֶל הַיֹּ֑ חֵן וְהֶ֣ קֶר הַ֭ נָה׃ 30 שֶׁ֣ ית עַל־כֻּלָּֽ תְּ עָלִ֥ אַ֗ וְ֝
יהָ׃  ים מַעֲשֶֽׂ יהַלְל֖וּהָ בַשְּׁעָרִ֣ יהָ וִֽ י יָדֶ֑ הּ מִפְּרִ֣ ל׃ 31 תְּנוּ־לָ֭ יא תִתְהַלָּֽ הִ֣
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are deceitful and the beauty of woman is vain. (b) For it is the intelligent 
woman that is praised. (c) let her praise the fear of the lord.”

in G 31:30a, חן is given a unique translation, the hapax ἀρέσκεια. χάρις, 
its usual translation, is a reward for wisdom and virtue (G 3:3, 22; 13:15; 
etc.), not something that could be called deceitful. The translator added 
“of woman” to indicate that not all beauty, but only a woman’s, is to be 
denigrated, probably because female beauty arouses male sexual desire.

G 31:30bc is a double translation of m 31:30b, each component offer-
ing a different interpretation of that line. G first provides an epithet that 
sums up the woman’s qualities as described in the poem, then praises 
her most important virtue, the fear of God. The woman is said to do the 
praising of this virtue to indicate that she embraces it. in G 31:30c, the 
passive of תתהלל is replaced by the active, because what is important to 
the ideal is not the receiving of praises but the teaching of virtues.

G’s γυνὴ συνετή does not represent the anomalous אשת בינה or אשה 
 as toy suggests. rofé (2002) proposes that G’s source text read ,נבונה
מַשְׂכֶּלֶת  ,שׂכ"ל G συνετός and συνιέναι often represent forms of .אִשָּׁה 
which means both “to be intelligent” and “to succeed.” rofé argues that 
 in order to imbue יראת יהוה is the original and was replaced by משכלת
the woman with the quality of piety, otherwise unmentioned in the 
poem. but in 19:14 G treats אשה משכלת quite differently, making it less 
likely that מַשְׂכֶּלֶת was in the source text.

31:31
G: (a) δότε αὐτῇ ἀπὸ καρπῶν χειλέων [Gb s A mss; var: χειρῶν GComplut rahlfs 

syrH] αὐτῆς, (b) καὶ αἰνείσθω ἐν πύλαις ὁ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς. “(a) Give her from 
the fruits of her lips [var: ‘hands’], (b) and let her husband be praised in 
the gates.” rahlfs accepts the hexaplaric χειρῶν, but, as bAP observes, 
“fruit of the lips” is equivalent to פרי פה (“fruit of the mouth”), an estab-
lished usage (12:14; 13:2; 18:20). G’s notion that it is her husband who is 
praised in the gates was inspired by 31:23, which says that he is “known” 
or “notable.” “Gates” in both verses may have suggested to the translator 
that they describe the same event.
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7.1. General

Abrabanel §2.2.3.3.2
accents §2.2.2
additions §1.3 
agreement ≠ support §4.3.1
accents §2.2.2
afterlife 11:7, 14:23, 14:32, 24:27
allegory 5:5
Aleppo Codex §2.1.1.2
Amenemope 3:28, 22:17, 22:20
antisigma-sigma §1.3
Aristotle 6:8a–c, 23:27
atomizing changes §4.3.3
Austen, Jane §1.6.2
author §1.4
authorship, translators’ concepts of 

10:1, 24:23, 30:1, 31:1
bee 6:8a-c
“before the lord” 3:32
“better than” proverb 19:1
bible preface
chiasm 4:7
copyist/scribal errors §1.3
delphic oracle 13:10
document §1.3
edessa §3.2.1
editor §1.4

egyptian wisdom 3:28, §3.1.5.0. See 
Amenemope

ephrem §3.2.1
equal or alternative proverbs §3.1.8.3
evil counsel 2:16–20
exegesis §3.143
exordia 22:17 (note)
formation of the book of Proverbs  

§1.3
goals §1.2
Hellenistic wisdom 2:16–20
hendiadys 1:31
hyparchetypes §1.2
Holmes-Parsons §3.1.1
immortality 12:28
intentionalist paradigm §2.2.1, §1.4
interludes (in Prov 1–9) §1.3 (note)
Jerome §3.3
Jerusalem Crown §1.4
Kennicott and de rossi §2.1.1.3
lady wisdom 5:19
lectio difficilior §2.2.3.3.5
lectures (in Prov 1–9) §1.3 (note) 
leningrad Codex b19 §2.1.1.1
lexical assumptions §4.3.2
literal translation §3.1.4
logic 14:33
mapping §3.1.4

-417 -

7. index

verse references show where a phenomenon is discussed in the Commentary 
(though the phenomenon itself may not occur in that verse). sections in the intro-
duction are marked by “§.” boldface indicates places where a phenomenon is given 
special attention.
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masorah Parva (mp) §2.2.3.1, 
§2.2.3.3.5, §2.2.3.3.4

meteorology of Palestine 25:23
“midrashic” variants §4.3.4.3. 
mimesis, mimetic translation §3.1.5.1
oral reading §2.2.3.3.4
parallelism, created and enhanced  

§3.1.5.9
parentheses §1.3
path 8:13, 8:35, 14:12
perceptual variants §4.3.4.1. 
Peshitta. See s-Proverbs
Plato 13:10, 19:15, 24:34
Pseudo-Phocylides 6:8a-c
Qumran §2.1.2
revenge 3:30
right/left 4:27a
scribal additions §1.3
shakespeare §1.6.1, §2.2.2
smoothness of speech 7:21
solomon, ascription to 10:1
stich, stichography §2.1.2, §4.2
stoicism 8:30, 13:1, 14:30, 28:14
strange woman 2:16–20, 7:6–17, 

9:12a-12c, 19:13, 20:16, 22:14, 
23:33, 30:16, 31:30

“support” §4.3.1
text, definition §1.3
textual criticism, theory and 

practice §1
translation, translation 

technique §3.1.4
unit titles 10:1
Urtext §1.1
variants: written and perceived; writ-

ten and remembered §4.3.4
versions §3
vocalization §2.2.1
wife 18:22

quarrelsome 19:13, 21:9, 19; 25:24; 
27:15

wind 11:29
winking 6:13, 10:10, 16:30

wisdom, person of 5:19
wisdom literature §3.1.5.0
work §1.3

7.2. Hebrew (see §2)

§7.2.1. letter interchange and other 
Graphic errors (without regard to 
priority)

19:28 ד/א
31:28 ,1:18 ע/א
22:13 ;19:8 ת/א
 ,14:7 ,11:19 ,10:23 ,8:24 ,3:24 כ/ב

18:15, 20:20, 20:24, 21:29, 23:32, 
26:10(2x), 29:2, 29:11, 31:13

 ,21:6 ,17:23 ,14:35 ,11:6 ,5:18 מ/ב
22:12, 24:5

19:28 ,16:7 ,2:2  נ/ב
29:6 ע/ב
29:1 ,19:29 ,16:15 ,4:3 פ/ב
28:17 ,27:13 ,24:15 ,16:27 ,15:6 ר/ב
27:9 ת/ב
29:22 כ/ג
23:28 ,10:32 ב/ד
16:26 ה/ד
23:24 ו/ד
26:23 ח/ד
(2x)23:24 י/ד
25:27 ,24:10 ,8:24 ,8:23 כ/ד
?31:6 ל/ד
 ,12:12 ,12:9 ,11:8 ,10:25 ,10:21 ר/ד

13:19, 13:20, 14:10, 14:32, 14:34, 
15:14, 17:14, 19:19, 19:23, 19:28, 
21:21, 22:8, 23:28, 24:10, 24:19, 
25:9, 25:27, 27:13, 28:4, 28:17, 28:22

14:22 ,13:15 ת/ד
 ,12:18 ,11:7 ,10:3 ,9:1 ,5:11 ,1:21 ח/ה

20:21, 21:6, 22:19, 25:2, 25:27, 29:4, 
30:1, 30:9

27:19 ,27:13 ,24:21 ,20:16 מ/ה
25:28 ר/ה
30:9 ,21:8 ,14:28 ,8:29 ,8:28 ז/ו
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 ,6:15 ,5:19 ,5:16 ,4:21 ,3:30 ,2:1 י/ו
7:22, 8:10, 8:19, 8:31, 10:3, 11:3, 
12:14, 12:26, 14:22(2x), 14:23, 
14:27, 15:6, 17:13, 17:27, 18:20, 
19:29, 20:30, 21:8, 21:10, 21:12, 
21:20, 21:31, 22:19, 22:20, 23:5 (3x), 
23:24(2x), 23:31, 24:12, 24:27, 25:4, 
26:3, 27:16, 27:19, 27:22, 31:4. See 
also עניים/ענוים

27:16 ,18:1 נ/ו
13:1 ר/ו
24:9 י/ז
21:10 נ/ז
15:10 ר/ז
28:23 ,21:28 ר/ח
28:12 ,21:26 ,2:18 ת/ח
28:23 ר/י
?10:19 ת/י
11:30 ,11:28 ,6:24 ,3:26 ,3:15 מ/כ
11:15 ר/כ
16:21 נ/ל
?24:8 ,?24:6 ר/ל
11:30 ס/מ
11:30 פ/מ
?24:5 ר/מ
15:14 פ/נ
23:27 ,21:6 ,6:7 ,5:3 ר/נ
24:10 ע/צ
?10:7 ע/ק
15:4 ,?8:3 ,6:16 ,3:20 ר/ע
29:1 ר/פ

7.2.2. Phenomena and topics in 
Hebrew1

assimilation 1:15, 2:19, 4:10, 5:1, 13:2, 
18:8, 19:20, 23:23, 30:18

aural 1:18, 18:9
26:2 ,19:7 לא/לו

dittography 8:10, 19:28(2x), 20:6, 
22:11, 23:20, 23:32, 29:2, 30:1, 30:16
near dittography 2:2, 3:6, 3:24, 

6:10, 7:22, 8:10, 8:24, 11:30, 
12:26, 15:6, 17:14, 19:28, 19:29, 
21:8, 21:10, 22:12, 23:32, 24:15, 
24:27, 26:3, 27:9, 28:4

distant dittography 4:16, 15:6, 
15:15, 26:12, 28:3

distorted 25:20
division 2:7, 12:4, 13:14, 14:13, 16:30, 

18:6, 22:11, 26:10, 27:9, 28:2, 28:17, 
30:31

elaboration 3:16a, 9:12ab, 15:8, 16:30, 
25:20a, 27:21a

epexegetical addition 3:28
explication 5:22, 21:27
gloss 5:22, 24:15, 28:2
haplography 3:35, 14:14(2x), 15:6, 

20:6, 21:11, 24:19, 25:27, 28:17
near haplography 1:21, 2:1, 2:18, 

4:4, 5:16, 6:5, 6:24, 11:6, 17:14, 
21:8(2x), 22:13, 27:19

homoi (homoiarkton and homoiote-
leuton) 1:16, 1:27, 3:3, 3:15, 3:28?, 
8:26?, 8:29, 8:32–34?, 11:8, 11:10, 
11:19?, 18:6, 21:10, 22:8 ?, 23:18, 
25:9

imitation 8:35
inner-m variants 8:16, 8:26
ketiv/qere §2.2.3, 1:27, 2:7, 2:8, 3:15, 

3:27, 3:28, 3:30, 3:34, 4:16, 6:13, 
6:14, 6:16, 8:17, 8:35, 11:3, 12:14, 
13:20, 14:21, 15:14, 16:19, 16:27, 
17:13, 17:27, 18:17, 18:19, 19:7, 
19:16, 19:19, 20:4, 20:16, 20:20, 
20:21, 21:9, 20:30, 21:19, 21:29, 
22:3, 22:8, 22:11, 22:14, 22:20, 
22:25, 23:3, 23:5, 23:6, 23:24, 23:26, 
23:29, 23:31, 24:1, 24:17, 25:24, 

1. These are phenomena that occurred in Hebrew, not necessarily in m. The ones 
that happened in Hebrew but not in m are attested in the other versions (G s v t etc.).
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ketiv/qere (cont.) 26:2, 26:21, 26:24, 
27:10, 27:15, 27:20, 27:24, 28:8, 
28:16, 30:10, 30:18, 31:4, 31:16, 
31:18
conjunction 23:24 (2x) [though 

usually not mentioned]
grammar, yiqtol/weqatal 2:7, 13:20, 

18:17, 20:4, 22:3
grammatical assimilation 30:18
grammatical variation 4:16, 19:16, 

28:8
number variants 2:8, 3:27, 6:13, 

6:16, 16:27, 21:29, 22:25, 24:17, 
26:24, 28:16

qere yod waw = /āw/ (not plural) 
23:3, 23:6, 24:1

ligature 13:15, 21:20(2x)
metathesis 1:27, 1:32, 2:7, 2:17, 3:20, 

3:21, 4:16, 8:24, 8:28, 11:26, 12:21, 
12:23, 13:1, 13:11, 13:20, 14:7, 14:9, 
14:17, 14:32, 14:35, 15:1, 15:10, 
15:30, 16:19, 16:27, 17:20, 21:6, 
21:21, 22:9, 22:21, 23:20, 23:26, 
23:28, 24:15, 26:10, 26:13, 27:13, 
28:17, 28:23, 29:1, 29:4

negative added 14:33
normalization 1:10, 3:28, 31:18
number variation, grammatical 1:15. 

See also ketiv/qere
occidental/oriental readings §2.2.4; 

5:19, 8:19, 8:24, 12:18, 18:19, 18:20, 
21:9, 21:19, 21:31, 25:24, 28:17, 
30:31

parablepsis 4:4
paleo-Hebrew 1:21, 6:5, 6:16, 10:7?, 

15:4, 19:28?, 22:13, 29:6
reformulation 15:8
seghol/qames 7:22
surety 27:13
synonym variants 2:6, 5:1, 5:3, 6:2, 

7:2, 10:3, 13:2, 15:14, 15:32, 16:16, 
16:19, 17:3, 19:27, 23:27, 29:9, 
31:18, 31:30

transfer 16:30
transposition 

of letters (AbC → CbA) 11:9, 
11:27, 15:4, 16:28, 28:16, 29:11

of words 22:17
vertical dittography 10:10

7.2.3. Hebrew words Given special 
Attention

14:12 ארחות /אחרית
24:11 אל/אם
4:10 ,2:19 שנות/ארחות
29:9 עם/את
assayed” 8:10, 10:20“ בחר
21:29 ,20:24 ,18:15 כון/בין
26:3 ,19:29 גוי/גו
28:15 דב/דאבא
28:25 ,22:10 דין/מדון
23:33 ,23:21 זלל
18:4 חיים
27:27 חלב
14:32 חסה
15:27a-16:9 יהוה
for /āw/ 23:6, 24:1 יו
 ,21:19 ,18:19 ,6:14 מדינים/מדונים

23:29, 25:24, 26:21, 27:15
 ,association 8:35, 10:13 ,יצא and מצא

18:22a
as “thought” 14:14, 15:24 מעלה
 2:6 מפני/מפיו
15:30 מאור/מראה
26:17 ,20:2 ,14:16 מתערב/מתעבר
19:12 נהם
10:9 נודע
11:13 סוד
16:19 ,14:21 ,3:34 עניים/ענוים
15:14 פני/פי
26:15 צלחת
19:29 שבטים
11:31 שלם
 ,4:4-5a, 5:5, 9:12a-12c ,3:18 תמך

11:16, 29:23
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7.3. septuagint (see §3.1)2

§7.3.1. Phenomena and topics in 
G-Prov

abstraction, person type treated 
as 5:5, 14:10, 15:6, 18:5, 23:28

abstraction treated as a person 
type 5:19, 10:31, 11:30, 13:6, 14:1, 
14:23, 28:22

additions vis-à-vis m of one stich or 
more (excluding Hexaplaric inser-
tions)3 §3.1.5.7, 1:7ab, 3:6c, 3:15bc, 
3:16a, 3:22a, 3:28c, 4:27a, 4:27b, 
6:8a-c, 6:11a, 7:1a, 8:21a, 9:10a, 
9:12a-c, 9:18a-d, 10:4a, 12:11a, 
12:13a, 13:9a, 13:13a, 15:1a, 15:18a, 
17:6a, 17:21c, 18:22a, 19:7ef, 22:9a, 
22:14a, 24:22a-e, 25:10a, 25:20a, 
26:11a, 27:20a, 27:21a, 28:17aabc, 
31:30c.

additions to oG in the Greek trans-
mission 3:6d, 10:15, 10:24, 11:16, 
12:26bc, 13:15b, 18:22ab, 26:11a, 
26:13c

adjective, addition 1:4, 1:9, 21:24, 
29:19. See also moral and/or 
religious emphasis, addition of 
adjectives or nouns

advisors and administration, royal 
11:14, 15:22, 24:6

afterlife 10:28, 11:7, 14:32
allegory 5:19, 27:27
alternative proverbs §3.1.8.3, 11:25, 

16:6, 16:8, 21:15, 27:9, 27:19, 27:22
ambiguity (in Hebrew source) §3.1.7.3
anaphora 1:7, 1:12, 4:12, 27:20a

anthropopathism, reduction 3:32, 
3:34, 8:7, 11:1, 16:5, 17:15, 20:10

antithesis §3.1.8.8, 1:4 1:22, 5:16, 6:1, 
6:11, 6:17, 8:7, 8:28, 10:10, 11:7, 
11:10, 11:20, 11:30, 13:4, 13:14, 
14:17, 15:15, 15:16, 16:26, 17:4, 
17:5, 17:7, 17:21, 18:22a, 19:6,19:22, 
21:14, 21:26, 24:5, 26:20, 27:9, 29:13

Aramaic, association with 6:14, 8:10, 
9:12a-12c, 10:20, 11:26, 14:9, 26:16, 
26:28?, 28:13, 30:1, 30:16, 31:3, 
31:4(2x), 31:22

Aramaic and Aramaisms: 1:3, 1:21, 32, 
3:12, 6:14, 8:2, 8:7, 8:10, 9:12a–12c, 
10:20, 11:26, 14:9, 17:12, 23:29, 
26:16, 26:28, 28:15, 28, 29:18, 30:1, 
30:16, 31:3, 31:4 (2x), 31:22

artistic and poetic qualities 29:3
assembly 11:13, 15:22, 15:23, 22:10, 

24:8, 26:26, 27:22, 31:23
assimilation 7:24, 13:4, 15:5, 15:32, 

18:8, 18:20, 19:13, 30:11
awkwardness §3.1.7.2
balance/imbalance 3:16, 3:23, 5:22, 

10:22, 12:4
bribery and gift giving 17:8, 19:24, 

21:14, 22:9a
broad translation 16:28, 24:2, 29:4
concealment 10:12, 10:18
cohesiveness 10:29
compassion 17:5
combination of indicators supporting 

translation §3.1.7.5
components that do not serve transla-

tor’s purposes §3.1.7.1
conflation 1:27, 6:12, 6:32, 8:2, 8:24, 

8:31, 10:13, 27:21, 28:6

2. Citations of Greek words in this index refer to cognate forms as well.
3. For this lemma, i use single underlining to mark components (verses or stichoi) 

that i consider to have a Hebrew source (as argued in the commentary) and double 
underlining to mark components that arose in translation or in the Greek transmis-
sion. Components in which there is no evidence either way are left unmarked.
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conflation (cont.)
of variants 2:2, 2:19

control §3.1.9
converse translation 1:24, 9:6, 11:7, 

11:29, 13:5, 15:32, 17:4, 17:21, 20:2, 
26:20

corrupt Hebrew, translation of 12:12
date  §3.1.2
diathesis 6:25, 8:23, 8:25, 9:18, 12:2, 

14:2, 14:17, 14:20, 20:8, 25:26, 
26:24, 28:2

disambiguation, paraphrase §3.1.5.6, 
5:4, 6:25, 7:6–17, 10:4, 10:5, 10:24, 
12:25, 16:7, 17:16a, 23:27, 24:15, 
25:13, 28:17, 30:1, 30:8, 31:5 

division 5:13, 5:15, 11:15
double translation 1:27, 3:23, 3:31, 

4:10, 5:15, 5:19, 6:3, 6:14, 8:26, 9:6, 
9:10a, 11:3, 11:29, 12:11a, 12:12, 
13:11, 14:23, 15:17, 17:1, 17:9, 
17:12, 17:15, 17:18, 17:23, 17:28, 
18:22a, 21:19, 21:24, 21:26, 22:3, 
22:13, 23:7, 23:21, 23:29, 23:31, 
24:7, 24:10, 24:23, 25:10, 26:11, 
27:24, 28:17a, 29:25, 30:16, 30:28, 
30:30, 30:33, 31:29 

edition used §3.1.1
egyptian diaspora 9:18a-d, 27:8, 

27:16
climate, adjustment for 10:5, 25:14, 

25:23, 26:1, 31:21 
elaboration §3.1.8.6, 3:28, 4:27a-27b, 

6:8a-c, 6:11a, 8:21a, 9:2, 9:10a, 
9:12c, 9:18a-d, 10:4a, 13:9a, 13:13a, 
15:18a, 21:3, 22:9a, 22:14a, 22:21, 
24:22a-22e, 25:10c-10a, 25:20a, 
26:11a, 26:25, 27:20a, 27:21a, 28:10

elegance §3.1.8.1 
ellipsis, elimination 8:19, 8:20, 8:24, 

9:9

elevation to royal status 19:6, 25:15, 
28:16, 29:12, 29:12

eschatology 12:24
etymological association 9:12, 12:24, 

27:6
euphemism/propriety 9:3, 14:31, 

30:12, 30:19
exegetical metathesis 11:27, 24:21, 

29:9, 30:3, 30:10, 30:23
expansion 1:18, 9:6, 9:16, 17:1
explication, explanation 3:10, 3:26, 5:5, 

5:16, 5:22, 6:1, 6:3, 6:6, 6:10, 6:12, 
6:22, 6:31, 8:21, 9:12, 9:13, 10:8, 
10:10, 10:25, 11:16, 11:21, 11:30, 
12:5, 12:11a, 12:14, 13:2, 13:19, 
14:19, 14:20, 15:30, 16:12, 16:22, 
17:16a, 17:26, 17:27, 17:28, 18:1, 
18:22, 19:7, 19:10, 19:22, 20:8, 20:10, 
20:29, 21:4, 21:19, 22:13, 22:20, 
23:11, 24:2, 24:14, 24:22, 25:5, 25:13, 
25:14, 26:6, 26:7, 26:13, 26:23, 26:26, 
27:22, 27:24, 28:3, 28:10, 28:13, 
28:14, 28:26, 29:10, 29:13, 29:19, 
30:7, 30:11, 30:15, 30:20, 31:13, 
31:17, 31:20, 31:22, 31:23
overexplanation4 §3.1.8.7, 8:21a, 

14:20, 17:28, 19:22, 22:13, 
22:14a, 25:22, 26:11, 26:19, 
26:27, 27:25

external support for variants §3.1.7.4
flexibility §3.1.4, §3.1.8, 11:3, 16:2, 

16:22, 21:23, 25:6
freedom, apparent  §3.1.4, §3.1.8, 

5:2, 5, 6:13, 6:15, 6:22, 9:6, 11:25, 
12:11a, 12:4, 12:11a, 19:27, 22:19, 
25:5, 27:13, 28:2, 30:1

gapping, suppletion of 1:12, 1:33, 2:9, 
5:10, 6:4

gloss 4:21, 6:3, 10:8. See also explana-
tory gloss

4. some items in “explication” may belong in this category as well.
5. only a few of the many examples of this phenomenon are listed here.
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grammatical forms, flexible treat-
ment of5 6:5, 6:10, 8:16, 8:31, 8:36, 
9:17, 10:32, 14:9, 19:7, 22:10, 22:14, 
22:15, 22:29, 23:33 
number variation 1:15, 5:7, 5:15, 

5:17
guessing 6:3, 7:10, 7:20, 12:26, 12:27, 

12:28, 14:29, 17:10, 17:14, 18:19, 
20:30, 22:23, 24:15, 26:22, 27:16, 
29:21, 31:3

heart 22:18, 28:26
Hexaplaric phenomena 1:14, 1:21, 

2:2, 2:3, 2:21, 3:3, 3:6, 3:15, 4:4-5a, 
5:19, 6:11, 6:25, 7:25, 8:29, 8:32–34, 
9:10a, 11:20?, 11:23, 12:14, 12:26?, 
14:22, 15:18a, 15:33, 16:1, 17:23, 
18:18, 24:5, 24:12, 26:6, 26:7, 29:25, 
31:31

homiletical twist 26:9
homoiophony 11:22, 25:4, 27:7, 29:13, 

30:10
imperfect 1:24
inner biblical allusions 28:21?
intellectual quality, emphasis of 15:22, 

24:6
interpretation in translation §3.1.4, 

§3.1.8.2, 6:25, 7:12, 13:12
king 14:35, 15:22, 16:12, 16:15, 20:8, 

24:6, 28:15–16, 29:14, 31:8
less enthusiasm for kingship 16:12, 

20:8, 24:6, 28:16
law of moses/torah/νόμος 4:21, 6:20, 

6:23, 9:10a, 10:21, 13:15, 28:4, 28:7, 
28:9, 28:10, 29:18

laziness 10:5, 10:26, 19:15, 19:24, 
21:26, 22:16, 24:30–34

literal translation §3.1.4
literary qualities, elegance §3.1.6.1, 

5:4, 14:8, 24:7–10, 25:25; 29:3
litigation 22:10
loan guarantees 17:18
logic (apparent logic), adjustment 

for §3.1.5.4, 1:24, 4:4, 4:19, 4:25, 

4:27a, 5:4, 5:6, 5:9, 5:16, 6:6, 6:12, 
6:13, 6:30, 6:31, 7:10, 8:27, 9:3, 9:9, 
9:12, 9:13, 10:1, 10:12, 11:21, 11:30, 
11:31, 12:3, 12:6, 12:9,12:23,13:8, 
14:3, 14:6, 14:16, 14:33, 15:21, 
15:28, 15:30, 17:7, 17:17, 18:1, 
18:20, 19:12, 19:21,19:22, 22:21, 
23:2, 23:33, 24:2, 24:7, 26:7, 26:9, 
26:19, 27:19, 27:23, 28:2, 28:3, 
29:15, 29:19, 30:3, 31:6, 31:30, 31:31

lot-casting 16:33, 18:18
meaningful proverb from 

errors 12:23, 13:20, 14:7, 17:14
meteorology. See climate
metaphor

resolving and explicating §3.1.5.5, 
1:17, 3:26, 4:27a, 5:6, 5:15, 6:12, 
10:5, 12:6, 12:18, 14:11, 17:28; 
18:3, 21:4; 21:9, 22:2, 23:2, 24:2, 
25:13, 25:14, 25:20, 25:23, 26:7, 
26:11, 26:23, 27:22, 27:24, 30:20, 
31:10, 31:17

creating 21:9
metonymy 11:30, 12:4, 14:23
minuses §1.3
monotheism 7:1a
moralism and/or religious emphasis 

§3.1.5.2
ἀγαθός 5:2, 13:12
ἀληθής 1:3
ἀσεβής, ἀσέβεια 1:19
δίκαιος 3:9, 10:17, 10:22, 16:9 [G 

15:29b], 16:11, 17:4, 19:22, 20:8
κακός 1:3, 1:18, 1:28, 2:11, 3:9, 

3:31, 5:2, 6:11, 10:17, 13:10, 
14:25, 15:23, 16:7 (=G 15:28a), 
16:28, 17:12, 17:26, 18:3, 19:22, 
20:8, 21:22, 21:26, 22:1, 22:16, 
27:21a, 28:20, 30:11–14

καλός 2:10, 2:11, 22:1, 22:17, 24:14, 
31:11

ὁσίος 2:11
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moralism and/or religious emphasis 
(cont.)
other 1:4, 1:17, 1:19, 3:9, 3:18, 

3:21–35, 3:30, 6:30, 9:12, 9:17, 
10:4, 10:6, 10:18, 10:22, 10:15, 
11:1, 11:16, 12:5, 12:24, 13:2, 
13:11, 13:19, 13:23, 14:24, 15:14, 
15:15, 15:16, 15:28, 16:26, 
18:22a, 19:6, 19:7, 19:22, 19:24, 
21:22, 21:30, 22:3, 22:14a, 23:31, 
24:22, 26:11, 21:16, 27:6, 28:20, 
30:16, 30:19. See also laziness.

negative added 3:32, 5:5, 5:16?, 10:12, 
14.13, 18:9, 27:19; 30:23. See also 
rhetorical question, negative added.

new proverbs, formation 11:10, 11:16, 
14:27, 15:18a, 16:17, 16:33, 18:4, 
19:13, 20:11, 26:18, 30:32

omissions vis-à-vis m of one stich 
or more §1.3, 1:16, 3:3, 4:4–5, 
4:7, 7:25, 8:29, 8:33, 11:4, 11:10, 
13:6, 15:31, 16:1, 16:3, 18:23–19:2, 
20:14–19, 21:5, 21:18, 22:6, 23:23, 
25:9, 27:27

order of G-Prov §3.1.4, 15:27; 24:22, 
31:9, 31:26 

ordinals 30:15, 30:21, 30:29 
overwork/greed 10:22, 13:11, 23:4, 

28:20, 28:22 
paleo-Hebrew script 1:21, 6:5, 6:16, 

10:7?, 15:4, 19:28?, 22:13, 29:6
parallelism (including enhanced par-

allelism) §3.1.8.8, 1:23, 2:15, 7:8, 
7:17, 8:4, 8:14, 8:16, 8:20, 14:33, 
15:13, 15:20, 15:22, 15:26, 17:4, 
21:14, 24:11, 27:6, 27:9, 28:15, 30:23

paronomasia 15:18a, 29:22
paraphrase. See disambiguation 
pierced jar 23:27
polis 11:10, 11:12, 24:28

possessive adjective/pronoun
addition 1:13, 5:3?, 5:19, 24:14
omission 1:8, 5:11, 9:1, 14:13, 

20:21, 25:8, 25:22, 29:21
poverty/poor 3:27, 6:11, 10:4, 10:15, 

13:8, 13:11, 14:20, 14:23, 19:7, 
19:22: 22:7, 28:3, 28:15, 29:7

preconceptions, following them astray 
5:2, 5:5, 6:22, 

problematic phrases, adjustment or 
removal of 3:34, 4:16, 21:9, 25:9, 
25:11, 27:24

prophecy 29:18
rahlfs, Septuaginta §3.1.1
refinement, enhancing dignity and 

propriety §3.1.5.3, 3:34, 6:3, 9:1, 
18:18, 22:3, 28:25

reformulation 14:27, 21:9, 24:33, 
27:27, 28:2

relocations and transfers 8:32–34, 
15:27a–16:9, 17:19, 20:9a-c, 25:1–
29:27, 28:17a, 30:1–14

repetition of a word in parallelism 
13:9; 14:20; 29:22.

retribution and recompense 10:6, 
13:23  

rhetorical question, negative added 
1:17, 27:4

revenge 3:30, 24:29
reversal of sense 10:12, 10:18, 27:19
sandwiching6 3:15, 10:24, 11:16; 12:26 
sluggishness 22:29
smoothing 5:9, 8:6, 9:11
son

vocative ὑιέ, G addition of 2:17, 
9:12, 23:22, 24:1, 27:27

Μ בְּנִי = G ὑιέ 1:8, 1:10, 2:1, 3:1, 
3:11, 3:21, 4:10, 4:20, 5:1, 6:1, 
6:3, 6:20, 7:1, 23:15, 23:19, 23:26, 
24:13, 24:21, 27:11

6. sandwiching is the creation of a new proverb by inserting a stich or two within 
an existing couplet.
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m בְּנִי > G 1:15, 5:20
m plural changed to singular 5:1, 

7:24, 8:32
strange woman 2:16–20, 5:3, 7:6–17 

(intro. and passim), 9:12a-c, 19:13
subsequent transmission in G 6:8a-c, 

9:18a-d, 10:15, 10:17, 10:24, 11:16, 
12:26, 15:18a, 15:27a-16:9?, 16:17?, 
19:23

spiritual quality 13:1
striking/clasping the hands 6:1, 17:18, 

22:26
syntactic reformulations 2:16–20, 

5:15, 5:5, 5:15, 6:16, 10:13, 12:5, 
13:2, 14:6, 14:16, 17:23, 17:26, 
20:20, 22:20, 25:23, 30:19. See also 
word order, overriding

tautology/banality/redundancy, and 
elimination of 14:8, 14:24, 16:22, 
19:22, 23:34, 25:21, 31:12

tenses 31:10
theology 3:30, 3:34, 8:23, 12:24, 13:23, 

22:14a, 31:8
transference/copying of lines from 

elsewhere in G 3:6
transition, addition of 8:21a, 9:3
translation, translation technique 

§3.1.4
transposition 9:17, 17:4, 31:26
trope. See abstract, person type treated 

as; abstract treated as a person type; 
explication; metonymy

variant treatment of same Hebrew 
6:10, 6:11, 7:5, 10:10, 11:14, 13:5, 
15:20, 18:8, 19:12, 20:2, 22:29, 
24:33, 25:5, 25:24, 29:1, 30:19

variants,  indicators of §3.1.5
variety, enhancement 4:16, 8:27, 

20:28, 29:2, 30:19
variety, reduction 6:2
verb, addition (suppletion) 1:12, 1:33, 

2:9, 5:10, 6:4, 6:31, 7:12, 8:4, 8:19, 
8:20, 8:24, 25:7

verb tense 8:25
wealth 10:22, 14:24
wisdom 

as a reward 2:2, 6:22
causing pain 14:10, 14:30
personified 10:23
vulnerability of 17:10, 17:12

women, reduction of attention given 
to irascible 19:13, 21:9 

woman as teacher 1:8, 4:4–5, 6:20, 
31:1, 31:2, 31:28, cf. 31:26

word order, overriding 11:21, 15:26, 
16:7, 16:15, 16:24, 17:4, 17:12, 
18:19, 19:7, 20:20, 29:8, 31:1

wordplay 17:12, 26:9, 29:22

7.3.2. Greek words Given special 
Attention

ἄδικος 19:24
ἀκάθαρτος 3:32
ἀλλότρια 7:5
ἀνδρεῖoς 10:4, 11:16, 15:19, 28:3, 31:11
ἀνεξέλεγκτος 10:17
βασίλεoς 29:12
βρόχος 6:5
ἐμβάλλειν 11:21
ἐμφανῶς 8:3
ἐκ = 12:3 ב
ζηλοῦν 3:31
θεός 15:27a-16:9
κακός. See moral and/or religious 

emphasis, moralism above 
καλός. See moral and/or religious 

emphasis, moralism. above
κύριος 15:27a-16:9
μόλις 11:31
οἴκος (pl.) 7:8, 31:27
ὀλιγόψυχος 14:29
πᾶς, addition 3:12, 3:26, 11:20, 24:12
συνέδριον 11:13; 15:22; 22:10(2x); 24:8; 

27:22
υἱέ   1:8, 1:15, 2:17
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7.4. Peshitta (see §3.2)

 ,interchange 14:12 אחרית/ארחות
16:25, 19:20

abstract, person type treated as 18:11
additions, sepuagintal §3.2.2.7
afterlife 14:23 
allegory 5:19, 22:15
antithesis 28:12, 29:10; 29:18
Aramaic, lexical association with 3:12, 

6:6, 10:21, 26:11, 30:1
assimilation 13:2, 23:31, 27:13, 28:6
bribery 17:8 
broad translation 12:23, 24:2, 24:9, 

24:10, 29:14
clarification 5:5, 5:9, 6:3, 6:10
conflation (of Hebrew words) 1:17, 

4:5, 5:16, 6:3, 6:6, 8:19, 9:14, 13:13a?
converse translation 15:22
date §3.2.1
dependence on G-Proverbs §3.2.2
diathesis (change of voice) 5:22, 8:23, 

20:18, 24:6, 27:13
difficulty

guess 12:12, 14:28, 19:7, 22:23, 
25:24, 26:22, 29:11?, 29:21, 31:3

ignoring 3:34, 25:11, 27:6, 27:24
displacement 14:35
double rendering §3.2.2.6, 6:25, 12:4, 

14:23, 17:12
elaboration  9:12a-12c, 10:25, 26:25, *
eschatology 22:7
etymological associations 5:3, 25:23, 

28:23
exegetical association 3:21
exegetical metathesis 3:21, 14:12, 18:1
explication 5:9, 8:2, 9:13, 10:14, 11:16, 

13:2, 18:1, 18:22a, 22:13, 25:13, 
25:20, 27:22, 29:1, 29:10, 29:16. See 
also metaphor, resolving

euphemism/propriety 5:19, 31:6
generalizing 13:13a

grammatical forms, freedom in treat-
ment of 6:10, 6:14, 15:2
number variation, grammatical 

1:15; 5:9.
homoiophony 11:22, 15:14?, 24:7, 

24:26
hope 2:7, 8:21, 10:24, 11:3, 13:12
laziness 21:5, 28:20
logic (apparent), adjustment for 1:24, 

4:4, 4:19, 7:12, 9:13, 10:12, 14:12, 
19:25, 20:8, 21:28, 23:2, 23:7, 24:2, 
24:9, 26:7, 26:9, 28:11, 28:16, 29:25, 
31:8, 31:27

materialism, muting 8:21
metaphor, resolving and explicat-

ing 1:9, 5:3, 5:6, 5:19, 11:10, 14:11, 
15:14, 23:2, 24:2, 28:4, 31:10, 31:11, 
31:27. See also explication

metonymy 28:23
moral and/or religious emphasis, mor-

alism 3:30, 6:30, 11:16, 11:24, 12:5, 
16:9, 16:24, 18:11; 21:28, 22:16, 
23:31, 31:6

moralism, reduction of 6:3
18:8 נרגן
negative, addition 23:2, 25:27
noun treated as verb 6:10, 6:14
omission, deliberate 27:27
omission vis-à-vis G of one stich or 

more 1:7, 3:6, 3:15, 3:16a, 3:22a, 
3:28, 4:27a-b, 5:3, 6:8a-c, 6:11a, 
7:1a, 8:21a, 9:10a, 10:4a, 12:11a, 
12:13a, 13:9a, 15:18a, 17:6a, 17:16a, 
19:7, 24:22a-e, 25:10a, 26:11a, 
27:20a, 28:17a

omission vis-à-vis m of one stich or 
more 3:30

origins of §3.2.1
overwork/greed 16:26, 23:4, 28:20
parallelism 8:14, 16:21?, 29:10
paraphrase 3:26, 14:17, 26:7
pluses vis-à-vis m of one stich or 

more 9:12a-c, 9:18a-d, 13:13a, 
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14:35, 18:22a, 25:20a, 27:21a, 27:22, 
27:23

possessive pronouns 1:13
poverty/the poor 14:23, 22:7, 28:6
profile of §3.2.3
prophecy 29:18, 30:1, 31:1
reversal of sense 11:24, 26:5. See also 

negative, addition
smoothing 7:27, 9:3, 9:11
strange woman 2:16, 6:14, 7:6–17, 

8:1
sources, use of 4:15, 5:17, 6:3, 6:6, 

6:25, 7:10, 7:20, 8:9, 9:14, 10:13, 
10:14, 10:19, 11:16, 11:29, 12:17, 
12:25, 12:26, 13:1, 13:2, 14:17, 
14:22, 15:10, 15:22, 15:27a-16:9, 
17:10, 18:3, 19:25, 20:5, 21:27, 
22:26, 23:5, 23:7, 23:31, 24:9, 24:34, 
30:31, 30:32, 31:29

synonym variants 16:27
syntactic reformulation 16:21, 19:6, 

20:18, 23:28
tautology/banality/redundancy, elimi-

nation 14:8, 14:24, 16:22, 25:21
tense 7:6–17
theological modification 3:30, 14:23
transfer 4:4–5, 15:4
underworld 17:24, 18:3
variant treatment of same Hebrew 

18:8, 25:5, 27:13
variation, creation or enhancement 

3:24, 27:13
verb, addition 5:17, 8:4, 8:23, 27:21
waw-conjunctive 1:3
wordplay 24:22
wealth 18:11
19:20 ,14:12 ܐܘܪܚ̈ܬܐ
11:31 ܚܝܐ

7.5. vulgate (see §3.3)

Aramaic, association with 31:2
bribery 17:8

difficulty, ignoring 3:34
guess 26:10
moral emphasis 11:24
negative, addition of 19:27
omission vis-à-vis m 1:14
parallelism 8:14, 8:16
torah 30:1

7.6. targum (see §3.4)

combining m and s 17:14, 27:19, 
28:20

date of §3.4.2
differing from m and s 18:6, 28:16
difficulty, ignoring 3:34
double translation 31:1
edition used §3.4.1
homoiophony 24:7
independent attestation to non-m 

reading 9:1
materialism, muting 8:21(tl)
metathesis of s 1:21
syntax, restructuring 9:16 (tl)
versions, use of 7:6–17, 11:15

7.7. Hebrew bible and ben sira

Genesis
1:31 8:31
2:1–2 8:31
32:21 21:14
37:27 28:21
41:6–7 10:5

exodus
20:17 6:25

isaiah
29:15 30:9
40:31 4:12
45:23 3:16a
48:10 10:20
53:5 26:10
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Isaiah (cont.)
59:7 1:16
66:2 3:34

Jeremiah 
3:3 9:13

ezekiel
3:19 22:23
19:7 24:8
20:32 15:24

Amos
2:6 28:21

Psalms
22:8 17:14
34:17 1:12
37:11 22:7
47:2 17:18
55:22 26:23
64:6 30:9
89:38 29:14
109:15 1:12
111:10 1:7
139:13 8:23, 30:16

Job
7:11 29:11
10:11 8:23
22:14 30:9
28:11 8:24
33:6 16:30
33:15 19:15

Qoheleth
3:21 14:32
6:9 15:30
7:4 14:10
7:26 6:5
10:16–19 12:11a-12
11:9 15:30

ezra
5:48 30:16

ben sira
§0.3
3:18 16:1
3:21–23 25:27
4:21 26:11a
4:24a 3:15
6:5–17 6:1
6:18–22 3:15
11:3 6:8a-c
27:20b 6:5
27:22–23 10:10
41:14–22 26:11a

7.8. other early sources,  
Alphabetically

Acts
2:4 15:4
4:8 15:4

bavli berakhot
8a 18:22
17a 15:1
53b 1:21
57a 2:3

bavli Hullin
133a 26:8

bavli Nedarim 
20b 5:15

bavli sanhhedrin
70b 31:4
82b 30:31

bavli sota
22b 24:21
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bavli ta‘anit
7a 27:17

bavli yebamot
63b 18:22

epistle 140, ad Cyprian 8:22

Genesis rabbah
49:15 13:23

James
3:17 25:1

letter of Aristeas
139 28:4

leviticus rabbbah
10:4 24:11
12:8 31:2

luke
1:15, 41 15:4

mekilta exod 
20:17 6:25

midrash Psalms
94:2 3:12

mishnah Peah 5:6 23:10

midrash Proverbs 5:3, 11:25, 27:19

midrash shoḥer tov 5:18
151ab 18:22

Numbers rabbah
10:4 30:1
13:6 19:29
15:14 24:21

Pesiqta rabbati 33 24:11

1 Peter 
4:18 11:31

Pirqe Avot
2:5 29:7

Qumran
4QProva (102) 1:32
4QProvb (103) 13:6, 14:5, 14:32, 

14:34, 15:7, 15:19, 15:28

Covenant of damascus Cd (A 11.21) 
15:8

romans
12:20 25:21

seder eliyahu Zutar
22 24:11

sibylline oracles. 4.171 11:22

testament of Abraham A
14:11 11:22

tanḥuma wa’era’ 
8 [73a] 30:1

1 Thessalonians 4:4 5:15

wisdom
6:10 9:10a
6:21 6:1

yerushalmi sota 4:4 23:10

yalqut shimoni 26:8

7.9. Authors

Aejmelaeus, A. §3.1.4
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Albrektson, b. §2.2.3.3.3
barr, J.

1975 11:31
1981 §2.2.3.3.4
1985 11:22

baumgartner, A. 2:19
beentjes, P. §0.3
bonesho, C. §3.3
boström, G. 7:6–17
brooke, G. §1.6.1
Carmignac, J. 22:8
Chapman, r. §1.6.2
Cohen, m. §2.2.3.3.4
Cook, J.

1993 §3.2.1
1997 1:3, 1:7, 2:16–20, 6:1, 31:8 

(and frequent references to CsP)
1999a 27:6, 27:13, 28:4, 31:23
2000 15:18
2002 13:16, 28:4

Chapman, r. §1.6.2
dathe, J. A. §3.4.3
davis, t. §1.7
delitzsch, Franz 26:8
dick, m. §3.1.2, 11:7, 13:15, 14:32, 

28:14
dotan, A. §2.2.3.1
erne, l. §1.5
eshel, H. 11:8
Fox, m. v.

2000, 2009 Anchor bible Proverbs 
(AbP) §4.1 and passim

2005 §3.1, §3.1.8.0
Fritsch, C. §3.1.1, 1:7, 6:11
Geiger, A. 14:32
Gerleman, G. §3.1.4, 8:30, 13:10, 

23:27, 24:27
Giese, r.

1990 1:4
1992a 10:22, 13:11
1992b 6:8a-c, 17:2
1993a 22:9

Gordis, r. §§2.2.3.3.1 #, §2.2.3.3.5, 
§2.2.3.3, §2.2.3.2, §2.2.3.3.2, 
§2.2.3.3.3, §2.2.3.3.4, 2:8

Gordon, C. §3.3, 10:21, 13:23, 21:17, 
26:8, 31:2

Gordon, r. 1:24
Goshen-Gottstein, m. 
1960 26:10
Hamonville, d.-m. d’ §3.1.4
Healey, J. 
1991 §3.4.2
Heater, H. 1:7
Hendel, r. §1.3
Holmes, J. s. §3.1.4
Holmes, r., and J. Parsons §3.1.1
Hyun, C. 11:22
Joosten, J. §3.2.2, §3.2.2.6, 11:29, 

14:23, 14:32, 23:31
Kaminka, A. §3.4.3, 23:27
Kennedy, J. 2:2
Klein, m. 1:24
Kuhn, G. 1:3
lagarde, P.

1863 1:3, 1:16, 1:19, 2:19, 3:15, 
3:18, 3:26, 3:32, 4:3, 5:3, 5:5, 
6:10, 6:25

1873 §3.4.1
luc, A. 22:17
martin, G. §2.2.1
maybaum, s. §3.4.3
mcKerrow, r. §1, §2.2.2
melammed, e. §3.4.2
orlinsky, H. §2.2.3.3.3, 1:17, 1:24
Pinkuss, H. §3.2.2, §3.4.3
Qimḥi, david 10:21
Qimḥi, Joseph 11:25, 20:21, 23:2  
Qimḥi, moshe 11:25, 25:23
rofé, A. 31:30
sa‘adia 17:20
scoralick, r. 15:27a–16:9, 31:8
skehan, P. 5:19
skehan, P. and di lella, A. §0.3
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snell, d. §1.4, §3.1.6
talmon, s.

1975 2:6
1981 6:5, 19:8

tanselle, t
1976 §1.4
1989 §1.3, §1.4
1993 §1.4

tov, e.
1979 11:22
1990 3:16a, 3:22a, 6:11a, 11:16, 

15:27a-16:9
2004 §1.3

toy, C. 2:6
tur-sinai, N. §2.2.1
ulrich, e. §2.1.2
van der louw, t. 6:1, 6:10, 29:3
van leeuwen, r. 25:27
vawter, b. 14:32
waard, J. de

1993 3:21, 11:27, 14:7, 24:21, 28:12, 
29:9, 30:10

1998 14:32, 14:35
2006 8:3, 11:10, 17:14
2007 25:20

weitzman, m. 10:24, 11:31
1994 §3.4.2
1999 §3.2.2, 

williamson, H. §1.6





42* 31:29–31






31:2–29 41*

 



 


 


 





 


 




 



 

: ‹ › ]  M V (ad delendos) (vocal)  ||  : * G ( ]  MQ

V (ubi);  MK S ( ) (MQ V: vocal; MK S: graph )  ||  :  MA Y ] 
 ML (vocal err)  ||  :  M V (consilio … suarum) ] *

S ( ) (graph )  ||  :  MQ ]  MK (logic)  ||  
:  MK ]  MQ (norm)  ||  : verse order 26–25 G ] 25–26 
M S (assim)



40* 30:14–31:1



















 



 




:

:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (orth or 
gram)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (dittog 

)  ||  :  MErfurt 1 ]  MA L Y (vocal)  ||  
:  MK ]  MQ (norm, assim)  ||  :  MOr MSS V 
(qui resistat ei) ]  MA L Oc (div)



29:19–30:13 39*

 



 




:





 






 



:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M 
S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  
M (accents)  ||  ‹ › ]  M (syntax, accent)  ||  ‹ › ] 

 M; 2 > G S (M: div; G S: haplog 
) (accents)  ||   G ]  M (vocal)  ||  :  M S ( )

] * G ( ) (graph 1 , )  ||  :  MK ]  MQ (orth)



38* 28:23–29:19


 




:


 



 




 





 




:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph 
, metath )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * ≈ G 

( ) (dittog 1 , graph 2 �  ||  :  M G 
( ) ] * S ( ) (graph 1 , metath )  
||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph  paleo [ b?)  ||  
:  M ] * ≈ G ( ) (syn)  ||  : * G ( ) ≈ V 
(differt et reservat) ]  M; S ( ) (M: transp 

, graph ; S: graph )



28:3–23 37*




 








 








 




:  M ] * ≈ G ( ) ≈ S (
) (near dittog )  ||  :  MQ ]  MK (gram)  

||  :  M ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  :
M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (haplog )  ||  :  M S 
( ) V (prudentia) ] * G ( ) TL ( ) (transp )  
||   MQ G ( ) S ( ) ]  MK (num)  ||  :  M S 
( ) ] * ≈ G ( ) (graph , orth, 
metath , haplog , div)  ||   MOc ]  MOr (orth)  ||  fin ]
+ 2 stichoi G (17a) (elab)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( )
(graph )  ||  : ‹› * ]  M; * G ( ) (M: unc; G: 
metath )



36* 27:11–28:3


 




 



 


 




 :


:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (metath )  ||   M 
S ( ) ] * ( ) (graph )  ||  * G ( ) V 
(alienis) ]  M S ( ) ] (graph )  ||  :  MK ]

 MQ (dial? norm)  ||  : * V (qui retinet eam) ]  M 
(orth, num)  ||  * G ( ) ≈ S ( ) ]  M (graph 2

)  ||  * G ( ) ]  M (graph 3 )  ||  * G ( ) S
( ) ]  M (vocal)  ||  :  M ] * G ( ) S (
) (graph , near haplog )  ||  :  MK ]  MQ;

 MMSS (MQ: orth; MMSS: norm)  ||  fin ] + 2 stichoi G (20a) (elab)  ||  
: * G ( ) S ( ) ]  M (vocal, 
num)  ||  fin ] + 2 stichoi (G 21a) (elab)  ||  :  M ] * G 
(  S ( ) (graph , equal)  ||  :  MK ]  MQ ]
(± conj)  ||  :  ‹› ]  M S ( ); * G (

) (M: gloss; G: div, diath)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G (
) (distant dittog )



26:15–27:11 35*

 



 

 





 
:


 


 







:  MK ]  MQ (dial? norm)  ||  : * G ( ) ] 
 M S ( ) (graph )  ||  :  MK ]  MQ

G ( ) ≈ S ( [ ]) V (labiis suis) ≈ T (  [ ]) (num 
or orth)  ||  : * G ( )  ( ) S ( ) V (qui 
operit) T ( ) ]  M (graph )  ||  : ]  M ≈ S 
( ) (orth)  ||   M ] * G (

) (div, near dittog ) ||  M ] * ) S 
( ) T ( ) (graph )  ||  :  MK ] MQ (syn, 
norm)



34* 25:24–26:15







:
 




 


 



 



:  MK ]  MQ (dial? norm)  ||  : * ≈ G ( ) ] 
 M S ( ); *  ( ); * ≈  (κ )

V (qui scrutator est) (M S  V: graph )  ||  * G ( ) S 
( ) ]  M (graph , graph , orth)  ||  * G (
S ( )  M (haplog , orth, vocal)  ||  :  M S 
( ) ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  MK G (  ≈ S 
( ) T ( ) ]  MQ ≈ V (in quempiam) (aur)  ||  :  M  ( )
≈ S ( ) V (dorso) T ( ) ] * G  ( ) (near dittog 

)  ||  : * G (  M (vocal)  ||   ] 
 M (gram)  ||  * G ( ) S ( ) ] 1 M (metath ,

graph , ± conj)  ||  * S ( ) ] 2 M;  G (
) (M: vocal; G: )  ||  * S ( ) ]  M (div, orth)  

||  : fin ] + 2 stichoi G (11a) (elab)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] *
G ( ) (distant dittog  ?)  ||  :  M S ( ) ]

* G ( ) S ( ) (G: metath ; S: dbl)



25:1–24 33*

:



 







 








 






 

:  M ≈ S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M 
S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M S V ] 
> G (homoi )  ||   M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph 

)  ||  : fin ] + 4 stichoi G (10c–10c) (elab)  ||  :
M S (  … ) ] > G (unc)  ||  : init ] + 
M ≈ S ( ) (cf. > G) (distorted 
dittog)  ||  fin ] + 2 stichoi G (20a) (elab)



32* 24:13–34







 









 











: * ≈ G ( ) ]  M S ( ) (metath ,
near dittog )  ||   ] + M G ( ) S ( ) (gloss, explic)  
||  : * cf. Mp G ( ) S ( ) V (inimicus tuus) T 
( ) ]  MK  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( )
(haplog , graph )  ||  : * G ( ) ]

 M ≈ S ( ) (near haplog , orth)  ||   M S ( )
]  G ( ) (metath )  ||  : fin ] + 10 stichoi G 
(22a–22e) (elab)  ||  :  M S ( –) ] * G (

) (near dittog )



23:28–24:13 31*





 




:
 


 



 






:  MK ]  MQ (dial? norm)  ||  :  MQ ≈ G (
, dbl) S ( ) V (in vitro) T ( ) ]  MK

(graph )  ||  :  M ≈ S ( ) ] * ≈ G (
) (dittog , near dittog 2 )  ||  :  MK

]  MQ (orth)  ||  : ‹ › ]  M (vocal)  ||  * G ( ) S 
( ) ]  M (graph , orth)  ||  *  ( ) S (

) ]  M; * G ( ); *  ( � (M: 
vocal; G: graph 2 ?;  graph 1 )  ||  :  M S ( ) ]

* G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M ] * G ( ) (graph 
, graph )  ||   M ] * G ( ) (graph 2 )  ||  

:  M ]  G ( ) S ( ) rab (norm)  ||  :  M ] * GV

106 SyrH (κ ) (graph )



30* 23:7–28


 




 


 




 

 


 


:  M S ( ) ] * G ( , in G 8) (graph 
similarities, unc)  ||  :  M S ( ) G ( ) ]  rab V 
(parvulorum) (vocal, orth)  ||  : * G ( ) ] > M 
S (homoi )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G (

) (dittog ; metath 2 )  ||  : > G 
]  M S (

) (theol)  ||  :  MQ ]  MK;
* G ( ) (MK: graph 1 , 3 ; G: graph 1

, 3 )  ||   MQ S ( ) T ( ) ]  MK (± conj)  ||  
 MQ V (laetabitur) ]  MK S ( ) (± conj)  ||  :

MQ G ( ) S ( ) V (custodiant) T ( ) ]  MK

( ) (metath )  ||  : * G ( ) ]  M S 
( ) (graph , syn, orth)  ||  :  M ] * G ( )
S ( ) (graph , metath �



22:18–23:7 29*


 







 




:
 







:  M S ( ) ] *  ( ) (graph , )  ||  
:  ]  MQ G ( ) S ( ) V (tripliciter)
T ( );  MK (MQ G S V T: orth, interp; MK: graph ,
interp)  ||  :  M G ( ) ] * S ( ) (metath )  
||  2 M G ( ) S ( ) (> V) (add)  ||  :  MK ] 

 MQ ] (num or orth)  ||  :  M ] * ≈ G (
) ≈ S ( ) (orth)  ||  :  M S 

( ) ] * G ( ) (sep ?)  ||  :  MQ G ( )
S ( ) V (erigas) TL ( ) ]  MK (graph )  ||   MQ ]
MK ≈ G ( ) S ( ) V (et avolabunt) ≈ T ( ) (graph 

, graph )  ||  :  MK ]  MQ ] (orth)  ||  : *
( V (aestimat) ]  M (vocal)



28* 21:29–22:18


: 


 




 


 



 





:  MQ ]  MK (num)  ||  :  MOc MOrQ ] 
MOrK (graph )  ||  :  MK ≈ G ( ) ]  MQ

G ( ) (gram, equal)  ||  : M S ] > G (unc)  ||  : ‹ ›]
 M (vocal)  ||   M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph 
)  ||  + 2 stichoi G (elab)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( )

(metath )  ||  fin ] + 2 stichoi G (9a) (elab)  ||  :  MQ ] 
 MK (orth)  ||   M ] * ≈ G ( )

≈ S ( ) (dittog , div, orth)  ||  :  M S 
( ) ] * G ( ) (near dittog )  ||  :
M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (near haplog  paleo at t)  
||  :  MQ ]  MK (orth)  ||  fin ] + 3 stichoi G (14a) (elab)  ||  
: * ≈ G (

) ]  M S (
) (transp of words, om of 2)



21:9–29 27*

 





 





 


 


 




:  M ] > G S (homoi )  ||   M G ( ) ] * S 
( ) (graph �  ||  * ≈ G ( ) S ( ) ]

 M (near dittog 2 )  ||  :  MA Y ]  ML (vocal)  ||  
 M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (haplog )  ||  :  M 

] * G ( ) S ( ) (graph )  ||  : ‹ › ]  M ≈ 
G ( ) (graph �  ||  :b M S ] > G (unc)  ||  :
MK ]  MQ (dial? norm)  ||  : * G ( ) ]  M 
S ( ) (graph , lig )  ||   M S ( ) ] * G (

) (lig )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (metath 
, graph )  ||  ] + 2 M S ( ) (> G) (rep from 

21a)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph , dbl)  
||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (explic)  ||  
:  M ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  MQ

G ( ) ]  MK S ( )  ( ) V (corrigit) T ( ) (graph 
)



26* 20:18–21:9


 




 



 


:

 



 




:  MK G ( ) ]  MQ; * S ( ) T 
( ) (MQ MK G: orth, equal; S T: graph )  ||  :
MQ G (at 20:9b) ( ) S ( ) V (festinatur) ]  MK

(graph )  ||  :  M G ( ) ] * S ( ) MMSS (graph 
)  ||  :  MK ]  MQ (graph , equal)  ||  :

]  M (vocal)  ||  * G ( ) S ( ) ]  M (vocal)  ||  : M S 
] > G (ideol?)  ||  : * G ( ) ]  M S ( ) (vocal)  ||  

M G ( ) ] * S ( ) (graph )  ||  * G ( )
]  M S ( ) (graph )  ||   G ( ) V (ad 
laqueos) MMSS ] M  S ( ) (metath )  ||  : * S 
( ) V (aliena est) ]  M (near dittog )  ||  :  MRB-K MSS

]  MA L RB-Q MSS (dial? norm)



19:25–20:18 25*


 


:

 





 


 





 




:  MA Y ]  ML (vocal err)  ||  :  M S (
) ] * G ( ) (graph ,

dittog , near dittog , dittog )  ||   M ] * G 
( ) ≈ S ( , sc. ) (graph paleo? a d)  ||  : * G 
( ) S ? ( ) ]  M (graph )  ||   M G ( ) ] *
S ( ) (near dittog )  ||  :  MA Y ]  ML (vocal err)  ||  :

 MK ]  MQ G ( ) S ( ) (gram, equal)  ||  :
* S ( ) V (vocantur) ]  M (misinterp)  ||  * G ( )

S ( ) ]  M (dittog )  ||  :– M S ] > G (unc)  ||  
:  MK V (extraneis) S ( ) ]  MQ MSS (graph )



24* 19:1–25




 





 





 


 






 



: * S ( ) VMSS (dives) ]  M (reform)  ||  : M S ] > G 
(unc)  ||  :  MA Y ]  ML (vocal err)  ||  :  ] +  4 sti-
choi G (7c–f) (elab)  ||   MK ]  MQ (aur, equal)  ||  :  MA Y

]  ML (vocal err)  ||  :  MQ G ( ) V (mortificabi-
tur) T ( ) ]  MK (gram)  ||  :  MQ G ( ) ≈ S ( ) ]

 MK (graph )  ||  :  M S (
) ] * G ( )

(assim)  ||  : * G ]  M S (unc)  ||  :  M S ( ) ]
* G ( ) (graph )



18:5–19:1 23*




 



 




 



 




: 

:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) T ( ) (gram)  ||   M ]
* G ( ); * S ( ) (G: div, scrambling 

; S: homoi )  ||  :
M ≈ S ] * G (

, ) (transf from M 19:15, unc)  ||  
:  M ≈ S ( ) ]  MMSS G (

) (aur)  ||  :  M G ( ) ] * S ( (graph 
)  ||  :  MK ]  MQ (gram, equal)  ||  :  M ] *

G ( ) S ( ) (graph?)  ||   MK ]  MOcQ MOr

(dial? norm)  ||  :  MOc MOrQ ]  MOrK (graph )  ||  
: ] +  rab G ( )  ( ) SyrH ( ) S ( )
T ( ) (> M) (explic)  ||  fin ] + 2 stichoi G (22a: cf.  S) (dbl, vocal)  ||  
:– M S ] > G (unc)  ||  : M ] > G (unc)



22* 17:11–18:5





 





 




 



: 


 



:  MQ G ( ) S ( ) V (recedet) TL ( ) ] 
 MK (graph )  ||  :  M ] * G ( ); *

S ( ) (G: near dittog/haplog , equal; S: near dittog 
)  ||  : fin ] + 2 stichoi G (17:16a) (elab)  ||  :  M G 

( ) ] * S ( ) (metath )  ||  : fin ] 
+ 1 stichos G (21c) (antithesis)  ||  : * G ( ) ]  M 
(graph )  ||  :  MK ≈ G ( ) ≈ S ( ) ≈ T 
( ) ]  MQ V (pretiosi) (graph )  ||  :  M S 
( ) ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] 

* G ( ) (reform)  ||   M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (reform)  
||  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (assim, reform)



16:20–17:11 21*

 



 




 





: 





 





 

:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (phon , orth)  ||  
:  M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (graph 

)  ||  :  MK G ( ) V (labiis eius) T ( )
]  MQ (num)  ||   M S ( ) ] * ≈ G ( ) (metath 

)  ||  :  M G ( ) ] * S ( ) (transp 
, orth)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G 

( ) (div)  ||  fin ] + * G (
) (transfer from 16:27a, elab)  ||  :  M ] * G ( )

(syn, Aram, equal)  ||  : fin ] + 2 stichoi G (17:6a) (elab)



20* 15:30–16:19

 




 :


 


 



 




 





: * G ( ) ]  M S ( ) (metath , orth, 
assoc)  ||  : M S ] > OG (unc)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] *
G ( ) (syn, equal)  ||  : M S ] > OG (unc, equal)  ||  : M S ] 
> OG (unc, equal)  ||  :  ]  M (vocal err)  ||  :
M S ( ) ] * G (at 15:28) ( ) (graph )  ||  :
M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M S ( ) ]

* G ( ) (norm, theol)  ||   M S ( ) ] * G ( )
(syn)  ||  :  MK ]  MQ V (mitibus) TL ( );  S ( )
(MQ: syn, equal; S: metath [in MK form] )



15:8–29 19*

 



 




 



 





 






:  M G ( ) S ( ) ]  CD 
A 11.21 (reform)  ||   M G ( ) S ( ) ]
CD A 11.21 (reform); +  CD A 11.21 (elab)  ||   M G (

) S ( ) ]  CD A 11.21 (reform)  ||  :  M ] *
G ( ) (graph , metath )  ||  :  MQ G 
( ) S ( ) ]  MK (syn)  ||   M ] * ≈ G ( )
(graph )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (distant 
dittog )  ||  :  M ≈ G ( , dbl) ]

* S ( ) (graph 2 )  ||  : fin ] + 2 sti-
choi G (18a) (elab)  ||  :  =  4QProvb ]  M (mod)  ||  
:  M G ( ) S ( ) ] > 4QProvb (unc)  



18* 14:24–15:7




 



 




: 



 




:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (reform, equal)  ||  
M ] * G ( ) (graph )  ||  : * G? ( ) ]

 M (metath )  ||  :  M G ( ) ] * S 
(at 14:35b) ( ) (graph )  ||  * G ( )
S ( ) ]  M 4QProvb (metath , theol, orth)  
||  :  M ]  G ( ) S ( ) (graph )  ||   ] +pre

* G  ( ) S ( ) (logic)  ||  :  M ] * G (
) S ( ) (graph )  ||  :  ] + 2 stichoi S (S 14:35bc) 

(displ from 14:32)  ||   M ] * G ( )
(graph , metath )  ||  : init + 1 stichos G (1a) (tran-
sition)  ||  :  M ≈ G ( ) ] * S ( ) (metath 

)  ||  :  M ] * G ( ) (transp )  ||  
 M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (graph  paleo R [)  

||  : ‹ › ]  M; * G ( ) (M: haplog ;
G: near dittog 1 , graph )  ||   MMSS G ( )
( ) S ( ) ]  M (distant dittog )



14:3–24 17*


 


 


 




 



 




 

: ‹ ›  cj ]  M (metath )  ||  :  M ] * G 
( ) S ( ) (metath )  ||   M ] * G (

) (graph , div)  ||  : * ≈ G ( ) ]  M; *
S ( ) (M: norm; S: metath [of M] )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] *
G ( ) (graph )  ||  : ‹ › ]
≈ G ( ) ≈ S ( ) (div)  ||  : *
G ( ) ]  M (haplog , haplog 

)  ||  :  M ] * G ( ) ≈ S ( ) (metath )  
||  :  MK S ( ) V (pauperi) ]  MQ (syn, equal)  ||  
:  M ] * G 22c ( ) S 22c ( ) (graph )  
||  1 M G 22c ( ) ] * G 22a ( ) S 22a ( )
(graph )  ||  2 M ≈ G 22d ( ) ] * G 22b ( )
S 22b ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M G ( ) ] * S ( )
(graph 2 )



16* 13:9–14:3


 




 





 



 
:




: fin ] + 2 stichoi G (9a) (elab)  ||  : * G ( )
 ( ) V (festinata) ]  M S ( ); + *

G ( ) (M S: metath ; G: dbl rd)  ||  :  M G 
(12b) ( ) ] * G (12a) ( ) (orth)  ||   M ] * G 

 ( ) (moral)  ||  : fin ] + 3 stichoi G (13a) (elab)  ||  :
M ≈ S ( ) ] * G? (   ||   M S (

) ] * G ( ) (div)  ||  : * G 
( ) S  ]  M (lig and graph )  ||  :
M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (graph )  ||  :
MK ]  MQ G ( ) S ( ) V (qui … graditur) T 
( ) (gram, orth, equal)  ||   MK ]  MQ G ( ) 

) S ( ) V (sapiens erit) T ( ) (gram, equal)  ||  
 M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph , metath )  

||  : ‹ › ]  M (vocal, accents)  ||  : ‹ › ] 
M (vocal)  ||  M G ( ) S ( ) TL ( ) mulier (add)



12:14–13:9 15*


 




 




 




 :


 



 

:  MK ]  MQ (graph )  ||  : * G ( )
( )  ( ) S ( ) ]  M (vocal, gram)  ||  :  M ] 

 MOrQ;  MMSS  ( ) V (pungitur) (MOr: norm; MMSS, , V: 
graph )  ||  :  M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (metath 

, graphic assoc, theol)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( )
(metath )  ||  :  M ] * V (qui neglegit) (near dittog 

)  ||  : * MY G ( ) S (- ) V (ad) T ( ) ]  M (vocal, theol)  ||  
:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph , metath 

)  ||  :  M G ( ) ]  MMSS S ( ) V (saturabitur)
(syn, assim)  ||  : M 4QProvb S ] > GB S MSS (unc)



14* 11:23–12:14




 



 

:
 





 





 



: * V (et qui inebriat) ]  M (metath )  ||  :
M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (metath ,  unc)  ||  
:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (transp )  
||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (graph 

)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (near dittog 
)  ||   MA Y ]  ML (vocal)  ||   M ] * G ( ) S 

( ) (graph , )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] *
G ( ) (div)  ||  : ‹ › ]  M G ( )
S ( ) (graph )  ||   MA Y ]  ML (vocal)  ||  
: fin ] + 2 stichoi G (11a) V (partial dbl)  ||  : fin ] + 2 stichoi G 
(13a) (elab)



10:31–11:23 13*

 
:


 




 



 




 


 



 

: * G ( ) ]  M S ( ) (graph )  ||  :
MQ ]  MK (graph )  ||  : M S ] > OG (unc, equal)  ||  
: * G ( ) S ( ) V (in insidiis suis) ]

 M (near haplog )  ||  :  M S ( ) ]
* G ( ) (graph , orth)  ||  :–a M G S � > 

6Q30 (homoi )  ||  :   M S ( ) ] * G (
) (graph )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( )

(transp )  ||  :b–a M S ] > OG (homoi )  ||  
:  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) (antic 11:28)  ||  :
M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (graph )



12* 10:5–30




 


 





 





 





 





: * G ( )
S ( ) ]  M (vertical dittog 
from 10:8)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G ( ) V (erudiunt)
(graph )  ||   M S ( ) ] > G (transf to 22)  ||  :
M ]  MMSS G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M S (

 [elab]) ] * G ( ) (graph )



8:36–10:5 11*

:
 


 


 





 




 

:



 

: * G ( ) S ( ) T ( ) ]  M (graph 1

)  ||  : * S ( ) ]  M G ( ) V (locuta est) (vocal, 
gram)  ||  :– M G S (add)  ||  : M G S (add)  ||  fin ] + 1 stich G 
(10a) (elab)  ||  :  M ] * ≈ G ( ) S ( ) (gram, 
smooth)  ||  : M G S (add)  ||  fin ] + 7 stichoi G S (9:12a–12c) (elab)  
||  : * ≈ G ( ) S ( ) ]  M (vocal, 
gram)  ||  : fin ] + 8 stichoi G (18a–d) (elab)  ||  : * G ( ) ]

 M (graph ; graph )  ||  : * G ( ) S ( )
T ( ) ]  M (vocal)  ||  * ≈ G ( ) ≈ S ≈ TL

( ) ]  M (vocal)  ||  fin ] + 2 stichoi G (4a) (elab)



10* 8:15–36




 



 


 










 




:  MHilleli MSS G ( ) S7h6 = OS ( ) ]  MA L edd S7a1 etc.

( ) V (iustitiam) (ideol)  ||  :  MQ G ( )
S ( ) ]  MK (unc)  ||  : M G S (add)  ||   MOc MOrQ ] 

 MOrK (MOrK graph 2 )  ||  : fin ] + 2 stichoi G (21a) (transi-
tion)  ||  : ]  M; * G ( ) S ( �
(M: vocal; G S: graph , diath)  ||  : * ≈ G ( ) ]

 M (near dittog , metath )  ||  :  MA ]
 ML (vocal)  ||  : ‹ ›  ]  M (metath )  ||  :

 …  M ] > G (homoi )  ||  * G ( ) ]  M 
≈ S ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M ≈ S ( ) ]

* G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  MQ  V (inveniet)
T ( ) ] 2 MK ≈ G ( ) ≈ S ( ) (reminiscence of 1)



7:18–8:15 9*




 




 


:
 




 


 





 

:  MA]  ML (graph )  ||  ]  M (vocal)  ||  
* G ( ) S ( ) ]  M (vocal)  ||  * G (

in G 23) S ( in S 23) ]  (near dittog , context)  ||  
: ‹ › transp to end of 7:23 ]  M init 
(displ; accents)  ||  : * G ( ) S ( ) TL ( ) ] 

 M V (disciplinam meam) TZ ( ) (near dittog )  ||  M ] 
+ * G ( ) (dittog )  ||  :  … 
M G S (add)



8* 6:22–7:18


 








 


 
:


 




 


 



 


 

: ‹ ›  ]  M S ( ) (near haplog )  ||  : fin ] + 2 stichoi 
G (1a) (elab)  ||  :  ]  M G ( ) S ( ) (vocal)



6:3–22 7*





 


 







 








: * G ( ) S ( ) ] 1 M (near haplog and graph 
 paleo wcmm ym)  ||   M ]  MMSS G ( )

(syn var)  ||  :  M ] * ≈ G ( ) S ([6:6] ) (graph 
)  ||  : fin ] + 6 stichoi G (8a–c) (elab)  ||  : ] + * G 

( ) (near dittog , orth)  
||  : fin ] + 2 stichoi G (11a) (elab)  ||  : MK G ( ) ] 

 MQ S ( ) V (oculis) T ( ) (orth)  ||   MK G ( )
S ( ) V (pede) ]  MQ T ( ) (num or orth, equal)  ||  
:  MK ]  MQ (dial? norm)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] 

* G ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G 
( ) (graph , paleo [ r)  ||   MQ G ( ) ≈ 
S ( ) ]  MK (num, orthog)  ||  : * G ( ) ]

 M S ( ) (vocal)



6* 5:3–6:3


 





 


 




 



 




:
 

: * G ( ; cf. V [ne inten-
deris fallaciae mulieris], rab) ] > M S (unc)  ||   M S ( ) ] *
G ( ) (phon , near syn)  ||  :  M ] * G 
( ) S ( ) (graph )  ||  : * G? ( ) ]
> M S (near haplog )  ||   M ] * ≈ G ( )
S ( ) (graph )  ||  :  M ]  rab MMSS G (

) S ( ) V (cum muliere) (graph )  ||  :  M S 
( ) ] > G (equal)  ||  : ] +  M S ( ) (> G) (gloss, 
explic)  ||  :  MMSS G ( )  ( S ( ) T ( ) V 
(manum tuam) ]  M (num)



4:4–5:2 5*


 





 




 





 


 



: 



:  M ] * G ( ) (near haplog )  ||   M ] > G 
(unc)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] > 
G (theol)  ||  : M S ] > G (ideol)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G 
( ) (assim)  ||  :  MQ V (subplantaverint) T ( )
]  MK; * G ( ) (MK: gram; G: distant dittog  4:16a)  
||  : ‹ ›  ]  M (graph )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] ( ) * G 
( )  ( ) (unc)  ||  : fin ] + 4 stichoi G (27a–27b)
(elab)  ||  :  M ] * G ( ) S ( ) (syn)



4* 3:16–4:4

 



 


 







 



 

:


 

: fin ] + 2 stichoi G (16a) (elab)  ||  :  M G ( ) S 
( ) ]  MMSS (metath )  ||  :  M ] G ( )
(metath )  ||  : fin M ] + 2 stichoi G (22a) (assim to 3:8) ||  
: * G ( ) SyrH ( ) ]  M S ( ) (near dittog 

)  ||  :  M ≈ S ( ) ] * G ( )
(graph )  ||  :  MQ G ( ) T ( ) ]  MK S ( )
(num)  ||  :  MQ ]  MK (norm)  ||  :  MQ ]  MK

G ( ) S ( ) (graph )  ||  :  MK ]  MQ V 
(et mansuetis) TL ( ) (syn, equal)  ||  : ‹ ›  ]  M (haplog 

)  ||  :  M G ( ) S ( ) ]  MMSS; cf. sebir
 (graph )



2:17–3:16 3*




 


:



 




 





 




:  M ] * G ( )  ( ) (graph )  ||  ]
 M G ( ) S ( ) (near haplog , metath 

)  ||  :  M ≈ S ( ) ] * G
( ) (assim)  ||  :  CG, Bab MS Ba ]  M (vocal, 
gram)  ||  :  …  M G S (add)  ||   M S 
( ) ] > G (homoi )  ||  :  M S 
( ) ] * G ( ) (near dittog )  || + 1 stichos 
G (later addition) ||  : * G ( ) S ( ) ] 
M (vocal)  ||  :  MQ ]  MK (homoi )  ||  ] + 2 
stichoi G (15bc)  ||  * G ( ) ≈ S ( ) V (quae desiderantur) T 
( ) ]  M (graph )



2* 1:25–2:17

 





 



:

 


 


 


 



 



:  MQ ]  MK (metath )  ||  :  M G (
) S ( ) ]  4QProvb (graph , metath 

)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G (
) (near haplog )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G (

) (near dittog )  ||  :  M S ( ) ] * G 
( ) (syn)  ||  :  MK ]  MQ (gram, equal)  ||  
:  MK ]  MQ G ( ) S ( ) ≈ V (sanc-
torum) ≈ T ( ) (orth)



:
 


 




 



 




 









: init + 2 stichoi G (7ab) (anaph)  ||  :  M 
S ( ) ] G (

) (anaph)  ||  :  M S ( ) ] > G (unc)  
||  : M S GA MSS ] > GB S* = OG (homoi )  ||  :  M S 
( ) ] * G ( ) (graph )
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