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Preface
A very interesting source of research for many scholars

has been provided by the Aramaic and Syriac translations of the
Old Testament. There are many points of similarity between these
two works which are valuable for various scientific reasons.

But of all the Targumim to the Old Testament, those
to Psalms, Job, and Proverbs show the closest similarity to the
Peshitta. Here, we have few paraphrases, few homiletical
variations from the original text, and more resemblance to the
Syriac version in vocabulary and style than in all the other
Aramaic translations of the Holy Scriptures.

the last mentioned is by far the most intriguing. Here is a work
that has puzzled scholars for a long time. Diametrically opposed.^
views have been stated by some of the most distinguished savants
of the last two centuries, some stating that the Syriac was a copy
of the Aramaic, and some saying that the Aramaic was a copy of

One thing that they all did agree on, however,the Syriac. was
that thiseTargum to Proverbs is quite a unique thing. Hundreds
of verses are identically the same as in the Peshitta to Proverbs.
The verb forms, nouns, style,--- in short, everything about the

Peshitta to Proverbs) is incidental.
The first secondary sources which were consulted in

So terse and

Arampi n text, resemble the Syriac version too closely to allow a 
person to hold that the similarity between them (Targum and

our study were, naturally, the encyclopedias.
interesting were the remarks in these works concerning the

Of these three, the Targumin to Job, isalms, and Proverbs,
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that it shows Syriac characteristics, and also agrees in other
respects with the Peshitta, to which, according to Geiger
(Kachgelassene Schriften, iv 112) one half of it corresponds word
for word. This Targum contains scarcely any haggadic paraphrases.
It may be assumed either that its author uses, or, rather, revised
the Peshitta, or with a greater degree of probability, that the
Targum to Proverbs was derived from the same source as the Peshitta
of that book, the Syriac version itself being based on a translation
originally intended for Jews who spoke the Syriac dialect. This

ent on the text of the Syriac Peshitto (sic.*) and is but little
more than a Jewish recension of the same. "

Realizing that much study would have to be devoted to
the subject before we would be able to make any such categorical
statements as are made in these encyclopedias, we carefully
examined firstly, the Targum and the Peshitta themselves, and then,

Targum also is quoted in the Aruk, and by ITachmanides as 'Targum 
J erushalmi'. "

1. The Jewish Encyclopedia, 1907, Funk and Wagnails Company, .

Volume XII, page 62, bottom of first,and top of second columns.
2. The Catholic Encyclopedia, 1907, 

volumelfljr, page 457, second column.

Tangum to Proverbs, that it might be of value to quote them 
verbatim. Says the Jewish Encyclopedia:-1-"This Targum (Proverbs) 
differs from all other Judeo-Armaic translations of the Bible in

pThe Catholic Encyclopedia states, very briefly:
"The Targum to Proverbs is in language and contents very depend-
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The results

gained by an investigation of the original materials, will be found
in the conclusion of the thesis proper, where also will be foudd

Firstly, there
will be an introduction which will treat of the studies made by
Bathe, Geiger, Baumgartner, Maybaum, and lioeldeke. Reference will
be made to Kaminka's study of the relationship of the LXX to the

Next will come our own comparison, with an
A section will follow which will

treat.-of materials which we failed to notice in our comparisons,

there will follow a conclusion,

and their relationship to one another. God grant that we be
successful in our labors.

With these few prefatory remarks, we launch our work.
The pursuit for the truth is now on.'

The Author

S. Maybaum, Ueber die Sprache des Targums zu den Spruechen3.
Archiv fuer Wissenschaftliche .arforschung des A. ffl.
H alle, 1871, Band II, Heft I

secondly, the most outstanding secondary sources.

Targum of Proverbs, 
introduction and a r^sum/.

but which were found in the various secondary sources. lastly, 
in which we will honestly endevor

to give a scientific view on the nature of the Aramaic and Syriac,

many important facts and conclusions which vie carefully selected 
from various seconday sources, especially from S. Maybaum.5

The following is the plan of the thesis:



in the Targum to the book of Proverbs, it would be best to
discuss in a brief, yet comprehensive, manner, the work that
has already been done on the question of relationship of the
Targum tov-t-roverbs to the Peshitta to Proverbs. This is the best
way to become orientated in the work, and will enable us to have a
better understanding of the Syriacisms. The work first to be
examined is the treatise of Lathe.

a) J.A. Lathe
Lathe,the first of the important investigators of the

Syriac influences in the Targum to Proverbs, delivered an opening
lecture at the University of Leipzig in 1764, in which he asserted
that the Syriac version proceeded the Aramaic one from the point
of view of time. This lecture was later published in 1814 by
Rosenmueller in Opusculafr ad Crisin et Interpretationem V. T.
Spectgntia.~

In his lecture, later titled Le Ratione Consensus
Vers. Syr, et Chai. Proverb., Lathe also showed definite instances

There is one instance in which Lath developed a very
)

reads

etil wrath.
variation here, which has little relationship to the Masoretic
1. 'Lathe, 0. C. , p. 120-124

INTR6EUCTI0N
Before we make our investigation of the Syriacisms

interesting theory.
IZVVJ*
The Hebrew Text to Pr. 2.9.8 (not- our ed

D’rsdni in’o*
scoffers set a city aflame (or,in uproar), but wise men appease

of the very striking similarity that exists between the Targum 
and Syriac to Proverbs.^

The Targum to Proverbs in the regular edition has a
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text, which reads ,whereas

uses

The verb form

This and many other such

by a version of the Targum to Proverbs that was found in the
Breslau Librarywhich text definitely shows that many such verses
in this Targum are corruptions.

Bor example, H. Pinkuss and the great Th. Hoeldeke support his
the

let it be admitted that we, unfortunately, have not
been successful in locating Bathe's original thesis, which was
written in Latin, though we went to great trouble to do so.

J. Th. Hoeldeke, Bas Targum zu den Spruechen von der Peschitta 
abfeaengig, p.246, Herx Archiv etc., II, II

This correct Targum text, for
jCimi

2. Vide S. Maybaum, Ueber die Sprache des Targums and dessen
Verhaeltnis zum Syrer, p.68y,Merx Archiv fuer die Wissenschaftlic 

Erforschungen des A- ‘A , Band II, Heft I

However, as the essentials of the work can be constructed from the 
secondary material, as it is important to take cognizance of the

that the Targum used the Peshitta, and not vice-versa.
However, Bathez^erred here.

examples upon which he founded his thesis have since been disproved

ion which so often agrees with the Syriac, merely copied from the

was
Consequently, he concludes

example, for the same verse that Bathe quotes, reads

Apparently, however, there was much to what Bathe held.

latter in this version as, indeed, he asserts, was done throughout 
the whole of the book of Proverbs, and erred in reading a**Tas a"yf

JO7D .
added later to make better sense.
thus rendering

contentions. Hoeldeke holds, in no uncertain terms, that,in 
main, Bathe was correct.5

the Syriac, for the same verse, for the Hebrew , correctly
How Bathe is of the opinion that the Aramaic rendit-
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of

course,

b) S. Ivlaybaum

By far the most thorough and comprehensive work on the

He

durch seine durchausx syrich gefaerbte Sprach; denn es finden sich
hier in einem einzigen Capitel mehr Syriasmen vor, als in ganzen
Buechem der andern Targumim. 1st schon dies eine merkwuerdige

This is the
key note of his treatise, the extraordinary number of Syriacisms

Archiv fuer Wissenschaftliche Erforschung des AT. II,I

Erschemnung, so muss es anderseits nich weniger auffallen,wenn wir 
in diesem Targum nicht bios einzelne Woerter und Wendungen, sondem
ganze Saetze—und diese in grosser Anzahl--in vollstaendiger 
lexichische Uehereinstimnung finden mit dem Syrer.”4

work of this great original scholar, and as his view was adopted 
by later scholars, with modifications and amplifications.

we thought it fit to include a brief survey of this, the 
first treatise that was done in the field.

that he dealt with, and the marvelous manner in which he organized it 
Kaybaum was the next great luminary after Dathe.

4. Mer^

In the introduction of his work, Ueber die Sprache des
Targums zu den Spruechen und dessen Verhaeltnis zum Syrer, Kay baum 
states: ”Es ist dies Targum ein Unicum in der ganzen Targumliteratur

Syriac influences in the Targum to the book of Broverbs was done by 
Siegmund Maybaum. No matter what one may think of his contentions, 
one must admire efficiency with which he handled the mass of material

plumbed the depths of his subject, and was far more thorough than 
his predecessor. He was less given to flights of fancy;asubstantiat­
ed his statements by sound facts.
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which are found in the Targum to Proverbs.

a correct copy of the Targum to.Proverbs, (vide p.II of this section)
Thereupon, Maybaum gives an exposition of his studies in

which he gives a very capable presentation of his wbrklin the
Aramaic text to Proverbs,4-in which he discusses pronouns, nouns, verb:
verbs with suffixes, particles, syntax, and the direct relationship

at the end of our discussion of proverbs, in which/we will treat
of Syriacisms which we failed to notice.

liaybaum, on the bottom of page eighty and the top of page

wurde, und von welcher wir ausser diesem Targum in den jerusalemischej

the fifth or sixth century of the Common Era, and, therefore, it
would be possible that the Aramaic version could have been an
original, and not a copy.
4. Merx Archiv, II,I, p.90

eighty-one of the i.lerx Archiv, states the following opinion: 
"Pie Sprache des Targum zu den Spruechen is'si^eine Mischsprache, wie 

sie etwa um die Zeit des 5-6 Jahrhunderts in Palaestina gesprochen

to the Syriac.' All of these sections will be found in the chapter 
chapter

In these words, it is asserted that the language of the Aramaic 
text to Prnverbs was that written in a dialect spoken by Jews in

Targum beredte Zeugen besitzen. Kurz, so viel steht uns fest, dass 
die Sprache des T^rgums zu den Spruechen eine syro-chaldaeische 
und die urspruengliche Sprache des Verfassers war."4

he then proceeds to 
solve the very difficult problems as to whether the Syriac preeeeded 
the Tan-gum to Proverbs, and as to which copied from the other, the 
Targum or the Peshitta. He next proceeds to show that Lathe, the 
only person to have made a penetrating study before him, had been 
wrong in many instances because this great scholar did not possess
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Tiie editor who composed the latter
may

For instance, there are some cases in which

The
the Targum

which his predecessor founded his theory were really corrupted
They are, in order, four in the Targum to Proverbs:texts.

The other passage, 19.8 (really

introduction dealing with Dathe.
/to

It must
be admitted that some of his reasoning is rather weak. Firstly, he
asserts that the Syriac version in all the books of the Old
Testament made use of other versions, and that th< Feshitta to

of the Llerx Archiv could not make sense of this statement. ) Hence,

But this does not follow.

Bible?

However, continues Maybaum (page 89), there need not have 
been any slavish copying.

claims Maybaum, the Peshitta to Proverbs^: must be the later work.
First of all, how can we say categorical-

Next follows the section in which S. M ybaum tries 
prove that the Targum to Pio verbs came before the Peshitta.

In order to refute the contention of Dathe that the Syriac 
came first, Maybaum proceeds to show that the four verses upon

ly that the Targum did not make use of other sources than the Hebrew 
Furthermore, even Maybaum himself admits that the T^rgum

to Proverbs as well as the Peshitta, contains some interpolations

the Targum follows the Hebrew Masoretic Text, and the Syriac differs.
There are other instances,likewise, in which the Syriac follows the 
Masorah, and the Targum differs with the Hebrew tradition.'

ch. 5-19; ch. 29.19; and ch. 50.31.
and error in number.'7) , has been discussed in the section of the

question which is still before us is, which came first, 
to Proverbs, or the Peshitta to ProveiC?

version, whether it mxyxjaxxxxbeEx the Targum or the Syriac, 
have had the original before him, but yet not have been completely 
dependant upon it.

Proverbs abounds with interpolations from the DXX. (Even the editor



is more convincing. He slaims that we know from the Kidrash
Rabbah to Benesis where it is evidentx that texts from the

even before the time of the composition of the Midrash, let us say
during the fifth or sixth century of the Common Era. This, of course
is not necessarily so, but may be true. Since the preachers used
texts from Proverbs, it may well be true that the Keturgemanim may
have read texts from Broverbs aloud in the in the synagogue, or
that such translations were made for use in the home or study. This
hypothesis would be a thesis in itself.

in

This proof is not too convincing, as there may have been corruptions
in the Syriac text, just as there were in the Targum text.

He is scarcelyG-enerally speaking, Maybaum is quite unconvincing.

thorough and systematic investigation than did his predecessor.
This much, however, remains;:so far we have no substantial

evidence that either the Targum or the Peshitta to Proverbs came firs

5. Merx Archiv, II,I, pp. 91 bot. , 92

hagiographa, and especially Proverbs, were used for preaching, that 
there must have been need for an Aramaic translation of Proverbs

more logical than was Bathe, even though maybaum has made a more

VI
from the LXX, or at least, reads the sarnies the Syriac whe^i the 
latter follows the LXX,rather thanAtne Masorak.

M^ybaum’s second reason for the priority of the Targum

Thirdly, Kaybaum follows the fallacious methodology of
Bathe, and mentions four passages (4.24; 7.14; 10.20; 29-9 
whicl^he reading of the Syriac text, in order to make sense, must 
be emended on the basis of the corresponding verses in the Targum.
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C.- Abraham Geiger

Geiger has very little to say about the Syriacisms in

im Gegentheil das Thargum zu den Spruechen woijl am meisten in seiner
alten Gestalt und zeigt einen ion alien sonstigen thargumischen
Arbeiten, die uns vorliegen, ganz abweichenden Character, der aber
seiner Haelfte nach woertliclj mit dem Syrer ueberstimmt, so dass
sie zur gegeaseitigen Berichtungen dienen und zwar selbst da,wo

meist mit dem LXX uebereinstimmen. Here, Geiger tells as little
that . as not already been treated in great detail by Bathe and
Llaybaum.

Masorah, and agree with the LXX. Some examples are: 1.22-?25;
11.5; 12.21; 18.19; etc. it would be quite useless to quote all the

are treated elsewhere in greater detail.verses as the'
see that A. Geiger was merely concerned withwe

and with giving us an arithmetical account of the same.to Proverbs
6. A. Geiger, liachge las sene Schriften, vol. 4, Berlin, 1871, p.112

7. ibid. pp.112-116

vollstaendige Abweichungen ven unserm Text stattfinden, und sie 
t»6

both the Tafgum and the Syriac have the same variation from the 
7

Geiger then proceeds to give us numerous verses, in which
t/

Eence,
making a blanket statement that there are Syriacisms in the Targum

the Targum to Proverbs, merely making a categorical statement about 
the simtlaxrities between the Targum and the Peshitta. S^uccint is 
hi~s statement, that it might be well to quote it verbatim:
”Wenn bei Megilloth die Pluth fruehzeitig anwuchs, so erhielt sich
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He makes no stand as to whether the Peshitta to Proverbs preceeded
the Targum or not.

There are many ^things that are of great importance in
Baumgartner's work on the Proverbs. We will treat of the following

1) The Peshitta
According to Jacob of Edessa this translation goes back

to the time of the apostle Addai, and King Abdar of Edessa. Ee
that as it may, the Syriac version was for a long time know already
at the time of Ephrem the Syrian (598 C.E.). This Ephrem
apparently did not know the meaning of many of the expressions in
the Syriac, which would lead us to believe that this version was

Melito/ of Sardis (around 170)already quite old at that time.
appears to have cited from a Syriac version of Genesis.

Apparently, the Syriac conformed mostly with our present
Hebrew Masoretic version of the Bible, with the exception of some
borrowings from the Syriac, and some later additions. This Syriac
version of the Eiblc must have gone through several revisions.
Jacob of Eddesa is said to have spent nine years correcting the
text to the Peshitta.

The Peshitta, the first Christian version of the Old
There arexxxy many

Geiger, Preles, and Prager haverabbinic style to be Pound here.
contended that the Peshitta is of purely Jewish origin, whereas

D. - Ant. t. Baumgartner, Etat dtt Texte du Livre des Proverbs

from his study of the Peshitta (p. 11-14), the Targum (p.14-16),’ 
and the Aramean versions (266-269).

Testament, is of Judeo-Christian origin.
examples of Midrashic interpretations and interpolations etc. in
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held that it was of Judeao-Ghristian origin. Baumgartner holds
that the Jewish elements in the Syriac version may have cume from

There are many differences between the styles of
interpretation of the various books of the Bible into the Syriac.
These differences, as well as many lexicographical differences,
clearly indicate that the work was done by many translators.

even in an earlier date.
The book of Proverbs in the Syriac is of special note.

here we see a book that relies upon the LXX and yet tries to hold
IT S PROBABLE THAT THE CORRECTIONS AND AUDIT-to the Hebrew Text.

IONS MADE ACCORDING TO THE LXX BELONG TO A MORE RECENT TIME,
PERHAPS EVEN TO THE SEVENTH CENTURY Or THE COWON ERA WHEN BISHOP
PAUL OP TELIA MADE AN ABSOLUTELY LITTERAL VERSION OR THE GREEK
Iii SYRIAC. HENCE, IT IS QUITE PROBABLE THAT OUR PRESENT PESHITTA
TO PROVERBS CONSISTS OR AN ADAPTATION OR AN OLD VERSION ACCREDITED
Li THE SYRIAC CHURCH AND OG NEWER SYRIAC VERSION THAN OR THE LXX.
2) The Targum

First, the Targum was developed by the various Meturgemanim
Later, these interpretationsduring the readings in the synagogue.

The same must have been the case with thewere put into writing.
Consequently, it is possible that theseTargum to Hagiographa.

Leipzig, 1890, p.13

Gesenius, Hirzel, Noeldeke, Haevermich, de Vvtte, and others have

Targumim to the Hggiographa, of which Proverbs is a part, date back /8. Etat d» Texte du Livre des Proverbs, Ant, J. Baumgartner,

The Peshitta is probably to be dated at tlir first part 
of the second century, or perhaps,

a converted Jew or Jews, who still thought in the traditional 
Jewish pattern.®
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to rather ancient times.

THE TARGUM TO PROVERBS MOST HAVE BEEN PRECELLED BY THEcentury.
SYRIAC VERSION WHICH MUST BE PLACED DURING THE COURSE OP THE
SECOND CENTURY OP THE COMMON ERA.

The P'
the LXX, the Targum, and the Hebrew, and is distinguished by the

old text he had before him, which work was based on a version
was later revised by the liasoretes.of Proverbs which Some

passages in which the Peshitta shows dependence upon the LXX are:
There are many others, but it

The Syriac version of Proverbs is indeed remearkable.
It gives the sense of the original text, without being servile.

We

which the author of this version employed.

fact that it represents anceffort to return to the original text.
The author, who revised the work on the basis of the LXX (that is,

It has a style all its own, which is fluid and expressive, 
cannot know the special rules for translation and interpretation

However, as stated,

1.24; 6.6,10,22,25b,28; and 20.1a.
would be bootless to give all of these verses.

took the old Syriac version accepted by the Church and tried to 
modernize it according to the LXX) still was quite dependent on the i

still remain within the Targum Jerushalmi, as for example, the 
passage in Deut. XXXIII.11.

this present Syriac text to Proverbs is not the original text, 
and hence has no claim to precedence. Wnat is remarkabre, is the

As for the Targum to Proverbs itself, it probably dates 
from the end of the second century or the beginning of the tird

5) The Aramaic versions (in the conclusion, pp265 ff.)
’shitta occupies an intermediary position between

Mention is made of a Targum to Job, for 
example, cited at the beginning of the second century. There are 

of trt-C TtW-, 
evidences of an even more ancient edition^osome passages of which
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astonishing tonfgrmity it has has to the text of the Targum to

Of the 915 verses in Proverbs, 300 are almost identical,Proverbs.
except for secondary details, in both the Targum and the Peshitta.
There are many verses which are identical, however, one need not
necessarily have be<;n COPIEB from the other. What is most
striking, are the verses in both versions which are identical, and

Baumgartner gives
some examples.

(Targum and Peshitta to Proverbs.) must haveOne of them
BOTH VERSIONS PROBABLY

As Bathe stated, it is
probably that the Syriac version was the first. Baumgartner then

Some of them, however, are correct, and
will be dealt with in out final supplementary section.

Thus ends the discussion of Baumgartner, who was not
primarily concerned with Syriacisms in the Targum to Proverbs. He
holds the opinion proposed by Bathe, that the Peshitta came first.

the Peshitta in general, and the Syriac to Proverbs in particular.

E- Th. Noeldeke

, Band II, Heft I
9. ibid., p.267-268
10. ibid. 268-269

Peschita Abhaengig.
liche Erforschungen Bes A.

been the inspiration for the other.
HAB TnE HEBREW BIBLE IN PRONT 01 THEM.

Extracts from Bas Targum zu den Spruechen von der 
pp. 246-249 in Merx Archiv fuer die Wissenschaft

proceeds to give many proofs for his contention, many of wh ich 
were disproved by Maybaum.10

have the same variation from the Hebrew text.
9

Ant. J. Baumgartner also offered much valuable information about
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It seemthat Hoeldeke took it upon himself to refute

the contention of S. Ifeybaum, which appeared earlier in the
Merx Archiv, and ofrwhich we have already treated in this
introduction.

IToeldeke starts out by stating that though lathe may
have erred in many insignifleant details, he was still correct
in his contention that the Syriac to Proverbs proceeded the
Aramaic. Thereupon, he asserts that the language utilized in the
text of the Targum to Proverbs could never have been a spoken

IToeldeke further substantiates his assertion by showinglanguage.
that, since the language of the Targum to Proverbs is essentially
Syriac in sharacter, it must have originally come from a pure
Syriac text. He then proceeds to show that, furthermore, v/ere this
book of the Targum the original, rather than the Syriac, and were
an almost pure Syriac spoken by the Jews of Palestine in the fifth

It is more likely that the opposite was true,This is improbable.
that the Jews converted the Syriac into Aramaic, still retaining

Although there is something to such reasoning,many Syriacisms.
it is not entirely convincing.

IToeldeke further expatiates upon the composite linguistic
Pirst, he states, the textcharacter of the Targum to Proverbs.

later, a copyist who was familiarof the Syriac was utilized.
with the dialect of the Targums to Job and Psalms, recopied the

Aramaized.
Aramaic influences.
Targum to Proverbs which could have been neither a spoken tongue

or sixth centuries, the Christian Syrians would still have had to 
take this dialect in Proverbs and "ruin” it by making it pure Syriac.

original, which therefore, by this process, became slightly more
Later copyists or translators may have added more 

language arose in the text of theHence, a
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nor a language in which scholars wrote. As proof for this
contention, he cites a work by Landsberg, Tabellen des Sophos, in
which it is fairlj clearly known that the book was originally
in Syriac, and that it was copied by a Jewish writer, and that
Aramaic influences thus gradually crept into the book. This
argument is fairly logical, but somehow, not completely convincing.

furthermore, states IJoeldeke, the very fact that both theJ
Taj-gum and Peshitta to Proverbs utilize the LXX where they vary
with the hasorah shows that the Targum relied upon the Syriac. It
was the Syriac that originally followed the LXX.

Proverbs did use as original Aramaic text, which could have had little
such an author must still of necessity havereference to the LXX,

relied more upon the LXX than the Targum. Hoeldeke is very clever
here, but is still very unconvincing.

loeldeke concludes in words to the following effect:
A Jew took the Syriac translation as the basis for his Targum. He
also relied upon the Jaasoretic text in the Hebrew, which, in his
translation, he improved and corrected in many places. This Jew
relied more upon the Syriac than upon the Jewish exegetical
tradition.

Apparently, states Koeldeke, the Targum to Proverbs, as
well as that to the other books of the Eagiographa, are private

schools.
Jewish Targumic tradition does not apple. a* all in the case of the
book of Proverbs.

We must confess that Noeldeke seems no more logical to us

works, which had little to do with the methodology of the dewish 
The dependence of the Peshitta to the Pentateuch upon the

ITot only that, 
but how could a Targumist have utilized the prohibited LXX? Zn
this same line of reasoning: Even if the author of the Peshitta to
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than did Kaybaum.

IJaybaum’s contention that an almost pure Syriac was spoken

similarity of expressions in the Targum to Prrverbs to expression^
in the Targum Yerushalmi would refute IToeldeke's first two claims.
The last two claims, based upon the use of the LXX, are also
fallacious. Supposing that it were forbidden for Jews to use the
■^XX. Why,then, should an indirect copy of parts of this LXX be
made via the Syriac? Wouldn't the presence of such elements in
the Targum to Proverbs make the Jew’s forbid the printing of such
a translation to Proverbs side by side with the Hebrew even if it
were not used in the Synagogue? Secondly, supposing that the
translation of the book of Proverbs were the work of an individual,
and did not follow the tradition of the various Jewish schools
of interpretation, why,: then, was this translation printed in
texts as the standard uewish translation, and accepted by the Jews?
Of course, IToeldeke is very clever and ver analytical. But somehow,
he fails to be completely convincing.

P- A. Kaminka
Brom: Septuaginta und Targum zu Proverbia, EUC Annual, vol.8-9,

Kain-;nka starts by telling us that we have already learned,

nevertheless, the arguments from "purity 
of language," "dialect resulting from copying," and from the 
"variations due to the LXX, and the fact that it v;as forbidden 
to Jews to use the LXX" are merely clever rationalizations.

a
in ylestine in the fifth and sixth centuries, as proven by the

Phil., 1932, pp. 169-191
THE TARGUM TO PROVERBS A PROBLEM BY ITSELF (pp. 171-174)

namely, that the Targum to\Proverbs, unlike the other Targumim to 
the Hagiographa, has few Aggadic interpretations, few paraphrases



fact that there are many Syriac words and Syriac forma in this
Tar-gum.

WITH THE MASORAH TEXT IN A VERY GREAT NUMBER OG PLACES, IN WHICH
PLACES IT AGREES WITH THE LXX. A. Kaminka then gives a statement
about the work that has been done about the dependency of the
Targum upon the Syriac, or vice-versa,by Lathe, Eichhorn, Hitzig,
Noeldeke, Raybaum, and Pinkuss. He discusses Pinkuss’s theory
in a brief manner, namely, whereas the Targum was not translated
from the Greek, it has nevertheless either not translated out of
the Hebrew original, or at least that the Hebrew original was not

He disagrees with Pinkuss.taken into consideration.
KAMINKA THEN PROCEEDS TO MAKE A VERY INTERESTING CLAIM.

THE TARGUM TO TEE BOOK OF PROVERBS MUST BE VERY OLD, MUST BELONG TO
PERHAPS IT EVEN BELONGS TO THEA VERY

I..IRD CENTURY B.C.E.
THE TARGUM TO PROV.-RBS ARE NOT TO EE EXPLAINED AS COMING DIRECTLY
EROM THE LXX, OR AS COMING EROM A USE OR TIE SYRIAC TRANSLATION,
BUT AS CONING EROM A TEXT WRITTEN BEFORE TEE FIXING OF THE CANON,
IN WHICH PERIOD THE HAGGADIC METHODS OR HIT-RPRETATIONS HAD NOT

FURTHERMORE, IT IS PROBABLE THAT? THE TRAiiSlATORSYET BEEN ADOPTED.

Later, when revisions wereTHIRD CLNTORTESS LEPORE THE COMMON ERA.

OF T-.E LXX, OF THE TARGUM, AND OF THE SYRIAC ALL USED THE SAME 
ORIGINAL HEBREW VERSION AND WERE ALL WRITTEN IN TnE SECOND OR

What Kaminka is especially concerned about, however, 
is THAT THIS BOOK MORE THAN ALY OTHER IN THE WHOLE BIBLE DIFFERS

EARLY, PKE-TANNATIC PERIOD.
THE INFLUENCES FROM THE LXX TO BE FOUND IN

made in the Hebrew text, the Jewish scholars did not bother about 
changing the no longer acceptable readings in the Targum to 
Proverbs which were retained in the LXX. FURTHERMORE, KAMLNKA

and the like, even though it gives a free translation at times, 
in the manner of the LXX. Further, he states the well known
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ASSERTS THAT THE TARGUM TO PROVERBS IS OLDER THAN THE LXX AliD
INFLUENCED THIS GREEK VERSION.

a misinterpretation due to the wrong reading of the Hebrew
consonants, daleth and resh.

Next, Kaminka gives a list of verses in which the LXX

21,25,28

Such verses as 3.12; 8.23; 8.30;

10.12; 14.30; 15.6; 19-7; 23.4;and 26.8 may prove this contention."

;'I1. • Se^tu^gSnta und xmEdiiaxn Targum zu Iroverbia, LUC An. 

vte’ 8-9i;¥hU;i932?'lPF?£173i'174CTli'L;:-1 — Vo1 

pp. 65-141

I- 19,21,27
II- 11,17 11112,37IV- 14,26a
V- 17VI- 7,27,30VII- 22VIII- 13,23,30
X- 2,4,7,23,XI- 15,26
XII- 16,19,21,25,28XIII- 11,15,19,22 
XIV-4,12,28,50

XV- 4,6,18,20,28
XVI- 11,23
XVII- 12 
XVIII-5,6
XIX- 6,7,14,19,26
XX- 4,24,25,30
XXI- 4,13
XXII- 1,11,16 
XXIII1,4,55
XXIV- 5,12,23
XXV- 1,19,20,26
XXVI- 3,5,10,26,28 
XXVII-16,19,21,22,24 
XXVIII-3,4XXIX- 4,21XXX- 31XXXI- 6,8

Thereupon, A. Kaminka cites many passages (parts of 
opassages) in the LXX to Prverbs, in which the Greek reading shows

AGREES WITH THE TARGUM. (pp. 178-191). It might be well to make 
a list of verse5in which such agreements occur:

A
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G- H. Pinkuss

pp. 113-120

He

me.de a false translation, on the basis of the
of verses, some of which are: 1.9;5.2O; 6.26; and 25.20. It
would be purposeless to copy all of his proofs, as they are not
convincing, at least not convincing enough to base a thesis upon.

In the second subdivision of this section, Pinlcuss
shows that the Syriac OFTEN USED THE HEBREW TEXT AS THE BASIS OF

Verses such as 16.28; 18.1; 22.21; 29.4 and 11,ITS TRANSLATION.
which can..only be accounted for as direct adaptations of the Hebrew
text, prove kxxx this fact. The Hebrew text, which S. had before
it differed but little with our Masoretic text.

Pinkuss then goes through a discussion as to the origin
of tne Feshitta as to whether it be of Jewish or Christian origin.
He has little to offer that is new, claiming, with many before him.
that it is of Christian origin. He then states,

that the Feshitta to Proverbs came first. The onlybefore him,

improbable that the Syriac Christian Church Fathers would accept
But isn’t the book

of Proverbs itself of Jewish origin?

Der Syrische Uebersetzung der Froverbien ZAIW, vol. 14, 1894 
pp. 65-141

i

In this section, Pinkuss discusses briefly the work of 
the various who have gone before him.

new thought he has to offer in t„is line is that it is highly

a Jewish translation of the book of Proverbs.

even as many did

Later, he-takes his stand 
with those who state that the Syriac was the first from the point 
of view of time, and that the Targum copied fno m the Syriac.

THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE TARGUld (TO PROVERBS) TO THE SYRIAC (TO 
PROVERBS)

bases his claim upon the fact that he feels that the Targum has
Syriac in a number

me.de
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Suffice it to say that
there appear to be many verses which show that S. and M.

However, the question raised by A. Kaminka'sclosely related.
article which we have discussed earlier in the introduction, as
to which Hebrew text, the present liasoretic tent or a previous one,
the Syriac used, does not seem to be taken into account by Pinkuss.

Conclusion of introductory section
it goes without saying that there are many more savants

who have dealt with some phase of the work we are about to examine
than we have mentioned in tins introduction. It would .be purposeless
to deal with all of their articles, as it would take far too much
time, and there would be a great deal of repetition, as many have
more or less the same thesis. Llaybaum, Dathe, Hoeldeke, Kaminka,
etc. have dealt with the most important phases of the Syriacisms
in the Targum to Proverbs, and have done a very thorough job at
that.

Our investigation into the tent of the Targum to
Proverbs will now follow, now that the preliminary discussion
is completed.

Pinkuss then devotes a whole section to the relationship 
of the Syriac to the Masoretas Hebrew text (pp. 120-121), which 
it would be purposeless to mention here,



KEY TO DISCUSSION OF SYRIACISJdS IN
PROVERBS

In order to come to definite conclusions in any piece
of scholarly work, it is necessary to investigate the original
sources.

The purpose of this section will be to show the
actual Syriac forms in the Tert of the Targum of Proverbs, and also
to show, whenever possible, what words are used in Proverbs alone
in the same sense as in the Syriac. Wherever whole sentences in
the Targjim and Syriac are Either identical or almost identical,
mention will be made of such fact. Whenever possible to determine
with any degree of accuracy, it will be shown that both the Syriac
and the Targum have had the same interpretation of a difficult

Indication will be made of any instances in which theverse.
VTargum and the Syriac have the same variation from the present

Hebrew text, whether the present Hebrew text be simple or difficult.
Similarities in literary style between the Peshitta and the Targum
will be stressed throughout this study.

Furthermore, so that the investigation may be more
accurate, verses will be divided into two parts, a and b, when-

Firstly
when it is stated that two verses, or parts of verses, are identical

minor differences arising from the natures of theexcept for

Hence, the following section will be devoted to an 
. and 

examination of the texts of the Aramaic versions/of the Peshitta
ojP Proverbs.

ever possible, and will be discussed in this manner.
There are certain terms which must be made clear.

Syriac and Aramaic languages, by that is meant that, for all 
practical purpose, the verses are identical, but that there are°V*tA*^ 
gT^mmafrWad diff-eronooc of the tWff languages, or to the fact that



Occassional-

or in

even

grammatical form, or in one point of interpretation. Occas^ional-

H ebrew in one instance.

abbreviations.

ly, it may refer to two differences in grammar or in interpretation.
By the phrase, "differing in vocabulary", is meant that different 
words are used in Syriac and Aramaic to translate the same word in

Syriac influence^ apparent in the verb, or noun, as the ease may 
be.

The final, point that must be made clear is the use of 
"T." has reference to the T^rgum text, Warsaw 

edition (1874), really a gart of 5/7X .

Occasionally this texij/will be corrected according to the text 
of de Lagarde, from his book on the Hagiographa (Leipzig, 1873). 
There will be no abbreviation used for "de Lagarde",-the full

Occas^ionally, it may refer to the use
of different words in two instances. The phrase, "is a Syriacism," 
or "is a definite Syriacism", merely means that there is sow

the same word is spelled.'differently in Syriac than it is in 
Altaic, For instance, J//) ^7 yin the Aramaic is spelled

jV'TJ’in Syriac. Whenever it is stated that the Targum is 
"similar"to the Syriac, by that is meant that the two differ only 
in one word, or in one point of grammar or mf style.
ly, it may mean that the two differ in both one point iS grammer 
and in one word in vocabulary, or in two points of grammar,

Two
swords in vocabulary. By the phrase "slightly similar" is meant 
that the Syriac and the Targum are somewhat alike in spirit, 
though there are variations. By the phrase, "very si.mi 1 ar", or 
"extremely similar", is meant that the Syriac and the Targum have 
but minor, or negligible,variations. By the phrase, "differing 
in style", is meant that the Syriac and Aramaic differ in one



the present Hebrew Massoretic text to Proverbs.
Sljght attention will be paid to variant readings

from the IPX in this following section, as they would render the
Whenever such readings are important, theystudy less unified.

How we will begin our verse by verse comparison.

the text in the Peshitta to Proverbs, being an abbeviation for 
"Syriac.’1 ”H”, being an abbreviation for ’’Hebrew" will represent

will have been discussed either in the introduction, or in the 
resume^ or conclusion.

spelling will be used throughout. "S. ” will have reference to



Section II Syriacisms in Targam to Proverbs

Chapter I

Both T. and S. are almost identical.
H.2:
H.4:

5:

in bothH
T. andS. I 3 3 IT'D occurs only in passagesThis word
in T. to Proverbs according to J. Bevy, Chaldaeisches Woerterbuch
II, p. 9.

6:

8:
.sVJ^/£C in T. andis translated as9:

as
I U4 1Both T. and S. almost the same.10: in T. ,

beginning as it does withfca nun instead of a yodh, is a definite
Syriacism and is almost the same as the corresponding form in

suffix.

the fact that it (
as

11:
in S.

S. has -7s90."in deceit.”has

Por H. ODp T.

h. is translated as in both T.
onl^ mentioned as occuring in T. to Proverbs wuu

OX)I T) translated as#/)/T3O in both T. and S. 

nn’bo translated

the corresponding form in the S., it is, perhaps, to be 
o' .

in T. and fis
same as S.

preferred to de Lagarde’s reading,
H. translated as
'vhQh in T. is almost the

O Oh translated asH.

-fcfj I VJ in S.

translated as

Both T. and S. are almost identical. 

h. in-rs'i1? 
in S.

and S.
acoht

1.6'by J. Levy, Chaldaeisches Woerterbuch, II p. 256.

the S., which, however, unlike the T. form, takes a pronominal
The Aramaic form takes an object ( "7^). 0'07^ from

O/£) is used in both the regular text of T. and S. In view of 
'0’97' ) makes good sense and is the same

as njy vo in T. and S.
Wj in T. and as

| "for nothing.”



T. and S. almost the same,12:

15:

same in other respects.

as in T.
14: T. and S. are practically the same. De Lagarde emends T.

to read This corresponds to S.
15:

16: ilmost the same.
The Syriac, in "better style, uses

The S. makes an addition, reading 
S. <s17: T. and S. differ greatly in style in this verse.

shorter; more to point. Both T. and S. have the same word for
and S. reading

18:
practically identical. However, the uncorrected T. text is closer

19:
De Lagarde readsof Syriac and Aramaic. of

making the word the same as the corresponding Syriac word.
is the only way that it makes sense.This

Verses*similar with minor differences.20:
As a translation of the21:

Hebrew
Jastrow makes this sug-"streets" instead of

-KJV^His a definite Syriacism or ratgestion: This emendation
least under some Syriac influence.

T. and S. are almost identical.
-HI''bin, "noisy streets," T. should perhaps read 

JYTT1 "palaces. "

to the Hebrew and yields better sense.
^+S?T1---  -- - —- ---

with*exception of minor

except for one word^- T. having

. T. uses the word, 
—better for "to spill." 
XbT.

T. and S. show slight differences in style, but“almost
S. has"his wealth" instead of just"wealth"

diGfi'erences due to nature of Syriac and Aramaic languages.

bird, T. reading and S. reading .
De Lagarde’s corrected text for T. and the Syriac are

The same, except for minor differences due to the nature 
instead of

for •
T. and S.Vth e same

^b’Vjand the S. havihG-
T. and S.^al
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22:

the same as the Syriac For HebrewJ^nnauj •
gives

23:

24:

25: T. end S. have same style and word order, but use

26: T. and
27: T. end S. differ considerably in words end style. T.

28:

Syriacisms: 1)T. and

2) 'yji mun .
yodh.

•there being slight29: T. and

30; T. and
alike in stjje and language.31: T. and

32: T. end
33: T. and

There are definite Syriacisms herein T. , beginning with nun
instead of yodh is a SJriacism, and so is as well.

and ’the s* rendering
T. and S. differ considerably here.i

■

in- as a translation of the Hebrew »JY3 occurs only 
in ProverbE^according to J. levy, Chaldflisches Wdrterbuch and is

l>^
The style, however,

identical word for word.
S .^similar in style, but the words differ somewhat.

better than S. stylistically and also more accurate.
lagarde’*more accurate than the usualThe text of De

Uhv)
tGditions of T.4-indicates the possibility of many Syriacisms.

Severy similar here. Syriacisms: 1) 'iJIQpa

Both of which begin with nun instead of

T. and S.Asomewhat similar, except for the beginning.

S. * almost identical5

different vocabulary.
S.^similar in style.

differences in word usage.
S.* almost alike in style and language.
S^o^lmost
S .^almost

is the same--only the vocabulary varying.
T. and S^* similar.^* No definite Syriacisms. \ Differences o(v< 

purely in use of words ;<''style<nalmost identical.
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.and S.T. had
2: T. has

and S.
3:

Otherwise,
the words are the same, and the b part is rendered similarly in
both T. and S.. S. follows a text which would read in Hbbrew

S. follows the present one.
T.4:

5: T.
one place. T. reads

God. "
T. hasand6: S. has

■NDrn..
7:

8:1 T. and
')<£>□□ at endx of b paid; of verse is same as the

S.

9:
vocabulary.

£7-H ’p /’but" or "unless" instead of 

HVrew text,

□ J< '3 , as T. interprets.
T. a different

S ^almost same.

in the T. - a pa±t,
"^013 , and is a definite Syriacism since it begins with nun

instead of yodh.
T. and S.**similar in style, differing greatly, however, in

Chapter II
T. and s/*almost the same, except at the very end, where 

-|’35and S.
7-tSwe Almost the same, except at the very end.

The a part of verse is differently interpreted, T. 
translatings- and you will call understanding "mother," whereas
S. renders simply,-- "you will call for understanding."

and S. are the same exeept for one word.
and S .^mostly similar in style, but vary slightly in 

nouD xn^-K O7j\ [b XnvVl 
you will find wisdom from before God;" the S. reads simply

JfJWT' COUADl , "y°u wil1 find the knowledge of

T. and S. differ in style in a part, S. being simpler 
and better than T. T. and S.^almost identical in b part.

similar, there being a slight variation

T. and 
and



10.

T. translates better and more
succintly.

12: Following de Lagarde rather then the usual editions
Xna’Silas a translation of Hebrew

except that S. uses the plural rather than the singu&lar in the
b part.

13: S. uses singular rather
than plural as in T.

14: T.
15: T.
16: and S. differ in style.T.

17: T. and S. are almost identical. De Lagarde text, better
j-p’jlbwith the Syriac, instead ofhere, reads .Njvnab

as in the regular T. text.
Due, perhaps, to fact that eachIS:

19: T. and
T. and S. vary greatly here. May be due to different20:

21:
, as de Lagarde suggests, is the

word
However, the formsT. and S. vary considerably.22:

texts, or may be just different interpretations of same text.
T. and S.^similar in style, but use different words.

s>i

; same
of T.^and reading
(which, indeed, is better), T.and S. thus amended ere the

T. and S.’’“/similar in style.

T. and S?’sO.mcESt the same.

and S. are absolutely the same.
S?/simpler and shorter, but

not so accurately translated as is T.j-if we follow present Hebrew 
Text.

T. and S. vary greatlyf 

translated from a different text.
S?/similar in style but vary greatly in words.

However, at beginning^!, has 
'■'jX, "behold" end S. has 73, "when." 

T.and S. differ greatly.

Different words are used.
and S.^almost the seme,-minor differences.

|instead of |'17)9
same as the Syriac j'Oby and is a definite Syriacism, the 

')£>9"to dwell" being used much more in Syriac than Aramaic.
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and ppvrn , beginning as they do with nun instead of yodh, 
are under Syriac influence.



Chapter III
1:
2:

De LagardeAs reading of
as in the ordinary text of T. is identical with the'of

Syriac Both are a translation of the HebrewKIAIJ •
"length."

3:
The word

in the a part of the T., using a nun instead of a
It is identical with the

There are some differences4:
However, the b parts of T. and S. are just aboutin vocabulary.

identical.
5:

6:
of words is just about the same.

Both T. and S. use almost the same words. However, there7:
S. is clearer, and longer.are

8:
the Hebrew

The b9:
parts are almost the same.

is
Style/the same in T. and S., however, the choice of words

corresponding Syriac form.
T. a bit longer than the S.

The two reditionszT. and S.^ are almost the same, except 
for one word, the T. reading

In translating

"to thy flesh."

stylistic differences.

T. and S./similar,

marks it as a Syriacism.

shoves considerable difference.There are
/ Some stylistic differences in T. and S., but the choice

except for one word.
n>,"thy navel, " the T. renders it as

There are some differences in the a part of the T. and S.
The b parts of the verse, however, are very similar.

-|3’
yodh, is a definite Syriacism.

"thy navel," whereas S. renders it as
The a parts of T. and S. differ in vocabulary.

7^-Considerable differences in T. and S.

I |BDI3 > ar& "t116 s« reading
The nun instead of yodh at the beginning of ,

3 instead
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All but the last two words of T.10:

The reeding of de Lagarde of .Naysiku makes it identical
with the S. The T. as it does with a

fact that the corresponding word in the S. is
There

12: The T.and S. are almost identical.
13: The a parts of both T. and S. are identical. However,

there is considerable difference in the interpretation, words,
The S. shows finer style.and style in the b part. Both T. and S.

seem to have had a different text than the one we have at present,
in the b part.

S. adds, in b part, the14: T. and
This is not found in T., and itword

except that S. inserts15:
between _N ’f) and

for16:

Words are identical in T. and S., but there is a slight17:
variation in style.

18:
in the two for the same idea.

There are a few differences in T. and S. in style and19-:
words.

20: The a part of both T. and S. are identical, except for 
word order* There is a great difference in the b part.

tSeStyle in T. and S./similar, but different words are used

I’b.
Accepting the de Lagarde reading of

S: /c’lxost identical.

and S.**almost the same.

are great discrepancies in the vocabularies of the b parts.

for
| V3UJ . The T. JUDkD beginning

nun instead of a yodh, is definitely a Syriacism, in spite of the

| before
is the only difference between T. and S. 

areT. and S./almost identical,

[V3.3 .

The a pants of both T. and S. are very similar.

the T. and S. are identical word for word.
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-N'bub 'SAVN’W .20: (con't)

>03 ’jjv i.

This makes better sense than the regular T.
or than the

the regular T. is difficult, and some light may be shed upon the
original reading of T. by the text of S.

The vocabulary of T. and S. varies a bit here.21: The

and the S. the infinitive Peal The form in T.

The corresponding frrm in the S.
The vocabulary of T. and S. the same.23: There are some

differences in style.
The vocabulary in T. and S. is the same.24: The word order

The S. follows the word order of the Hebrew text,is different.
The S. is clearer than T. and moreand the T. changes it.

accurate.
Both T. and S. are similar in style. S. interprets25:

The de Lagarde reading ofthe Hebrew text a bit more freely.
in the regular T. must be maintained, becuase it alonefor

It is also similar to the corresponding S. readingmakes sense.

27:
differences in style.

-)(93

.ND-Nn, and has a similar meaning.
areT. and S./ somewhat similar in vocabulary, but there are

beginning with a nun, instead of a yodh. is a definite Syriacism. 
is identically the same.

style varies a little, likewise, the T. using the imperative

The T. reads, in its b part
The S. reads, in its b part ’O') ’jjyi . Jastrow, in
his Bictionary of the Talmud, suggests, on the bottom of page 1484 
and top page 1485 that the whole b part of the T. be changed to

% Ibl •
de^agarde reading. If Jastrow's reading be accepted, 

then both T. and S. are almost alike throughout the verse. Even 
if Jastrow's emendation is not accepted, it must be admitted that
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There is some similarity in language and style between28:

T. and S. in first part. however, there are discrepancies in the
b part.

29:

The b parts of T. and S. are somewhat the same, the a31:
parts differ considerably.

are very similar in the a part. The verbBoth T. and S.34:

S. form
35:

Syriac form

T. and S. are similar in style but differ in vocabulary.
|0DD3 in the T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh is a 

definite Syriacism, even if the corresponding S. form is .
I^npiin the T with a nun at the beginning instead of a yodh

is a definite Syriacism, and is similar to the corresponding

in the T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh,
is a definite Syriacism, and is identical in consonants with the

/'Scnne9 similarity between T. and S. in vocabulary.

However, the style differs greatly.
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Chapter IV

1: The a parts of "both T. and S. are similar, but there are

2:
3: There are some

differences in style, however.
The first and last parts of T. and S. are similar in4:

style and vocabulary (parts a and c).

5:

p 3'21, whereas the S usesHebrew
6: The T. and S. are very similar in style and vocabulary.

However, at the very end, the T. uses
translation of

7:
last words. Hebrew
in T. and as

Both T. and S. almost the same in style and vocabulary.8:
Bor HebrewThere is one difference, however.

' TDXisHebrew10:
Insamuch as the T.•3b in T. and asrendered as

translation of
Were this done,best to emend it to read as the/rendition

the verse in both T. and S. would be identical.

□* H, the last word, is rendered as 
Din S.

The middle parts (b parts) 
of T. and S. differ in style and vocabulary.

great differences in vocabulary in the b part.
The T. and S. are identical here.

v*t¥ocabulary'Aidentical in T. and S.

|'XD3 •

The T. and S. are almost identical in style and vocabulary
the only major differencex being that the T. uses for the

(Vp-ini, End S has p’JiEini .
Both T. and S. almost identical.

in S.

I'W) in T. ,
bag-inning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Sj^riacism, 
and is the same as the corresponding form in S.

’I'DA doesn't make much sense, it were perhaps
J-’ /rendition

rnjinnr*, t. has

as a
, whereas the S. uses 'jZlVfUfl’T.

Both T. and S. almost identical, except for the very
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T. and S. ajce almost identical.11:
T.and S. show considerable similarity in style and14:

The difficult formvocabulary.
lUJf-A occurs both in T.Hebrew
The last part of verse 15 seems to be tacked onto the15:

beginning of verse 16 in the S. The style of the last part of T.
15, and this added first part of S verse 16 are very similar in

As for the rest of verse 16, there are manystyle and vocabulary.
similarities in style and vocabulary between T. and S.

17: There is great similarity in style between T. and S. ,
but the vocabulai'y throughout varies greatly.

18: The style in T. and S. is identical, but the vocabulary
varies somewhat.
the same in T. and S., however.

The style of T. and S. similar in a part of verse, but19:
the vocabulary varies somewhat.

both in style and in vocabulary.
21:

the T. and S. are just about the same here.

22:

indirect object (stylistic for
whereas the T. takes a direct object.

phas a translation of the 
and S.

The b part of T. and S.
are alike in vocabulary, but the T. apparently follows the present 
Hebrew text, whereas the S. follows a text which would read in

In the a part of the verse, theT. and S. are just about 
identical in style and vocabulary, except that the S. takes an 

a direct object) after

The vocabulary of S. is simpler.
In the b part of the verses, both T. and S. are almost identical

Some of the words, especially the verbs, are

and is very aimi 1 ar to the corresponding Syriac form, which is

I*’-

Exc ept for differences in the nature of the languages, 
pyi>in T. , 

beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism,
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Hebrew

23:

which would read in Hebrew The b

24:

The T. end S. are somewhat similar in vocabulary and2 5:
style.

word in the S. ,

consonantly the same as the corresponding Syriac form
26:

which would read in Hebrew

I
xenb run >> •

The a parts of T. and S.- are similar, except that the T.
apparently uses the present Hebrew text, and the S. uses a text 

“]□> 'll dJ "IDIZJD .
parts of T. and S. are absolutely identical.

p/Jd in T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh,is
a definite Syriacism, even though it differs from the corresponding

| ~)/n] . in the T. beginning with

a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and,indeed, is
py-YAS) .

The T. and S. are identical in the a part, both in style
Both seem to translate from a text 

| b bavn , 
instead of from the Hebrew text which we have, which reads

The b parts of T. and S. are almost

The a parts of T. and S. are the same in vocabulary 
and somewhat alike in style. The b parts of T. and 8. ,theugh 
stating the same thing, differ both in vocaulary and style.

identical in style and in use of vocabulary. The S, however, 
adds the word beginning of the b part of the verse.

and in the use of vocabulary.
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Ghapter V

Except for minor differences, which result from the nature2:
of the Syriac and Aramaic languages, T. and S. are identical here.

the T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a

ing form in the S. ,
4:

word for word,-- that is, taking into account the differences
between Aramaic and Syriac. However, there are some minor
differences in style in T. and S.

5: The voc abulary used in T. and S. is almost identical.
again taking into account the differences between Aramaic and Syriac.
However, there are some slight differences in style.

6: There is some similarity in style between T.and S. However,
they differ widely in use of vocabulary.

and7:
Of course,the S. uses

this takes into account the differences resulting from the nature
of Syriac and Aramaic.

The ffi. and S. are almost identical. The only difference8:
is that one form in the T. is

the differences in the nature of the Syriac and Aramaic languages.

y/yzLOJi.

Except that the T. uses for 'the Hebrew
, the T. and S. are identical.

11 "the , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is

a definite Syriacism, and is, practically speaking, almost the same
as the corresponding Syriac form,

, in the l&aal, and the 
corresponding form in the S. is □?')p Jh , in the Ethpaal.

10: T. and S. are almost identical, again talcing into account

| -)(<)□□ in
yodh, is a definite Syriacism and is identical with the correspond-

|W.
The vocabulary used in both T. and S. is almost identical
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12:

the corresponding Syriac form.
13:

'JV’TD
and S. has Eor Hebrew I. has
S has

14:
between and

15:
I □. T. uses

T. uses
16:

However beginning as it does with a nun instead of
a yodh,

17:

nature of the Aramaic and Syriac languages.the

18:
However there is a slight difference between T. and S. in word

19:

20:

Hor Hebrew
‘Tb'p'D

order in the a part.
T. and S. differ considerably here in laxgnxgreg. style

in word order,style,and vocabulary.

and vocabulary.
T. and S. are very similar in style, but differ in choice

T, and S. almost identical in style, with minor
diffew.ces in choice of words. For Hebrew T. has

Eor Hebrew ‘7b'?'D T. has and

|i in
T, beginning with a nun instead af a yodh,is a definite Syriacism, 
and is somewhat similar to the corresponding form in the S ,j|£)IWJJ

T. and S?* identical throughout., in style and vocabulary.

W33'i1, whereas the B. reads
for

Jl/QIdl in T,
is a definite Syriacism, even though it is in the Peal, and 

not in the Ethpeal as the corresponding S. form
T. and S* identical

variations
There are minor/RtfXKXKXKRX due to differences arising from

)’Vb.
T. and S. differ consideralby here in style and language.

T. and S. read same word for word, except that S. adds 
for style between and a’/n-

T. and S. almost the same in style, except that for Hebrew 
313 and S. uses TXJ., and that for Hebrew 3X1 

")’Z3and S.uses

T. and S. are identical, except that, in revering the
Hebrew 'K, the T. reads

1’A JCDdS • The reading of de Lagarde, of
is preferable, becuase it makes better sense and is the same as
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of vocabulary.
T. and S. are identical in style and choice of21:

vocabulary, there being slight variations due to the nature of
the Syriac and Aramaic languages. However, there is a different

in choice of language.
identical.
text of T. read
and is a more accurate translation of the Hebrew This
form is a

corresponding form in S,
There is some similarity between T. and S. in style and23:

However, the form '1/01
is a

Ethpeal, as is the corresponding iorm in the S.,

language, but it is not at all striking.
beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh,

definite Syriacism, and, of course, is identical with the

word order in the a parts.
22: The a parts of T. and S. are similar in style, but not

However, the b parts of T. and 5. are
De Lagarde’s emendation of in the regular

is in acoord with the Syriac reading,

, beginning with a nun instead of a yodh,

in T. , 
definite Syriacism, even though it is in the Deal instead of the
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Chapter VI

T. and S. are the same except for minor differences
resulting from the nature of the Aramaic and Syriac languages.

T. and S. show similarity in style and language, especial-2:
The b part of T. and S. varies little.

31
makes an addition not found in current Hebrew text. In the b parts,
T. and S. differ considerably.

4: T. and S. show some similarity in style and language.
There are some differences, however.

T. has
5:
6: T. and S. are the same in the first three words of the

However, T. and S. differ somewhat afterwards.a part. It seems
includes in this verse part of what is, in the present Hebrewthat S.

texts verse 7.
differ considerably here.7: and S.T.
similar in style, but differ somewhat in8: and S.T.

vocabulary.
show some similarity in s$yle and language,9: and S.T.

though it is not striking.
T. and S. show some slight similarity. However, in the10:

b part, S. does not seem to be a literal translation of the present
Hebrew Text.

T. and S. show some similarity, especially in vocabulary.11:
However, the word order and style differ somewhat in T. and S.

T. and S. are identical except for minor differences due13:
to nature of Syriac and Aramaic languages.

ly in the a part.
T. and S. show some similarity in the a part, though S.

For example, for the Hebrew
|Ah, and S. has

T. and S. are absolutely the same.
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14:

differs considerably from T.

15:

a
same

as the corresponding form in the S.

a definite Syriacism, and is but slightly different than the
corresponding form in the S.,

16: T. and S. are absolutely identical in vocabulary, but
there are some slightly variations in style.

T. and S. have the same style and word order, but there17:

have the same style in a part, but differwsooc18:
in vocabulary.

19:

20:
in T, T. and S. are absolutelyjV'ZBb’Jfor

identical except for differences which arise from the very
nature of Aramaic and Syriac.

21:
a part, though obviously following same original text, 
part, however, T. and S. are absolutely identical.

For instance, for Hebrew
, whereas S. has

where, for Hebrexv

T. and S. vary considerably in style and vocabulary in
In b

tentical except tkx± at the very beginning, 
JdD’n ^|(Db j and s- has

in T. beginning with a nun instead of

which, however, are by no means striking.
Adopting the more sensible reading of de Lagarde of

are some variations in vocabulary.
jl(d> , T. has

T. anc^.
In b part, T. and S. are identical.

T. and S. have sjjme differences in vocabulary and style,

T. and S. almost identical in abarts, but in b part S.
It is possible that this difference

yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is almost identically the
>Zn’3 -12^ T- ,

likewise, beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is

is due to the fact that S makes a slight addition.
*veT. and S.* id■

jDr’, T. has



It is striking to note here that I. and S. vary

2 3: T. and S. are almost alike. However, thejre are some
For example, S. adds the particle

24: T. and S. are similar in the a part, but there are great
It seems possible

in the b part.
26:

27:

28: T. and S. ere similar, though not strikingly so, due to
variations in vocabulary, and some slight variations in style.

29:
•ihere ere, however, some slight variations in the latter.

'SYJ .the S.,
The vocbulary in T. and S.,T. and S. vary greatly.30:

For example, both
T. and S. begin with
astonished.” It is

c ircurnv ent it.

in T., beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is a 
definite Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding form in

differences in style and language in the b part.
that T. and S. were translated from texts with different readings

tremendously in style and vocabulary, though apparently they are 
both translated from the a text like the present Hebrew text.

however, bear certain striking resemblances.
L "let them (people) not be
interesting to note that both T. and S. do

T. and S. are very similar both in vocabulary and style.
’□Xj

minor variations in style.

not actually translate the present text of the Hebrew, but merely 
It is, of course, quite possible that both T. and 

S. translated from a different text in the Hebrew (or Septua. ) as

The a part of T. and S.- are similar in vocabulary, but 
vary a little in style. The b parts of T. and S. are identical.

The a part of T. and S. is just about identical. The b 
part of T. and S. varies little.
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the case may be) than the present one.
The a parts of T. and S. are very similar in style end32:

However, the S. is shorter in the b part, and seems tovocabulary.
have added the end of what is now verse 32 in the Hebrew onto the
first part of verse 33.

T. and S. vary a little in style in the a part; both are34:

35:

In the b part both T. and S.simply are almost

identical in the b part.
T. and S. vary a^ittle in style in the a part, T. reading

Dini'o n’*? for the Hebrew the S. reading
J/DZLO/pY-

identical.
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Chapter VII

T. and S. are identical, except for minor variations due2:
to the nature of the Aramaic and Syriac languages.

T. and S. are somewhat similar.3:
S. reads "bind them upon thy neck" (
"bind them upon thy fingers" (
Hebrew reading.

There are some similarities between T. and S. , especially4:
However, they are not striking, in view of the fact*

(0 J  yin T. , geginning with a nun instead5: The

However, the rest of theT-

T. and S. show slight similarities in style.9: However,
For example, for Hebrew

de Lagarde) and S.uses
T. and S. show some similarity in the a part, however10:

with some variation in style and vocabulary.

was the basis for translation.
It is interesting to note that the T. and S. vary12:

13:
For Hebreware just about identical.

as, indeed,,16:

form -J
of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is identical with the

However, in the b 
part it seems as though a different text than the present Hebrew

considerably here.
Except for the Eery first word in the verse, T. and S.

H j? ’ Y/l ill , T. has

(according to the corrected text by 
-hPWT)^.

there are some differences in language.
n , T. uses

However, in the a part, 
-pi3i ), whereas T. reads 

■^|-T)V215-^ with the present

edrrespohding.?-form in the S,—| 
verse in T. and S. bear no striking resemblances.

in the a part.
that there are variants in the b part of T. and S.

p.A XI , and S. has D .A TAXI*
T. , emended to read as de Lagarde reads it, and,
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17:
and

"at

18:

possible that, as a translation of the Hebrew
reads

and makes much better sense. Should this emendation be made, T.
and S. would be practically the same in the b part.

19: T. and S. are identical in language, and somewhat similar
in style. The word order varies, however, and the S ados

20:
Hebrew

, whereas S. reads
"after many days."

21: T, and S. are very similar in the a part, especially when
However, they

differ somewhat in th?
In the a22:

For example, for

Both vary a bit from T. ,23:
Both read in the aand add

T. and S. very similar in the a part, 
and S. differ a little in vocabulary.

pap J
This involves only the changing of one letter,

// !a vav

"let us embrace. "

T. is corrected according to de Lagarde’s reading.
pert.

T. and S. are almost identical in the b part.
part of T. and S., there are some variations.
Hebrew OW.AE), T. reads "unawares" and S. reads

J4AHUJ -pM , "like a fool."
T. and S. identical in a part.

yX ) "like a hart."
part instead of like Hebrew, "like a hart whose liver an arrow hath

particles such as Ti. The S. is a clearer rendition here, are
The T. and S. in the a part/similar, except that for

T. reads □.©□, and S. r’jPUJ. The b partsin T. and
S. vary s somewhat. For Hebrew D|* , T, reads^TyT

jn

it must be read to make sense, is identical with the S.
T. and S. are just about identical, except for the 

difference in the nature of the Aramaic and Syriac languages, 
for the fact that the S. adds aZvav"at the beginning of the verse.

In the^b part, T.
In this b part, it may be

> T« which
should be emended to read the same as the S.
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Msplit.

There are some25:

26:

b parts show very slight resemblances.

Some: similarity between T. and S. in the A part, but Sl§ 
fuller, and reads as though translating from a text, the Hebrew 
wording of which would be DJV H *3-)T , The

T. and S. similar in the b parts.
differences between T. and S. in the a part.

T. and S. show some' slight‘..similarities in the a part.
In the b part, T. and S. are identical. 

27;There'is



-24-
Chapter VIII

T. and S. show some similarity in vocabulary, but differ2:
somewhat in style.

T. and S.5: are almost alike.

A J 11 -h as
4:

5:
from manuscripts wl.ich read differently. However, in

6: I. and S. identical in vocabulary, and extremely similar
in style. This difference in style is djie to the nature of the
Syriac and Aramaic languages.

7:

S:
because of the nature of the Syriac and Aramaic languages.

T. and S. show some slight similarities in vocabulary, but9:
differ somewhat in literary style.

10:
There are also

However, in11:
Syriac and Aramaic.

T. and S. show considerable similarity.

'y^.band Af .
and S. render the difficult Hebrew

T. and S. are similar in style and vocabulary, but not 
strikingly so.

T.and S. show some similarity in the a part. In the b 
parts, T. and S. differ considerably, but probably translated from

The only important difference
is that T. adds j4Z>A07"of the city" in the b part, between

It is interesting to note that both T.

the same, or very similar texts.
T. and S. are almost alike, the differences arising mostly

T. and S. are almost identical, except that S. adds one 
word in the b part, Hl£>, between and I'D .

other minor differences which result from the very nature of

T. and S. differ considerably, and may have been translated

T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, 
and is identical with what must be . theccorresponding form in the S,

| I ^7)03 •



the a part, T.

rroon mu *

12: Reading with de Lagarde, T. and S. are identical in the
a part.

same as T.
15:

S. reads

Syriac languages.
T. and S. show some slight similarities, though by no means14:

striking.
a part of S.

reads

which seems to be
20:

T. isthe Hebrew
21:

jnio "hope. "
22: T. and S.

and S. readsFor Hebrewword.
25: T. and S.

style.

-vnip’ir.

Of course, there
are other minor differences due to the nature of the Aramaic and

"substance," T. has
Otherwise, T. and S. read the same word for word.

-25-
seems to have an addition, perhaps to have 

translated from a different wording than S.,-a wording that would 
read in Hebrew' ail i______ t.n
The vocabulary in T. and S. are just about identical throughout.

show almestiidehtical.. except for the vejy last
TNT), T. reads UJ‘3 ) and S. reads y Jil’pD • 
show some similarity, both in vocabulary and

T. and S. are;.identical taking into account the fact that 
r»/l7Jin T. is -^pTland in S. is

T. and S. show similarities. However, for Hebrew uP, 
-N-n.N‘2.D -N‘3U) "many years," and S. has

T. in its a part is almost the same as the corresponding 
The T. c part is identical with the b part of S, 

when T. is properly corrected, as in the de Lagarde text, which 
instead of J^'DD(which makes no sense). However, T. 

has a b part not found in S. , I’J'-W# pl ,
a translation of the present Hebrew .

However, the regulat T. in the a part is a better 
translation of the present He'crew text, for Hebrew V)33iais the 

jr-ii • The b parts of T. and S. are not alike.
T. and S. identically the same except that for Hebrew 

rP , T. reads j/n^/Cand S. reads
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24: S. is much simpler

a

the same as the corresponding forms in the S, which are also
25:

or similar texts, to translate from. However

Syriacism, although it differs from the corresponding form in the
S.

26: and S. almost identical, differing only in slight detailsT.
27: show some similarities, though not striking ones.T. and S.
28: and S. show some similarities, though by no meansT.

striking ones.
.how some very slight similairites.29: T. and S.

There are minor differencesidentical in a part.31: T. and S.

are somewhat different in a part, though both32:
say the same thing.

T. and S. differ33:

54:
However,

35:
similar in the b part.

ing form in the S.
T. and S. differ somewhat in the a part, but they are very

in the b part.
T. and S.

[/inj .
T. and S. differ considerably, but apparently had the same

in vocabulary in the b part.
T. and S. differ somewhat, but say just about the same 

thing. However, 71 pun, beginning with a. nun instead of a yodh, 
is a definite Syriacism, even though it differs from the correspond-

T. and S. are identical in the b part.
'T. end S. are identical in the a part.

|»v/ in T. ,
beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite

T. and S. are identice.yin a part.

in b part, and may be translated from a different original text 
than T. pim in the a and b parts of T. , beginning with 
nun instead of a yodh, are definite Syriacisms, and are identically
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Chapter IX

T. and S. show some similarity in style, but differ in
vocabulary a little.

2: fW, t.
read s There are other minor
differences, due to the differences in the Aramaic and Syriac
Languages.

3: T. and S. only slightly similar.

and

4: in

T. and 3. extremely similar. There are minor differences,5:
due to the nature of the Syriac and Aramaic languages. However,
T. reads and S. reads

6:
somewhat in the b part.

8: T. and S. almost the same.

forms in the S.,identically the same as the correspondingare

11:

S. seems to give a fullT. and S. vary greatly.12:
dissertation here, of fully eight lines.

)

T. and S. the same, dxcept that for Hebrew
, and S. reads

T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, 
and is the same as the corresponding form in the S. , jY'JintJ .

However, the form
(an emendation by de Lagarde,-- the regular T. reads

and
T.

beginning with a nun instead of a yodh is a definite Syriacism, 

is similar to the corresponding form in the S.,

T. and S. are almost identical, word for word. jVjyjVJ

’Ton |r>.
T. and S. somewhat the same in the a part, but vary

and in T. ,
beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, are definitely Syriacisms,

and S. the same in the a part, and somewhat similar 
in the b part. in T. (as emended by de Lagarde),
beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, 
and is almost the same as the corresponding form inthe S. ,



-28-

T. and S. differ considerably.13-14: S. runs 13 and 14 together.

15: T. and S. almost the same.

16: T. and S. very similar. XJ1W3 in T. , beginning with a nun
Syriacism, and is the same as the

17:

18: T. and S. somewhat similar. The Syriac, however, makes
addition of five lines that is not found in T. , perhaps in the
nature of sermonizing.

T. and S. are identical in the a part, and are similar 
in the b part, differing here in vocabulary.

instead of a yodh, is a.definite 
corresponding form in the S.JC-^XJ.
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Chapter X

is a

ing form in the S.
leaves out the superscription,

2:

3:

The form

4:

5:
identical in this verse.
noted that there is a very slight difference in word order.

6:

form

variation in style.
It might be said’, by some that T. and 5. are absolutely

However, upon close observation, it will be

the same as the correspod-
It is interesting to note that the S.

T. and S. show some slightlgimilarity in style and vocabulary
H owever, though there is some similarity in style

'703

T. and S. areethe same in a part, except that T. uses the 
plural throughout, and. S. uses the singular. In the b parts, there 
is some slight difference in vocabulary and style. However, the 

'OD3 in the b part of T,, beginning with a nun instead of a 
yodh, is a definite Syria.sism and is the same as the corresponding

T. and S. very similar instyle and vocabulary in the a parts, 
the differences being of only minor import.

T. and S. differesomewhat in style in the a part, but the 
b parts are rather similar.

In the b parts, they
(T. and S. ) are similar in vocabulary, but vary a little in style.

in the a part.
in the b parts of T. and S. , the vocabulary varies somewhat, 
in the a part of T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, 
definite Syfiacism, even though it is not 

’70’0 •

F) I non in the b part of T,, beginning with a nun instead 
of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though it is not the same 
as the corresponding form in the S. , jpOD.

If S. were to add the word J^"O7at the end of its a part, 
T. and S. would be identical in this part. In the b part, the 
vocabulary of T. and 8. is the same, but there is a very minor
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form in the S. ’ODD •

7:

8:

9:
T. and S. are

The form

The form,

10: T.
S. adds obh word for style.

12:

yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding

identical in the b part. The form r’f’D, in the a part of T. , 
beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, 
even though it is net the same as the corresponding form in the S. ,

f’J’X . The form, beginning also with a nun instead of a

form in the S., 
and S. are almost alike in the a parts, except that

However, T. and Sn varyVconsiderably
in theib_,parts.

11: T. and S. are identical in the a parts, but differ a little
in the b parts. However, XODD in the b part of T. , beginning 
with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is 
identically the same as the corresponding foim in the S. , .

T. and S. show some similarity in the a part, except that 
for Hebrew p’DTDD, T. reads HID, and S. reads D/3'7*. T. and 

S. differ considerably, T. reading with the present Hebrew "but 
love covereth all transgressions," whereas S. reads "but shame 
( _n j') H1) covereth all transgressions,"

T. and S. differ a little in vocabulary, but the meaning 
is the same. However, the form J in the b part of T. , beginning 
with a nun instead of a yodh is a definite Syriacism, and is 
identically the same as the corresponding form in the S. ,

T. and S. are identically the same in the a parts. They 
are also very similar in the b parts, but for the Hberew yinaw 
T. has H’^lSUl j^oo , and S. has D T)| SO/JW7 .

T. and S. alike in the a part, except that for the Hebrew 
D(£)D, T- uses jVTVOZL, whereasS. uses JOZZOl.

Sf’D,
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13:

much differently.
14:

15: They differ

16:
yun, t. anc

S. reads
17: seem to

18:
Hebrew

in style and vocabulary.
19: T. and S. differ somewhat However, in

20:

21:

form

In the b parts, 
reads

T. and S. are identical in the a part, but 
translate a little differently in the b part.

in the & part.
the b part, they are the same,-- that is, taking into account
the differences between the Aramaic and Syriac languages.

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a part,--
For the Hebrewin the b part,however, there are differences.

T. hasAf-fi Db "deficiency", and S reads X J'Hr)"bitterness”.
T. and S. differ in the a part, in fact, give different 

renditions. However, they are almost alike in the b part.. The 
11JMDJ in the b part of the de Lagarde reading-fregular

T. and S. absolutely identical in a parts,-- however, there
is some difference in language and style in the b parts. in
the a part of the T. beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a 
definite Syriacism, and is identically the same as the corresponding 
form in the S. ,-- j / iLJ 61 .

T. and S. are almost the same in the a part, 
slightly in vocabulary in the b part.

T. and S. are very similar inthe a parts, 
they are also similar, but for the Hebrew

T. and S. vary considerably,-- must have translated from
originals that varied greatly, or else interpreted the same verse

T. and S. are identical in the a part, except that for 
p <Z7, T. has UT and S. has J/ r* 7 . In the b

part, both T. and S. say the same thing, but differ quite a bit
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reading is (

corresponding form in the S. ,
22: so.

The form is

23:

whereas T. reads like the present Hebrew.
T. and S. vary greatly here.24:

25: T. and S. vary considerably here.
(or
of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though it is not the same
as the corresponding form in the S.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts.27:
The form

means the same as the corresponding form in the S. ,
28:

whereas S. has The form 7 a a 

is
a

7W .the S.
T. and S. are almost identical in the a part,-- but differ29:

The form '/nJ

corresponding form inno

the S.

However, the form ")□.V3 
according to de Lagarde) beginning with a nun instead

in T., beginning as
definite Syriacism, even though there is

) in beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, 
is a definite Syriacism and is identically the same with the

in the b part, though they say the same thing here.
it does with anun instead of a yodh, is a

T. and S. are but slightly similar. In the b part, S.
is- translated from a text which would read in Hebrewu'Xf’ DDdfH

I .
T. and S. are slightly similar, though not strikingly 
FJOi] in T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, 

a definite Syriacism, even though the corresponding form in S. is
1 fl] ig by no means the same.

The b parts differ.
f TyXj in the B part, however, beginning with a nun 

instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though it is by no
I iXTLni'

’■f. and S. are almostridentical, except that for Hebrew
 T. has ’y/'Wl whereas S. has

in the T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, 
definite Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding form in
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30:

the S.,
31:

32:
in style and vocabulary.

T. and S. areyalmost identical in the a parts but differ 
in the b parts, though they say the same thing there. The form

V'lTlin T. , beginning as it does with a nun instea of a yodh, is 
a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding form in

T. and S. vary a little in vocabulary in the a parts, but 
are almost.’.identical in the b parts. The form in ,
beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite 
Syriacism, and is the same aas the corresponding form in the S.

T. and S. show some slight similarities, though they differ
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Chapter XI

T. and S. shov/ some slight similarities, especially

in vocabulary.

3:

4:
Hebrew

5:

Hence my comment here shall be on
what is numbered verse 6 in T.

T. and S. are identical in their a parts, and differ only

6:
quoting on what is numbered verse 5 in T.

in one word.
ies.

T. and S, show some similarities, which are by no means s7:

9:
identical except for one word.

10:
11:

outstanding.not

T. and S, are almost alike in the a part, differing just
In the b parts, they shov/ some less striking similarit-

striking.
T. and S. are very similar in the a parts—almost

They are also somewhat similar

in vocabulary in the b part.
In consequence of what I have stated in verse5, I am now

in their b parts.
T. and S. shov/ quite
T. and S. show some similarities here, —-though they are

Though T.
j) and

a few similarities here.

T. , verses 5 and 6 are to be reversed (this reversal of the verses 
is substansiated by the Syriac).

and S. are by no means similar, the forms
11 3*37 3 in T., beginning with a nun instead 

of a yodh,as they do, are definite Syriacisms.
T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, though for
|ID T. has and S has AlJpV* s- have

less striking similarities in their b parts.
let it be understood before any comment is made that in the
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12:

13:

are

14:

15:

S. almost16:

sermonizes.

T. and S. vary -tremendously here, though they apparent-17:
ly say the same thing.

18:

Lagard e rather then the regular reading (which is indeed a
wise course), both T. and S. are absolutely identical in the

T. and S. vary]

reading.

20:

21:

word.

jVZlV~r"of deceit."

identical in this a part.
the same, too, but differ slight^yin vocabulary.

y^nuch here, S. having a much simpler
b parts.

19:

T. and 8. areaidentical in the a parts, but differ 
considerably in style in the b parts.

T. and S. show similarities in the a parts, and 
almost identical in the b parts.

T. and S. differ quite a bit in interpretation, but 
are s omewhat similar in vocabulary.

original tert which doesn't have the present Hebrew 
(T. reading just "upright", instead of "upright in their way") 
S. , however seems to follow the present Hebrew very closeljr. 
There are also some differences in vocabulary.

T. and S. vary considerably in style and interpretat­
ion here. However, therms some similarity in vocabulary.

T. and S. vary tremendously.here.

than the present Hebrew in the a part.
In the b parts, T. and S. are almost

Both T. and S. seem to read from a different tert
T. and S. are almost

T. and S. vary a little here, T. reading from an
T>T

T. and S. are identical in the a part, except for one
Bor the Hebrew ^p^, T. has /Mpl/77, whereas S. has 

Adopting the corrected reading of de
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languages.
23:

are minor differences resulting from the Aramaic and Syriac

24:
that S. translated from a text worded much differently than
the present Hebrew.

25:

25: Both

The formexplanation of the present Hebrew.

27:

28:

29:
or

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, but very 
dissimilar inthe b parts.

T. and S. are almost identical in the a part.
T. and S. here give a translation that is different than the

I" the b

are by no means striking.
T. and S. are somewhat similar, differing a little

languages.
T. and vary considerably,-- it may be possible

in vocabulary. dis
T. and S. are/similar in the a parts, S. either 

translating from enother text than the present Hebrew,

T. and S. are identical throughout,-- the only differences
resulting from the nature s^of the Syriac and Aramaic

T., uses

parts, T. and S. are very similar, except that S. is fuller, 
reading "and a blessing shall be upon the head of the one 
who sells grain."

T. and S. show some similarities, which, however,

T. and S. are identical in the a parts.
parts, T. and S. differ only in that for Hebrew

’V'VO whereas S. uses , and in that there

present Hebrew, or,at least, is a circumvention or
/7 3I

in this a part of T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead 
of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism,. and is very similar to 
the corresponding form in the S. , . in the b
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sermonizing and cicumventing. S. is much fuller.

In the b parts, T. and S. are almost identical.
T. and S. are identical in the a parts, except for30:

minor differences due to the nature of the Syriac and Aramaic
However, in the b parts, they differ considerably,languages.

even interpret differently.
T. and S. differ somewhat, though, in the a parts,31:

there is a slight similarity in vocabulary.
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Chapter XII

3:

in the S.,

4:

5:

6:

slightly in vocabulary, and are

b parts.
7:

slightly in vocabulary (

liDBnDJ3114

(

T. and S. are somewhat -similar in the a parts, but 
differ considerably in the b parts.

and S. are very similar in their a parts, but differ

T. and S. are similar in the a part, differing but 
slightly in voc abulary.

[QBdjm and

T. and S are very similar in the a part, differing but 
for 'y‘UD ). The forms

|l in ihe a part of T. , beginning
as they do with a nun instead of a yodh, are definite Syriacisms, 
and are the same as the corresponding forms in tne S.,

considerably in their b parts.
T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing but 

absolutely identical in their

in T. (an Ethpeal form) 
beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite 
Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding form in the S. ,

| pJIJ . T. and S. are almost the same in the b parts, the 
only difference being that T. reads ’ J' * TJTt |l ,
whereas S. reads simply Xp’7’<y'T /DpV/. The form in
T.b, beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is a 
definite Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding form

VIT3.

T. and 8. are similar in their a parts, the major 
differenc es being that T. uses T |nfor "whose", whereas S. 
uses merely 7- T. and 8. are also similar in the b parts, 
differing slightly in vocabulary.
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8:

9:

same thing.

10: T. and S.

except that S. adds

whereas S. has

12:

m i/jIj .

14: In

15:

16:

>/ni’ 71)
Hebrew

i T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts.
the b parts, T. and S. are identical except for very minor 
differences which arise from the nature of the Syriac and

Aramaic languages.
T. and S. show some slight, though by no means

: T. and S. differ considerably. However, the form
in the b part of T., beginning as it does with a nun 

instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, although it is by 
no means the same as the corresponding form in the S. ,

In the b parts, likewise, I. and S. are very similar, the only 
difference being that for Hebrew , T. has £)7")7I ,

©ill7| (in the a part, the reading of de Lagarde, 
rather than the regular T. ,should be maintianed.

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, d-iffer-ing 
but slightly in vocabulary. In the b parts, T. and S. are 
similar in vocabulary, but vary somewhat in style.

T. and S. vary tremendously in style and vocabulary, 
though they say the

striking, similarities.
Adopting the more snnsible reading of de Lagarde

( -Mni’ 17 instead of 71), I. and S. are almost
only .

identical in the a parts, differing/in that for Hebrew >*/X ,
T. has and S. has In the b parts, T. and S. differ

only in that they use different words for "to hide".

are almost identical in the a parts, 
Inbetween and -ALUDJ. However, T. 

and S. vary considerably in the b parts.
: T. and S. are very similar in the a parts,—the only
major difference being that T. has and S. has _VZ103.
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17:

Hpwever, the form

is a

18: T. and S. are absolutely the same, except for the
addition of the word
course,
reading

19: T. and S. show some slight, though by no means
similarities.striking

20:

slightly in vocabulary.
21:

of the present Hebrew,
or a different translation based on a different text than the

In the b parts, T. and S. are likewisepresent Hebrew.

There are22:
some differences in vocabulary, however.

T. and S. differ considerably,23:

T. makes better sense than S.

25:
vocabulary.

T. and S. are extremely similar in the a parts,— 
both having the same false translation

similar, differing but slightly in vocabulary.
T. a-nri S. ahow some slight similarities.

In the a part,
Z7 V ~T NO 3 Q / O7Xrather than

Throughout this verse,
T. and S. show some similarities, especially in

Both, at least in the b part, vary 
with the present Hebrew.

T. and S. vary considerably in the a parts. However, 
in the b parts, T. and S. are almost identical, varying but

translates as though the Hebrew text^were 
yjy-r (nw) noon any a rx

T. and S vary considerably, though they both say the 
the same thing. Hpwever, the form in the a part of
T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, 
definite Syriacism, even though the corresponding form in the 
S. is SSnn.

|’7 in the b part of S. (This is, of 
adopting the reeding of de Lagarde in the a part, 

i’tdvt jyy rather than nnoN7 .
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26:

translation.

27:

28:

T. and S. differ, T. reading in the a part like the 
present Hebrew, and S. yielding the same as the J.P. S.

In the b parts of T. and S. , there are some 
slight similarities.

more sensible reading of de Lagarde for T. ).

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts. 
There are differences in the b parts, however. The form

| L? ZLp />(Hin the a part of T. , beginning as it does with a 

nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is 
identical with the corresponding form in the S. ,

T. and S. are absolutely identical (adopting the
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Chapter XIII

2:

VZLOZI.s.,
3:

differ
4:

quite

5:

The

6: the

7:

8:

makes "better sense.

9:

rnj and.

they vary somewhat in the b parts.
T. end S. are similar in voacbulary, but not in

a parts, but differ somewhat in the b parts.
T. and S. are about identical in the a parts, but

thought, in the a parts, S. , following the present Hebrew,
T. and S. are almost identical in the

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, except that 
they differ in word order. In the b parts, T. and S. are like­
wise very similar, differing but slightly in vocabulary.
forms and in the b part of T. , beginning as they
do with a nun instead of a yodh, are definite Syriacisms, and 
are the same as the corresponding forms in the S. , Jin a 3 and 

'ism.
T. and S. are very similar, almost identicaljin

the b parts, for the Hebrew 
whereas S. reads y/'r’IVV-

b parts.
T. and S. are identical throughout, except that in 

□W), T. reads ’0^7,
-j sjyj in T. , beginning

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, but 
considerably in style and language in the b parts.

T. and S. vary considerably in the a parts, but are 
similar in the b parts, differing but slightly in 

vocabulary.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, but differ 
considerably in the b parts. The form vzioiin the a part 
of T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is 
a definite Syriaciam, and is the same as the correspnding form 

in the
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10:

explaining.
12:

T.

15:

part

is a

S. ,

nnon mm

T. and S. differ

15:

17:

language.

T. end S. ere very similar in the a parts, differing 
slightly in vocabulary. In the b parts, T. andsS. use 
different styles, though both say essentially the same thing.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts. T. 
and S. are absolutely identical in the b parts, both using the

T. and S. are almost identical in their a parts, but 
differ in interpretation in the b parts. in the a

of T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, 
definite Syriacism, and is the corresponding form in the 

Incidently, S. does a great deal of commenting
. and sermonizing in the ib opart? cfs 13 liar in the a parts

14: T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, S. ,

however, translating from a text that had 
rather than the present Hebrew QX» mi_n .
somewhat in the b parts, although using the same vocabulary.
S. apparently tries to interpret the Hebrew text into clearer

as they do with a nun instead of a yodh, are definite 
Syriacisms, and are the same as the corresponding fo-rms in 
the S. , T|-)3and "|A/T1.

T. and S. vary greatly in the a parts, T. slavishly 
translating from the present Hebrew, and S. circumventing and

T. and S. are identical in the b parts, however.
T. and S. show considerable similarity in the a part.

S. makes better sense than I. , reading "One who begins to help 
himself is better than ( | T}) one who depends on hope." 
reads |NY^in this place, which word does not make sense.
T. and S. are identical in the b parts, except for a slight 
variation in the word order.



19: T. and S. show some essential similarities in

20: DOHA)

cnnj/ini .expressed as T. and S. are also similar in
VJ_JCL3 in

is a definite

S. ,

and what is the c part of 20 in S. are almost21: T.
identical.

and what is 21 in S. are just about identical.22: T.
and S. are identical i n the a parts, and are25: T.

very similar in the b parts, differing but slightly in
vocabulary.

-44-
word for "messenger".

the b parts, differing, however, in vocabulary.
T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh,

language and style, which, however, are not striking.
T. and S. are rather similar in the a parts.

in T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite
Syriacism, even though the corresponding thought in the S. is

Syriacism, and is the same cs the corresponding form in the 
1(1X13 .
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Chapter XIV

2:

are
3:

4:
5:

6:

T. and S. are quite different, even in interpretation.7:
V/hat is verse 9 in T. and what is verse 10 in S. ,9:

12:

13:

are
S. having

T. and S. differ considerably in style end language, 
though they both sa y the same thing essentially.

show some slight, though by no means striking, similarities.
T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, and

T. and S. are alm® t identical in the a parts, dif­
fering but slightly in style.

also very similar in the b parts
FPDVJ J~I • M3-0D in the a and b parts

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, dif­
fering a little, however, in style and language. T. end S. 

absolutely identical in the b parts.
I. and S. are very similar in the a part, differing 

but slightly in style and language. T. and S. are absolutely 
identical in the b parts. ") ID J J in the b pa±£ of T. ,
beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, 
and is the same as the corresponding form in the S. ,

T. and S. are absolutely identical.

ing form in the S. ,
the b parts, however, even in interpretation.

14: and S. are very similar in the a parts. T.and S.
, T. having just D’flr’OT' |T>

T. and S. are extremely similar, 
almost identicaljin the b parts. (All of this is, of course, 
following the corrected reading of de Lagarde for T. )

differ considerably, even in interpretation, in the b parts.
T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts.

in T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a
yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the correspond- 

2LW33. T. and S. differ considerably in
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l

15: differing

of

though

16:

18:

the interpretation

19:

s~i mi 1 ar to the corresponding form in the S. ,

20:

21:

22:
are

Reading
almost identical in the a parts, differing but slightly in

T. and S. are identical throughout, taking into

!
1

consideration, however, the differences due to the natures of 
the Syriac and Aramaic languages.

T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, dif­
fering only in word order. In the b parts, T. and S. are very 
similar, differing only slightly in vocabulary.

*%yfor J/J’/lwith de Lagarde, T. and S.

of T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a 
yod h, is a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the cor­
responding form in the a and b parts of S. , 1/HD3.

T. and S. are rather similar in the a parts, 
slightly in vocabulary. However, therms quite a bit 

difference in style between I. and S. in the b parts, 
they both say essentially the same thing.

T. and S. are very similar in the a je. rts, differing 
but slightly in style. T. and S. differ somewhat in interpretati 
ion in the b parts, although the first two words are strahgely 
identical.

T. and S. are almest identical in the a parts, dif­
fering but slightly in style. T. and S. differ, however, in 

ef1 the b part.

T. and 5. are absolutely identical in the a parts.
T. and S. are also very similar in the b parts, differing 
but slightly in vocabulary (following the de Lagarde reading 
of T. , which reading is more sensible. ) |IJY3 in the b
part of T. (de Lagarde reading for j ) beginning with
a nun instead of a yodh is a definite Syriacism, and is very
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vocabulary.

23: S.

24:

25:

26:

’i nJ in the

ing form in the S. ,

27:

28:

T. and S.29:
show some similarity in the a parts, but differ30: T. and S.

differ considerably.31:
T. and S.32:

differ,
33:

b parts, differing, this time in vocabulary.
b part of T. , i beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, as it
does, is a definite Syriacism, and is similar to the correspond©

in the b parts.
T. and S.

T. and S. differ greatly in the b parts, 
S. sermonizing and making a long addition.

T. and £. diifer considerably, in the a part,
T. and S. show some very slight

T. and S. are very similar, in the a parts, differing 
ever so slightljr in style and vocabulary. In the b parts, they 
are similar in txxgngsgEy vocabulary,, but differ slightly

but slightly in vocabulary.
even in Interpretation.
T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, differ-

are almost identical ir^the a parts, differing 

However, in the b parts, they

in style.
T. and S. are similar in vocabulary in the a parts, but 

differ greatly in style in the b parts.
are but slightly similar,in vocabulary.

having a much fuller a part, 
similarities in the b part.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, but differ 
considerably in vocabulary in the b parts.

T.and S. are almost identical in the a parts, but 
differ in vocabulary in the b parts.

T. and 8. are somewhat similar in the a part, differing 
slightly in style. T. and S. are also somewhat similar in the
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ing slightly in style.

34:

35:
parts.

I

In the b parts, they are 
slightly similar, but both differ from the present Hebrew 
which text makes no sense.

Here T. reads, "And folly shall make itself known 
in the inward part of fools," whereas S. reads, "But in the 
inward part of fools it (wisdom) does not make itself 
known.

differ in the b parts, however.
T. and S. show some slight similarities in the a 

However, the b. par^ts differ somewhat, Not only that,
S. has a long addition in this verse, which is the end of 
the chapterfwhich ending is not found in T. . .

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, 
differing slightly in style and vocabulary. T. and S.
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Chapter XV

1:

2:
However,

a nun

3:

4:

6: T.and S. are identical in the a parts, and rather

7:

T. and 5. show some faint similarities. ODUM in9:

form in the S.
T. and S. show some similarities throughout, which,11:

13:
However, in the b parts, they differexcept for the last word.

14:
but slightly in style.

however, are not striking ones.

: T.and S. show some slight similarity in the a parts,

similar in the b parts.

T. and S. show stwxk similarities throughout, though 

differing slightly in vocabulary and style.

the b part of T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is 

a definite Syriacism, even though there is no corresponding

T. and S. are absolutely the same in the a parts, but 

differ both in style and vocabulary in the b parts.

T. and S. are absolutely the same in the a parts, but 

differ both in style and vocabulary in the b parts.

k//3,3in the b part of T. , beginning as it does with 

instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though it 

has no corresponding form in S.

somewhat.
T. and S. are quite similar in the a parts, differing 

However, in the b parts, they give

T. and S. show: sometsli^t, ithbugh£_byr noameans striking, 
similarities.

T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, differ­
ing only in the word urder in one place. T. and S. are extremely 
similar in the b parts, both giving the same interpretation, 
but apparently not following the present Hebrew.
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15:

16:

17; T. and S. are similar throughout, though there are some
differences in style.

18:

19;

20:

21:
are
vocabulary.

2 3:

thing.
24:

differing slightly in vocabulary.

does with a nun

T. and S. shpwsome similarities in the a parts, 
In the b parts, however,
7 in T. , beginning as it

For example, 
iWD Ul’X, the phrase

T. and 8. are identical.
instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism,

both T. and S. use for Hebrew
Xi jvdd .

entirely different interpretations.
T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 

but slightly in style. However, in the b parts, they differ 
somewhat, although they both say essentially the same thing.

T . and S. differ in interpretation, although there 
are some similarities in language.

T. and S. show some similarities in the a parts, but 
differ somewhht in the b parts.

T. an^S. show few similarities in the a parts, but 

quite similar in their b parts, differing slightly in

T. and S. are somewhat different in the a part, but are 
similar in the b part, only differing in that T. uses the 
singular throughout, whereas S. uses the plural.

T. a-nd S. are quite similar in the a parts, dif­
fering slightly only in style. In the b parts, T. and S. 
are quite different, though they sa y essentially the same

I. and S. are quite' dissim±larYt^utTostfahgely, 
often use the same words in the same way.
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S. ,

25:

is

26:

they say the same thing essentially.

S. are identical.

28:

29:

are slightly similar throughout, but differ30:
in vocabulary.

are absolutely identical.T. and S.51:
T. and S.52:

are
longer.

T. and S. are quite different in the a parts, though 
In the b parts, T. and

and is the same as the corresponding form in the

T. and S. are entirely different.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, 
and quite similar in the b parts, differing a little in style.

T. and S.

However,
in T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, 
a definite Syriacism, even though there is no corresponding 
form in the S.

differsihuvocabulary in the a parts, but 
somewhat similar in the b parts, the T. being a little

T. and S. are identical in the a parts (reading T. 
according to the corrected version of de Lagarde * 3.W") for

| D"^). However, they differ somewhat in the b parts, though 
they sa$ the same thing essentially.
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1:

3:

3: T. and S. are somewhat similar throughout, differing
a.-li±±le in style and vocabulary.

4:

5: T. and S. are somewhat dissimilar, especially in the
b parts, where S. makes a considerably large addition. ’□7J

corresponding form in the S.
6: T.

slightly in vocabulary.
7:

considerably. However,

form in the S.
8:

9:

in vocabulary.

in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yoah, 
is a definite Syriacism, even though it is nothing like the

T. and S. say about the same thing, but differ 
, in the b part of £. , 

beginning as it does with\a nun instead of a yodh, is a 
definite Syriacism, even though there is no corresponding

T. and S. are extremely similar throughout, differing 
only in vocabulary.

T. and S. are just about identical in the a parts, 
and almost identical in the b parts, differing but slightly

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts. ! 
and S. are almost identical in the b parts, differing but

T.and S. are extremely similar in the a parts, but 
differ a little in the b parts, where, however, they say 
essentially the same thing.

Chapter XVI
T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts. In 

the b patts, they are also extremely similar, T. using for the 
Hebrew r>ir? , , and S. using

T. andS. are identical, thai^is, taking into account 

the differences between the Syriac and Aramaic languages.
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10:

12:
some

13: T. and S. are
fering in vocabulary.

14:
I. and S. are also

15:
s light 1;

36 :
There
S.

17:

Aramaic languages.
b parts, differing but slightly in style.

in the b parts.

T. and S. are

vary in style here.

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, 

that is, taking into account the nature of the Syriac and

T. and S. are also quite similar in the

very similar in the b parts. 0’3 D5>/71 in the b part 

of T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, 

is a definite Syriacism, and is very similar to the corresponds

0’ 3A/TJ .

extrmelely similar in the a parts, 

differing only in order of one word.

ing form in the S. ,
T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, 

and are extremely similar in the b parts, differing only
T. and S. are quite similar in the a parts, T. 

having 0^0 7 whereas S. merely has 777H7.
are also some similarities in the b parts, though T. and

T. and S. differ somewhat in the a parts, but are 
absolutely identical in the b parts.

T. and S. are quite different in the a parts, but show 
similarities in the b parts.

somewhat similar in the a parts, dif-
T. and S. are absolutely identical

: T. and S. are just about identical in the a parts,
but differ in the b parts in vocabulary. *?I77J (or ^37?) 

in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun instead of ra yodh, 
as it does, is a definite Syriacism, even though the cor­

responding form in the S. XCAT) J differs firom it.
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18:

21:

Aramaic and Syriac languages.

22:

there are so many differences.

addition.

23:

However, thereare also differences in style andb parts.

24:

similar throughout.

has

25:

26:

29:

30:

in style and vocabulary.
T. and S. differ considerably.
T. and S. difier in the a parts, but are absolutely

identical in the b parts.
T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, differing

T. and S. differ somewhat in the a parts, but are 
absolutely identical in the b parts, that is, taking into 
account the differences arising from the natures of the

where, for Hebrew

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, and 
somewhat similar in the b parts, differing from one another

language.
T. and S. , though not identical, are extremely 

The major difference is in the a part,
, T. has X~DOI ZL~T, whereas S.

is,

2 0:

T. and S. show some slight similarities in the a parts, 1 

which, however, are by no means striking ones, seeing that 

However, in the b parts, T.

and S. are almost identical, S. having a slight stylistic

T. aids, show some very slight similarities (that- 

following the reading of T. as corrected by de Lagarde. )

T. and S. are extremely similar in the a parts, 

differing but slightly in style. In the b parts, T. and S. 

are also slightly similar, bpt differ somewhat in style and 

vocabulary.

T. and S. show some similarities, especially in the



T. and S. are also somewhat

31:

32:

absolutely identical.

T.and S. are extremely similar throughout, differ-33:

ing ever so slightly in style and vocabulary.

-55-
slightlj^.n style.

similar in the b parts, differing this time in vocabulary.
T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, dif­

fering but slightly in vocabulary. T.and S. are absolutely
identical in the b parts.

T. and S. are almost the same in the a parts, S. 
leaving out the In the b parts, T. and S. are
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Chapter XVII

1:

the b parts, differing ever so slgghtly in style.

2:

same as
the corresponding form in the S. ,

3: T. and S. are somewhat similar, but differ somewhat
in language and style.

4:

Syriac, but the b parts differ somewhat, although they say
essentially the same thing.

are somewhat similar in the a parts, differ-5:
but they differ in style and vocabulary

in the b parts.

are almost identical in the a parts, differ-6: T. and S.
ing ever so slightly in style, and are similar in the b parts,

7: and S.T.
differ somewhat.and S.8: T.

and S.9: T.

11:
differ in interpretation in the b parts.

T. and S. are absolutely the same in the a part, 
taking into account the differences between the Aramaic and

I. and S. 
ing in voabbulary,

T. and S. are identical throughout, that is, taking 
into account the differences between the Syriac and Aramai n.
languages.

A1?©] or

differing in vocabulary.
differ even in interpretation.

instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is the 
.

are very similar in the a parts, differing 
but slightly in vocabulary, but differ somewhat in the b parts.

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, but

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a prts, differ­
ing however, in vocabulary. I. and S. are almost identical in

For instance, iin the a parts, for the Hebrew
T. Jjas J/UJAr’DlO, whereas S. has WJZ)^»IOD.

in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun
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15:

16:

17:

18:

19: T. and S. show some slight similarities in the b
parts.

20:

22:

24:
ever so

26:
of the Syriac andinto account the differences in the natures

27:

28:
differing intstyle-.11 y

considerably mn the b parts:.
I. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts,

Aramaic languages.
T. and S. are identical in the a parts, but differ

T. and S. show some similarity throughout, there 
being sligfit differences in style and vocabulary.

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, but 
differ slightly in vocabulary in the b parts.

T. and S. show some slightIgimilarities, which, 
however, are by no means striking ones.

T. and S. show some slight similarities, differing 
somewhat in vocabulary.

T. and S. show some similarities throughout,-differ­
ing in style and vocabulary, however.

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 
but slightly in vocabulary. T. and S. are almost identical 
in the b parts (that is, adopting the more sensible reading 
of de Lagarde).

T. and S. are just about identical in the a parts,and 
slightly differ in vocabulary and style in the b parts.

T. and S. are identical throughout, that is talcing
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Chapter XVIII

2:

3: S. seems to have an ad-

4:

seme

5:
slightly in style and vocabulary.

8:

9:

are

10:

12:

in style.slightly

I. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, but 

differ considerably in the b parts.

T. and S. differ s omewhat.

and is t he same as the corresponding form inthe S. ,

□ ’ "l-TH in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun instead 

of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, although there is no 

corresponding form in the S. with which to compare it.

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing

T. and S. are slightly similar in the b

T. and 5. are somewhat similar in the a parts, differ­

ing slightly in style.

fering slightly in vocabulary.

T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is a

parts, differing in vocabulary.
1$: r, and s. are somewhat similar in the b parts, dif-

D’D'SJIOJ in the b part of

T. and S. are lightly similar in the b parts.
T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, and 

very similar in the b part, differing slightly in the 
vocabulary and style.

dition in the b part.
T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, dif­

fering but slightly in vocabulary, and are absolutely the 
in the b parts.

T. and 8. are quite similar in the a parts, differing 
In the b parts, T. and S. 

are almost identical, differing slightly in style.

They are somewhat similar in the b 
parts, but 8. interprets differently than T. (9FI-Din T. , 
beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism,

bu.
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16:

17:
both in style and language.

19: T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts,

20:

vim.same as the
21: andT.

I il at theadds

Syriacism, even though the corresponding form in the S. is

(that is, reading.

extremely similar in the b parts, especially in vocabulary 
(also reading according to de Lagarde)

I. and S' are absolutely identical in the a parts.

differing a little, however, in interpretation and vocabulary 
as de Lagarde does), ffl. and S. are

a definite Syriacism, even

definite Syriacism, even though it differs from 
the corresponding form in the S.,

T. and S. differ somewhat in style and vocabulary.
However, the Jw'lpi in the a part of T. , beginning as it does 
with a nun instead of a yodh, is 
though the corresponding form in the S. is .

T. and S. are almost identical, the only differencex 
being that T. has the singular throughout, whereas S. has

t. and S. differ in the b parts only in that T. adds | oat the 
very beginning. VZL01 in the b part of x. , beginning with

a definite Syriacism, and is the

the plural.
T. and s. show some slight similarities, differing

However, in the b part
of T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite

a nun instead of a yodh, is 
corresponding form in the S.,

S. differ in the a parts, only in that S.
end. T. and S. are absolutely identical in 

3’1 in the b part of I., beginning with 
a definite Syriacism, and is

the b parts.
a nun instead of a yddh, is
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very similar to the corresponding form in the S. ,

22: T. adding

an extra word.

b parts.

23: T. and S. show some similarities throughout,

though there are differences in style and vocabulary.

, in the a gnd b parts of T. , beginning as itcjtoes, with

24: T. and S. differ somewhat.

\

I. and 5. are very similar in the a parts,
There are some slight similarities in the

even

a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though 
they differ with the corresponding form in the S. ,
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Chapter XIX

T. and S.

adds in.that S.

2: T. and S.

account

Aramaic

3:

5:

a

jonnj.

ing form in the S. ,

6:

Strange

7:

8:

differ in the b parts in 

(T-uhas | ' \/J ‘ □, /» 7» whereas S. has

T. and S. are similar in the b parts, differing some­
what, however, in style and vocabulary.

T. and S. are absolutely the same in the a parts, and 
one very inconsequential respect

| ’^7* 3L^7i whereas S. has / ' 14/' l .

as it is that both T. and S. differ considerably with the

T. and S. differ considerably, though they both say 
essentially the same thing. •□TTi in the a pairt of T. , 
beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, .is 
definite Syriacism, even though it differs from the correspond­
ing form in the S. , in the b part of
T. , beginning also with a nun instead of a yodh, is also a
definite Syriacism, though it too differs from the correspond- 

xKOni.

present Hebrew, and give the same reading.).
T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a ^and b parts, 

differing slightly in style and vocabulary. The S. does 
not have the c part found in the present Hebrew Text and T. , 
but includes it as the first part of verse eight. Stangely 
this first part of eight in S. is almost identical with the 
c part of T.,as corrected by de Lagarde.

T. and S. show some slight similarities, but differ 
in many important respects in style and vocabulary.

are almost identical in the a parts, except 
T. and S. differ considerably in theb parts, 
are almost identical, that is, taking into 

the differences due to the natures of the Syriac and 
languages.
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9:

form in the S.

12:

they differ somewhat in style and vocaulary.

15:
parts.

T. and S.show some very slight similarities.16:
T. and S. show but slight similarity. However,17:

18:
differ somewhat in ;the b part®.

especially similar.
T. and S. show considerable similarity in the b^

T. and S. show some slight similarities, though
The a parts are

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, though they 
differ slightly in style and vocabulary. T. and S. vary

T. and 5. ahow some slight^similarities. gowever, 
in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun instead of a 

yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the corres­
ponding form in the S. , "7'IZN] .

10: T. and S. are absolutely identical, that is, taking
into account the differences arising fromthe natures of the 
Aramaic and Syriac languages. in the b parts
of T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite 
Syriaeism, and is the same as the corresponding form in the 
s., .

somewhat in the b parts, though they both say the same thing 
essentinally . HA/lor O’ZLDj, in the b part of T. , 
howver, since it begins with a nun instead of a yodh, is a 
definite Syriacism, even though there is no corresponding

F| • T] in the a part of T. , beginning with a nun instead of 
a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though the corresponding 
form in the S. is X i .

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, but
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19:

20: T. and S. are slightly similar.
21:

22: T. and S. differ somewhht, even in interpretation.

23:

and

corresponding forms in the S.,identical with the

24: differ, even in interpretation.
However,25: differ considerably.T. and S.

ing form in the S. is
26:

For the Hebrew
and S. has

27:
differences.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, difer­

ing slightly in vocabulary.

Reading the corrected text of de Lagarde, T. and S. 

are absolutely identical.

T. and S. are extremely similar

T. and S.

word in the a part.

parts are identical.
T. and S. are slightly similar, but show considerable

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, 
but differ somewhat in the b parts, although they both say 
essentially the same thing.

in the b part of J., beginning as it does with a nun instead 
of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though the correspond©

in the b jiand c parts, differing slightly in style.
7lpD3 in the b part and c prt of T. , beginning with a 

nun instead ozfja yodh, are definite Syriacisms, and are

7)/ 3 3 and

I. and S. are absolutely identical , except for one 
nnr,j. has p’Dvo 

It is understood,of course, that the
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Chapter XX

a

2:

4: This is a very interesting verse. T. and S.are almost

T. has jv j 3 in. Both

Our translation
when
put to

T. and S.
are

5:

T. and S. are quite different, though they both 

essentially the same thing.

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 

slightly in vocabulary; they are absolutely identical in the 

b parts, taking into account, of course, the differences between 

the Aramaic and Syriac languages.

However,

of T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of

say-
D3HJ13 in the b part 

a yodh, is 
d efinite Syriacism, even though there is no corresponding 

form in the S.

a part of the following verse.
T. and S. differ in the a parts, T. reading, "Counsel 

( in the heart of man is like deep water," whereas
S. reads "Counsel ( j/.nr’O) in the heart of the king ( jVlSo) 

is like deep water(reading .M’TnfroEi the last part of verse 4).”
T. and S. , however, are very similar in the b parts, differing 
but slightly in style. Bl'/77 in the b part of T. , 

beginning with a nu^instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, 
and is/tixacxscsexiKXxac the corresponding form m the o. , f/ / I J •

identical in the a parts, the only difference being that for the 
HlSerew T. has whereas S. has
have, apparently, the identical mistranslation of the present 
Hebrew text's W/7n’ ino .
says, and ietk correctly, "The sluggard will not plow, 
winter setteth in," T. and S. say "The sluggard who is 
shame ( 70000) does not keep silent ( pW).*1

absolutely the same in the b parts, when S. is correeted.
The; word X'TJat the end of the b part of S. really belongs in the
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6:

7:

8: T. and S.

fering ever so slightly in style.

9:
in the

10:

but differ in vocabualry and style.
and S.are absolutely identical throughout, that is,

taking into account the differences due taothe natures of the
Syriac and Aramaic languages.

12: T. and S. are identical in the a parts, but differ

A, However,
T. and

However, S.

It is

of the present Hebrew.

The forms, "TD-ND,

and

the b parts,

11: T.

though They both say the sarnie thing essentially.

interesting to note that both T. andS. have the same mistranslatio:

They both probably resolved V) VI

DV") ( £) 01/3 , or had the text 
>^tion.

are just about identical in the a parts, dif- 
In the b parts they differ 

somewhat, both in style and vocabulary.

T. and S. are absolutely the same in the a parts, 
and diff er ever so slightly in the b part, S. adding |'T.

T. and S. are similar throughout, differing somewhat, 
however, in style.

soxmewxhat in the b parts.
13: T. and S. are exta^ly similar in the a parts.

for the Hebrew |O, T. has JVD/’T, whereas S. has
S. are extremely similar in the a parts as well.
adds stylistically, JZ/’A'at the very beginning.

14: T. and S. difier somewhat in style and vocabulary,

in the a part of Hebrew as 
before them that justified their trans.

in T. beginning with a nun instead of a

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, but differ 
somewhat in style. T. and 8. show more similarities 
b parts, but differ spittle in vocabulary.

T. and S. are extremely similar in the a parts, differ­
ing but slightly in styie. T. and8. are somewhat si mi 1 gr in



15: make

16:
17:

, begining as it

18:

19:

20:

T. has

S. has

21:

The S. seems to be a more polishedand style.in voc abulary
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yodh, are all definite Syriacsims.

: It is interesting to note that both T. and S.
this verse a continuation of the previous one. In the T. 
this is indicated by a "7" placed before the verse proper, 
in the S. this is indicated by having the last wotd of the 
pre seeding verse here, reading ” "F ‘ATWJi £nd g. are
somewhat similar in the a parts, this previous variation
being the ma join-difference. T. and S. are also ver y similar 
in the b prts, differing a little in style.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the b parts.
T. and S’ are identical in the a parts,and are very 

similar ii^the b parts, differing but slightly in style and 
vocabulary. in the b part of 5!.
does with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and 

is the sameas the corresponding form in the S. 3.
T. and S, show some similarities, though very neglig- 

able, especially in style.xnk The vocabulary differs.
T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are very 

similar in the b parts, differing slightly in style and 
vocabulary.

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, 
and are quite similar in the b parts, differing but slightly in 
vocabulary. For the Hebrew T. has 2O| , whrreas

in the b part of T. , beginning with 
a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is 
identical with the cox-responding form in the S. , .

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, 
and are very similar in the b parts, differing but slightly
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22:

24:

25: T. and

26:

27:

style and vocabulary.

28:

The b parts of T. and S.There are few similarities.50:

are slightly similar.

identical in the b parts, that is, taking into consideration 

the differences due to the natures of the Syriac and Aramaic

translation here (b part).

T. and S. are slightly similar throughout, though 

there are many differences.

T. and S. are somev.hat similar in the a parts, dif­

fering in that S. has ancadditional word, and thus varies in 

style.

languages,
T. and S. are similar in thecia parts, differing in

There are some slight similarities in
the h parts.

T. and S. are slightly similar throughout.

S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 

but slightly in vocabulary. They differ somewhat in the b 

parts, though they both say essentially the same thing.

T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, 

differing but slightly in vocabulary. T. and S. are absolutely
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Chapter XXI

a

2:
in vocabulary.

3:

4:

(tillage).
5: differ considerably.T. and S.
6: T. and S.

ing in vocabulary.

7:
8: T. and S. are

at the

9:
in vocabulary.

10: T, and

ing ever so slightly in style.
the b parts, differing only in that S. adds

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, dif­
fering slightly in vocabulary.

are somewhat similar in the a parts, differ-
The vocabulary of I. and S. varies some­

what in the b parts.
S. is much simpler than T.

exti/aely similar in the a parts, differ-
T. and S. are also similar in

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, but differ in 
vocabular y in the b parts.

T. and S. show but slightx similarities.

I. and S. are extremely similar
| 33 J

a yodh, is

However, it is 
interesting to note that they both resolved 3 J in the b part 
of the Hebrew as ")J ( ) rather than

in the b parts, differing ever so slightly in style, 
in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun instead of 

definite Syriacism, even though it differs from the correspond­
ing form in the S. ,

T. and S. are rather similar in the a parts, differing 
In the b parts, T.and S. are somewhat s-inrila-r, 

varying slightly in style and vocabulary.

very beginning.
T. and S. are verys similar in the a pcrts, differing 

The a parts are somewhat unlike, 5. even 
neglecting to translate the Hebrew

S. differ considerably, even in interpretation.



-74-
ii; T. and

at all.
in style.

true of
If

14 :

16:

This is especially striking as this

This

and Aramaic languages.
verse has some forms and some vocabulary that are somewhat out of

’Jk/JIJ in the b part

ing somewhat in style.
T. and S. are absolutely identical here,

the ordinary, for example, both T. and S. have for the Hebrew
O’W, N/inj which occurs both in 

T. and S. , is also a bit out of the ordinary. This (M/MH 
which occurs in the b part of T. , since it begins with a nun

with the corresponding form in the S. , L/BIU3. The samp, is 
in the b part of T. , the corresjtading form

in the S. also being JOjU.
of T. is read according to the de Lagarde correction,

then it is very similar to the corresponding form in the S. , 
In any event, it is a definite Syriacism,

since it begins with a nun instead of a yodh.

S. show some slight similarities in the a pa^ts; 
differ in the b parts. However, O3f)l in the a part of T. , 
beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriaiism, 
even if the corresponding form in the S. is. ODDPD.

13: 1. end S. are very similar in the a parts, the only
difference being that S. doesn't translate the Hebrew j'VJD 

In the b parts, T.and S. are similar, differing somewhat 
in the a part of T. , beginning with a nun 

instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism , and is identical
mi

: T. and S. show some slight similarities in the a parts,

though differing both in style and vocabulary. T. and S. ,

however, differ somewhat in the a parts, even in-interpretation.

15: T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, differ-

The b parts are quite different.

e|cept for 

minor differences which result from the natures of the Syriac
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17:

a

WJ-
18:
19:

fering ever so slightly in style.

variation in style.

21:
alone.

22:
ing only in the spelling of one v.'ord.

25:
differ a littl e in vocabulary and word order in the b parts.

T. and S. show some very slight similaritiesx. T. is25:

26:

27:
However, the b parts
so slightly in style.

unlike in vocabulary in the b parts, but they say the same thing.
T. and S. are absolutely identical in the a parts, and

a little more ornate and complicated.
T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, and

and. is similar to the corresponding form in the S. ,
T. and S. are onyl vaguely similar,

I. and S. are almost identical in the a part, differ-
T. and S. are absolutely

T. and S. show some slighti similarities in style.
T. and S. have some

differ only a little in vocabulary in the b parts.
T. and S. are but slightly alike in the a parts.

are just about identical, differing ever
It is interesting to note that they both

is a definite Syriacism, and as just stated, is the 
same as the corresponding form in the S.

T. and S. are just about idenitcal, the only difference 
being that T. repeats the word O’O'I , whereas S. does not.
0/W3 in the b part of I. , beinning with a nun instead of 

yodh, is a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the correspond­
ing form in the S. ,

similarities in the a parts, dif- 
T. and S., in the b part, 

are almost identical, there being an almost negligible 
invthe b part of T., 

beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, 

and in style



-76-
have the same mistranslation of the Hebrew

in their b parts.
28:

29: T. and S. show some slight similarities, but differ
quite a bit in style.

30: T.
Hov,-ever, the Hebrewin vocabulary and style.

rendered as
31:

are not striking ones,

T. and S. show faint resemblances in the a parts.
However, T. and S. are rather similar in the b parts, 
differing slightly in yiyiK voc abulary.

~T ) in both T. and 5.
T. and S. show some similarities, which, however,

and S. are but slightly similar, differing both 
7^3*? is
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Chapter XXII

2; T. and S.

4:
5:

6:

the S. is a

'U03.
7s

in style. However,
as it Coes
and is the same as the corresponding form tin the S. ,

8: I.
account the differences

T. and S. are similar in the b- parts,langis. ges.

9:

and Aramaic
differing in vocabulary. 7^*03 in the a part of T. , beginning

T. and S. differ a little in the a parts, but are almost 
identical in the b parts.

T. and S. differ somewhat.

and S. are identical in the a parts, taking into 
caused by the natures of the Syriac

However, Til03 or
(de Lagarde) in T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is 
a definite Syriacism, though there is no corresponding form in

' U03 in the b part of I., beginning with a nun, 
definite Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding 
form in the S. ,

T. and S. are similar tliroughout, differing somewhat 
(9/?7>>Ul3 in the a parts mf T. , beginning

are absolutely identical in the parts, 
but differ a little in style and vocabulary in the b parts.

T. nad S. have some similarities.

with a nun, is a definite Syriacism, anc is sery similar to the 
corresponding form in the S., 7^'H'n3* in the b
part of T. , likewise, is a Syriacism, and is also very similar 
to the form in the S. that corresponds to it, namely

with a nun instead ofaa yodh, is a definite Syriacism

T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, the 
only difference being that T. has two occuAnces of the word

in the case of S.instead of one, as in the case of S. T. and S. are 
absolutely identical in the b parts. in the a part
of T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a yodh, is a
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10:

12: dif-

T. and S. differ considerably

14:

15:
However,

a

16:

181

19:

T. and S. show some slight similarities throughout, 
though differing in style and vocabulary.

T. and 5. are identical in the a parts, except for 
such differences as arise tffrom the very natures of the Aramaic

T. and 6. are like°wise identical in

a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the correspond­
ing form in the 8. , "pH.

T. and S. are quite unalike, S. even adding an addition 
found neither in H. nor T.

and Syriac languages.
the b parts, though the differences between the Aramaic and Syria 
languages are somewhat noticable here. |i JAJI in the 
b part of T. , beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a 
definite Syriacism, and is very similar to the corresponding 
form in the S. ,

T. and S. are similar in Style in the a parts, though 
different in vcyfebulary. In the b part, S. translating the 
Hebrew PpV, whereas H. does translate it as .

’IPi3 in the a part of T., beginning with a nun,.tnntnnfl

T. and S. are almost identical ih the a parts, 
fering but slightly in vocabulary.
in the b parts.

T. and S. are identicalcin the a parts,.but differ 
a little in vocabulary in the b parts.

T. and S. are somewhat similar, though T. and S. give 
slightly different interpretations in the a parts.

in the b part of T., beginning as it does with i 

nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though 
the corresponding form in the S. is "pf'O'Q, which is some­
what different.
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corres-

20:

T.

21:

22:
some

23:

24:
markedly so.

25:

27:

29:

T. and S. are similar in style throughout, though they 
differ in vocabulary.

slightly in vocabulary.
IS APPARENTLY AT A LOSS TO TRANSLATE THE H.

only in vocabulary in the b parts.
T. and S. are very similar in the a prts , differing

IT IS INTERESTING TO NOTE TEAT THE S.
■yDD , AND HENCE

T. and S. differ somewhat in the a parts (possibly what 
is the last part of this verse was read with the last part of 
the last verse in S. ). However, T. and S. are very similar 
in the b parts, differing slightly in vocabulary and style.

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, and show 
similarities in the b parts.

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, and differ 
slightly in the b parts in language.

T. and S. are somewhat similar throughout, though not

is a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the 
ponding form in the S., Jinj.

T. and S. are just ab”out the same in the a parts, 
differing ever so slightly in vocabulary. In the b parts, 
seems to translate from a L^ttl^ different text than the 

present H.

T. and S. are absolutely tin same in the b parts,-that 
is, taking into account, of course, the-differences which arise 
from the natures of the Syriac and Aramaic languages. in

the b part of T. , beginning as it does with a nun instead of a 
yofi h, is a definite Syriacism, and is the same as the correspond­
ing form in the S. , J’HOJ .

28‘ T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and differ
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ItERELY TAKES IT OVER INTO THE S. TEXT.

the S., which are also

T. and S. are absolutely the sane in the b parts.

> occuring twice in the b part of T. , is a definite 

Syriacism, and is identical vfith the corresponding forms in 

Dipj.
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Chapter ZXIII

4:

style.

come

5:

ing ever so slightly in style.

vocabulary and style in the b parts, but still show some

similarity.

7: T. and S. are quite different.

8: quite similar throughout, differing inT. and S. are

style.

9:

10:

11: T. and S. are quite similar in the a parts, differ-

12:

13:

in the b-parts, taking into account, of course, the differences 
between the Aramaic and Syriac languages.

and ?Aramaic languages.
T. and S. show some slight similarities throughout.

T. and S. show some very slight, almost negligible, 
similarities.

: T. and S. are just about identical in the a parts,
having a very minor d ifference in style. T. and S. are identical

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, but differ in
T. and S. differ in vocabulary and style in the b 

parts, but show some similarity. It is interesting to note that 
both T. and S. read differently than the present Hebrew, both 
T. and S. rendered into into English, would read "Do not 
near the rich man, but, in your wisdom, keep away from him, P

T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, differ-
T. and S. vary somewhat in

ing in vocabulary, T. and S. are also similar in the b parts, 
differing in style. y/71 in the b part of T. , beginning with 
a pun instead of a yodh, is a definiteSyriacism, and is the 
same as the corresponding form in the S., //7J •

T. and S. are identical, taking into account, of 
course, the differences due to the very natures of the Syriac
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14:

style.

16:

17:

18: T.

s.,
20: T. and S. are si mi 1 ar in vocabulary, but differ in

word order.
21:

22:

part of T., 
is the same |<9 J ,.

H owever,

7 Hl J in the b part of T., beginning with a nun, is a Syriacisn 

and is identically the dame as the corresponding form in the

slightly
T. and S. are/similar in the a part®, differing mostly 

in that S. adds words to make the statement clearer, and that
T. and S. are

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing in
T. and S. are similar in .the b p. rts, differing this 

time in vocabulary.
15: T and S. are almost alike in the a parts, differing

ever so slightly in style. I. and S. show some slight 
similarities in the b parts, but differ ebnsiderably in style.

T. and S. are very similar throughout, differing 
slightly in style. / T/OI in the first part of T. , 
beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a Syriacism, even 
though it is not similar to the corresponding form in the S., 

y/7j.
T. and S. are identical in the a parts , and differ 

only slightly in vocabulary in the b parts. in the a
beginning with a nun, is a definite Syriacism, and 
as the correspodning formin the S. , 
and S. show some minor similarities.

there is a slight difference in vocabulary.
different to some degree in the b parts, even when the more 
sensible reading of de Lagarde is adopted. However, J in 
the b part mf I. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, and 
is the same as the corresponding form in the S. ,

T. and S. are similar throughout, differing slightly



23:

24:

The second

25:
26: a

27:

2S:

30:

32:

33:

T. and S. differ considerably here, even in 
interpretation.

T. and S. shpw some slight similarities throughout, but 
differ in vocabulary and style.

T. and 8. show only negligible similarities, differ­
ing as they do in style and vocabulary. However, it is 
interesting to note that S. has an addition of a sermonic nature.

T. and S. ere quite dissimilar in the a parts, S. 
apparently circumventing the text in the Hebrew, or having a 
differing text than the present Hebrew, but are very similar 
in the b parts, where they vary slightly in style.

T. and 8. are slightly similar in vocabulary, though 
there are differences. However, 8. tries to reinterpret the 
verse to make more sense,*almost sermonizes, and misses the

-83-
in styii and vocabulary.
T. and 8. are identical in the a parts, and differ 

but slightly in vocabulary in the b parts.
T. andS. are slightly similar in the a parts, but 

differ considerably in style in the b parts. However, 
in the a parts of T. , and '7^3 in the b part of T. , 

both beginning with a nun, are Syriacisms. The first is the 
same as the correspoding form in the §. , )77J.
is verbs'—— •*— J-,~- ---- _ "^similar to the corresponding form in the 8., .

T. and 8. are slightly similar in both parts.
T. and Sa are identical in the a parts, and differ . 

xxffgrx little in style in the b parts.
T. and 8. are similar in the a parts, differing £ little 

in style and vocabulary. T. and S. are similar in the b parts as 
well, differing in vocabulary.

28:
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34:

a parts, and that there is nd corresponding form in the present 
Hebrew text.

b part.
35:

connection of this verse to the two previous ones.
T. and S. are similar in the a_ parts , differing 

somewhat in sl/Le. 5. apparently had a text which varied from 
the present Hebrew as the basis of its tr?iaslation in the

T. and S. are unlike in the a parts, but show slight 
similarities in the b parts. However, it is interesting to 
note that both T. and S. have at the beginning of theit
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1:

vocabulary.

2: there

3:

4:

5:
style.

vocabulary. It is interesting to note that both T. and S.
have the same misinterpretation of the present Hebrew.

6:
7:

8:

10: T. and S.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the b parts.
T. and 8. are considerably different in the a parts,

are similar in the a parts, differing in 
T. and S. are also similar in the b parts, dif­

fering in style.

Chapter XXIV
T. and S.

I. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing in
T. and 5. are like-wise similar in the b parts, even 

though there are some striking differences both in style and

S. apparently following the present reading of the Hebrew 
very closely. The b parts, however, are identical.

T. and S. are but slightly similar, S. giving a much 
simpler rendition than T. However, in the b part of
T. , beginning with a nun, is a definite Syriacism, even if it 
does differ with the corresponding form in the S.,

differ here, even in interpretation and

It is, 
of course, possible that both T. and S. were interpreted from 
texts that were quite different from the present Hebrew.

T. a?nd 8. are slightly similar in the a parts, 
being one major difference in vocabulary. They are extremely 
similar in the b part, differing only in word order.

T. and 8. are identical in the a parts, but are quitel- 
ujialike in the b parts.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, there 
being a slight difference in vocabulary. In the b parts, there 
are also some similarities, though there are differences both 
in style and vocabulary.
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meaning.

vocabulary.

12:

13:

14: T. and S. differ somewhat.

of T., beginning with a

15:

similar, but differ in vocabulary.

16:

languages.

17: T.
ing style. T.
differing,

18:

19:

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, where even 
such, minor differences in vocabulary as do occur might be

, this time, both in style and vocabulary.
T. and S. are slightly similar in the b parts,

differing in vocabulary.
and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, differ­

and s' are also slightly similar in the b parts,

^^^■3 in the b part^

nun, is a Syriacism, even though it is 

different than the corresponding form in the S. ,

T. and S.are very similar throughout, but vary in 

style throughout.

in style.
ing, this time, in vocabulary.

attributed to the very natures of the Syriacx and Aramaic 
T. and S. are sl^tly similar in the b parts,

T. end S. are similar in the a parts, differing in

| WS-DJ .
T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing slight­

ly in style and vocabulary. In the ^p^arts, they are also

This is a very long verse. T. and S. are similar 
in the a parts,differing, however, in style. T. and S. are 
identical in vocabulary in the b parts, but differ in style 
(That is, following the regular reading of S. , rather than that 
of de Lagarde).

differing ever so slightly.
T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing
T .ahd S. are also similar in the b parts, differ?
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20: T. and S.

ing in style.

21:

22:

23:

24:

25:

minor

26:

27:

1
1
I

in style.
T.

in the b parts.
with a nun,
ing form in the S. ,

in style, 
addition here not found in the Hebrew ( andX0<f7I?Af ).
T. and S. are just about identical in the b parts, differing 
ever so slightly.

Following the corrected reading of de Lagarde, T. and
S. are extremely similar in the a parts, differing slightly 
in vocabulary. I. and S. are also slightly similar in the b 
parts, differing somewhat in style and vocabulary.

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, differ- 
ing idstyle. In the b parts, they are identical, e'cept for a very 

differiice or two arising from the very hatures of the
Syriac and Aramaic languages,

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, but differ
I "|1\£J 13 in the a parts of T. , beginning 

is a Syriacism, and is the same as the correspond-

T. and S. are slightly similar in the h parts, 
differing, however, both in style and vocabulary. In the b

are slight^ similar in the a parts, differ- 
They are similar in the b parts, also, differ­

ing, this time, in voc abulary. k>71 in the b part of T. , 
beginning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a definite Syriacism 
and is the same, as the corresponding form in the S. , .

T.ahd S. are slightly similar in the a parts, dif­
fering in style and vocabulary. T. and 8. are absolutely 
identical in the b- parts.

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 
T. and S. are identical in the b parts.
and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 
It is interesting to note that T. and S. have an
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parts, they are very similar, differing slight Jy in
style.

28:

29:
ingin vocabulary.

30: T. and S. ere similar throughout, differing slightly
in vocabulary.

51:

32:

33: T. and
T. and S. show slight similarities in the a parts,34:

again, tliey differ in vocabulary.
T. and S. are just about identical in the a parts, 

differing ever so slightly in style. Inthe b parts, there are 
some similarities, but S. has a slight omission.

are similar throughout, differing in style.

though differing somewhat in style. In the b parts, they are 
almost identical, differing ever so slightly in style.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing in 
rcoabulary. They are also similar in the b parts, where,

I. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, dif­
fering slightly in vocabulary. In the b parts, they are also 
xtxgxtxsc.similar, but differ, however, in vocabulary.

T. and S.are slightly similar in the a parts, differ- 
In the b parts, they are also slightly 

similar, but differ in vocabulary.
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Chapter XXV

It is strange that

T.

2: T. similar throughout,- differing inare
vocabulary.

3: T. and S. are identical throughout.
4: T. and S.

as

is a definite

5:

6:
7:

However,

to the
8:

style.
differ

91

in style.

T. and S. are just about identical in the a parts, 
such differences as ther^are arising from the very natures 

of the Aramaic and Syriac laiguages.
both T. and S« have the same mistranslation of H. here.
and S. are identical in the b parts.

and S.

T. and S. are quite dissimilar throughout, differing 
both in style and language. However, 1)3'J in the a part of 
T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, and is very similar 

corresponding iorm in the S. ,
T. and S* are similar in the a parts, differing in 

They are also slightly similar in the b parts, but 
eonsiderably in style and even interpretation.

T. and S- are identical in the a parts. T. and S. 
ata very si mi 1 ar in the b parts also, differing ever so slightly

are identical in the a parts. In the b 
parts, S. is rather similar, but reads, at the very end, 
though it translated from a different text than the present H.

Jl /-£)}in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun, 
Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding form in the 
s., jMS] .

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, differ­
ing both in style and vocabulary. In the b parts, they are 
very similar, but differ in word order.

T. and S. are absolutely identical throughout.



-90-
10:

11:

12:

13:

14:

15:

16:

17:

same as

18:

19: T. and S. are

T. and S. are almost identical in the b parts, dif­

fering only in minor details.

T. and 8. pre very similar in the b parts, differing 

slightly in style and vocabulary.

T. and S. show some slight, though by no means

similar in the b parts, where they differ mainly in that S. 

has 3D Hat the beginning.

striking similarities.
T. and S. are slightly similar throughout.
T. and S. are identical in the b parts, reading T. 

according to de Lagarde. 17 2101 and ~j 107 , in the b
part of T. , beginning with a nun, are Syriacisms, and are the 

the corresponding forms in the S.,"^ 1/2101 and Idl.

Reading T. according to the corrected version of 
de Tagarde, as indeed must be done here, T. and S. are 
identical in the a parts. T. and S. are similar in the b 
parts, differing in style and vocabulary.

slightly similar in the a parts, differ-

plural. In I

T. and S. are extremely similar in the a parts, 
differing only in word order. In the b parts, however, they 
are extremely different, even in interpretation. ”^7001 
in the a part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, 
and is the same as the corresponding form in the S. , ^7001 .

T. and S. are extremely similar in the a parts, dif­
fering only in that where T. uses the simgular, S. uses the

In the b parts, S. omits quite a bit, merely saying 
’, T. adds JYN’O?}.

T. and S. are faintly similar in the a parts, where 
they differ both in style and vocabulary. T. and S. are
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20:

21:

22:

23:

24:

26:

vocabulary.
t

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, differ­

ing in style and vocabulary. Following the reading of de 

Lagarde in the b part, T. and S. are similar, differing a little 

in style.

ing slightly in style. T. and S. have almost 

entirely different vocabularies in the b part.

Following the reading of de Lagarde, T. and S. are 
extrlSeely similar throughout, there being minor differences 

in style. THIS IS VERY INTERESTING TO NOTE, SINCE BOTH T. AID 

S, ARE QUITE DIFFERENT THAN THE PRESENT HEBREW, AND SINCE THE 

VOCABULARY, WHICH IS THE SAIffi THROUGHOUT, IS A BIT OUT OP THE 

OHDIn&RY. There must be some close relationship between T. 

and S. here, which was due to direct copying, consultation, 

or some such reason.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, there being 

slight differences, however, both in style and vocabulary. 

The b parts are quite unalike. However, or

in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, 

even though it differs from the corresponding form in the S. , 

93d.
T. and S. ere quite similar in the a parts, there 

being some very inconsequential variations. The b parts, 

however, though somewhat similar, vary in style and vocabulary.

When T. is read according to the corrected version 

of de Lagarde, as, indeed, it must be read, T. and S. are very 

similar in the a parts, differing slightly in style and

The b parts, however, vary somewhat, even in 

interprets:! on.
T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing in thet
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S. is clearer and longer. There ere also differences

in vocabulary.

27: T. and 5. are identical in the a parts. They differ

in vocabulary in the b parts, but still show similarities.

28: T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing

■following the conected text of de Lagarde,slightly in style.

T. and S. are almost identical in the b parts, differing ever

so slightly in style.
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1:

3:

4:

WHICH USAGE IS A RATHER

RARE OCCURANCE,

5:

HERE.

7:

8:

9:
in vocabulary.
parts.

I.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, differ- 

ering in vocabulary.

T. and 8. are similar in the a parts, differing in 

vocabulary, however, T. and S. differ in interpretation in 

the b parts. somewhat
T. and S. are/similar in the a parts, differing, however, 

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the b

■. ’ ■ ’ - ’ _ ’ - X

_ IT IS IHTERESTIK^TO ROTE THAT T.
$T>Jhor "to give",

T. and S. are similar in the b parts, differ­

ing in style and word order.

10: Reading T. according to de Lagarde's corrected text,

as,indded must be done, T. and S. are very similar in the a 

parts,, and are identical in the b parts. In the a parts, they

T. and S. , when de Lagarde reading's used, are identical 

in the a parts. IT IS INTERESTIIJ^TO NOTE THAT T. HERE USES THE

SYRIAC

T. and S. are absolutely identical in the b parts.
In the b part of ®. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, 

and is the same as the corresponding form in the S. , 3 2.7)J •

T. and S. are identical throughout. T., in the a 
part, again uses the Syriac for "to give". BOTH T. Alii) S. 
HAVE THE SAME MISINTERPRETATION OR THE PRESENT HEBREY/,

Chapter XXVI
T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and^just about 

identical in the b parts as well, where they differ only in 

word order.

-. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, differ­

ing ever so slightly in style. IT IS INTERESTING TO NOTE 

THAT EOTH T. Al® S.USE THE RATHER STRANGE BORM >/p|T3‘3n
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11:

12:

14:

15:

16:

17:

19:

In the b20:

21:

25: T. and S. are

similar in the b parts.

in the b-parts, however, except for a slight difference 

caused by the very natures of the Syriac and Aramaic languages.

differ in vocabulary.

T. and S.

ity in style.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts.

almost identical in the a ports, differ-

T. and S. are also verying ever so slightly in vocabulary.
differing only in vocabulary.

are identical in the a parts, but vary in 

interpretation in the b parts.

T. and S.are identical in the a parts, and are similar 

in the b parts where there is a slight addition in S.

T. and S. are arensomewhat similar-,rdifferingrin style. 

Theib: partsuarebslightijy similar, differing in that S. has 

an addition, and, also^ in vocabulary.

T. and S. are unalike. However, ’DOHJ in the b 

part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, even though 

the corres; onding form in the S. is

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, dif­

fering both in vocabulary and style. T. and S. are identical

: I. and S. show some slight, though not striking,

similarities throughout,?

: T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, differ­

ing, however, both in style and vocabulary. In the b part, S.
very

makes a long addition, even sermonizes. At the/end of the b 
parts, T. and S. are alike.

T. and 5. ere identical in the h parts.
parts, there is a great difference in vocabulary, but a similar-
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2 4:

25:

26:

27:

word order and style.

28:

identical in the b parts, discounting the differences arising 
fipom the very natures of the Syriac and Aramaic languages.

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the b parts, 
differing slightly in vocabulary.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, having the 
same misinterpret^ion of the present Hebrew.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, there being 
one major difference in vocabulary, however. T. and S. are

I. and S. are similar in the a parts, but differ in 
$ 151 in the & part of I., beginning 

with a nun, is a definite Syriacism, even though it differs 
from the corresponding form inthe S. , £$7. I. and S. are 

likewise similar in the b parts, differing in style.
T. and S. are similar in the a parts, having the 

same misinterpretation of the present Hebrew. T. and S. 
differ in the b parts, T. being much more complicated than S. , 
though similar in meaning.
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ever so slightly in style.

2:

3:

Tiey are also very

4:

5:

7:

8:

9:

T. and S. are

vocabulary.

L.

Chapter XXVII

T. and S. are almost alike in the

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 
ever so slightly in style, and are identical in the b parts.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are 
similar in the b parts, where they differ somewhat in style.

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, dif-
T. and S. are also similar in the

ever so slightly in style, 
similar, but differ in vocabulary.

3 a parts, differing somewhat
They are also/similar in the b 

parts, differing both in style and vocabulary.
T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, differ­

ing in vocabulary. or yjniu/i in the a part of T.,
beginning with a nun , is a Syriacism, and is very similar to 
the corresponding form in the S., 7/71WJ. T. and S. are somewha
similar in the b parts, differing in vocabulary.

T. and S. are just about identical in the a parts, 
there being some sljght differences because of the very 
natures of the Syriac and Aramaic languages.
similar in their b parts, differing in vocabulary.

I. and S. are slightly similar throughout, though not 
markedly so.

fering, however, in style.
b parts, differing in vocabulary.

T. and S. are quite similar in the a parts, aiffer- 
They are also similar in the b part®,ing, however, in style.

differing in vocabulary.
10: t, and S. are similar in the a parts, differing

They are very similar in the b parts, differing
In the c parts, T. and S. are also
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11:

12:

13:

14.

vocabulary.

15:

are

16: THIS IS IMPORTANT BECAUSET. and S. are identical.

THEY BOTH HAVE THE SAME VARIATION BROM THE ERESENT HEBREW.

T. and S.17:
are

18:
ing in style.

19:
IT ISstrikingly so,

T. and S. are slightly similar throughout, though not 
INTERESTING TO NOTE, HOWEVER, THAT BOTH

T. and S.are similar in the a parts, differing in 
however, in the b parts, T. and S. differ even 

in interpretation.

: T’ and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing
ever so slightly in style. In the b parts they are also similar, 
although there are differences both in style and vocabulary.

T. and S. are almost identical inthe a prts, there 
b being a very minor difference. T. and S. are absolutely 
identical in the b parts (both parts must be read according 
to the corrected version of de Lagarde.).

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, 
similar in the b parts, differing, however, in vocabulary.

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differ- 
T. and S. are also similar in the b parts, 

differing, however, in vocabulary. However, in
the b part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, even 
though it is different from the corresponding form inthe S.,

T. and S. are almsbt identical in the a- parts, 
differing ever so slightly in style. In the b parts, they 

slightly similar, but considerably in style, S. being 
shorter.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts. The b parts 
are quite dissimilar, though they both say essentially the same 
thing.
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HAVE THE SAME VARIATION PROH THE PRESENT HEBREW.

20:

fering ever so slightly in style.

21:

23:

25:

S. In the

27: even

identical.

trnaslation of the Hebrew

T. and S. are identical in the b parts.
T. and S. are identical in the a parts. They are 

also similar in the b parts, differing in vocabulary.
Hollowing the corrected reading of de Lagarde, T. and

T. and S.are similar in the a parts, differing slight­
ly in vocabulary.

similar in the b parts, there being a more pronounced difference 
in style here.

T. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, dif-
T. and 8. are somewhat

are similar in the a parts, differing in vocabulary. 
b_ parts, they are absolutely identical.

26: T. and S. are identical in the h parts, and similar
in the b parts, differing in vocabulary.

T. and S. show similarities in the a parts,'are 
In the b part, however, S. neglects to give any 

j Q"ni .
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1:

2:

3:

4:

5:

6!

8:

9:
1

Chapter XXVIII

I. and S. are slightly similar in the 

ing, however, in style, 

in intepretation.

out, which similarities, however, are not striking ones.

T. and S. are similar in both the a and b parts, in 

both of which they vary in vocabulary. jJTjJJJin the a part 

of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, and is the same as 

the corresponding form in the 8., •

10: J. and 8. are similar in the a parts, where they

T. and S. are also similar in the b 

both in vocabulary and style.

a parts, differ- 
In the b parts, T. and S. differ even 

S. apparently omits quite a bit.

T. and S. show but slight similarities,-they might 

best be called unalike. However, //")■}□ in the b part of 

T. (reading thus according to the corrected version of de 

Lagarde), beginning with a nun, is a definite Syriacism, and 

is the same as the corresponding form in the S., .

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing in 

vocabulary. They are identical in the b parts.

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 

slightly in vocabulary. However, T. and S. are very different 

in the b parts, differing even in interpretation.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing in 

vocabulary.asTheyfare al^oeslightly similar in the b parts, 

differing in vocabulary and style.

T. and S. show some similarities, but 8. apparently 

leaves out the comparison (

T. and S. show some very slight similarities through-

differ in vocabulary.

parts, where they differ, however,
jljYlj in the b part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism,
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I
11:

style.

15:

. pmi

14:

15:

16:

and are

and is the same as the corresponding form in the S.

T. and S. are similar in the a part, differing in

They are also similr in the b parts, differing in that 

S. has a stylidtic addition (one word) not found in S.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, differ­

ing in both vocabulary and style. T. and S. also show some very 

slight similarities in the b parts, where there are consider­

able differences both in style and language, however, in ti

a part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, and is the 

same as the corresponding fo rm in the S., 

in the b parts of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, 

even though it differs domewhat with the corresponding form 

in the S. , / 0^7)0.

T. and S. are but remotely similar in the a parts, where 

they differ somewhat in both style and vocabulary. However, 

in the b parts, they are quite alike, differing slightly 

in style.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, 

diff ering considerably in vocabulary. In the b parts, they 

are verisimilar, but, nevertheless, differ in both vocabulary 

and style, as well as sense.

T. and S. are similar in both the a and b parts, in 

both of which, however, they d iffer in vocabulary.

in the b part of T. , (read according to de Lagarde) beginning 

as it does with a nun, is a Syriacism, and is the same as the 

corresponding form inthe S.,

17: T. and 8. are Identical •'in the a parts,

slightly similar in the b parts, where, however, they differ
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a nun,

19:

20:

21:I
ely the same sense.

22:

slightly in style and vocabulary.

are identical.

I

beginning with a nun, 

ing lomP in the S. ,

both in style and vocabulary, and even in meaning.

p I VJ in the b part of T., beginning with 

same as the corresponding form in

However,

is a Syriacism, and is the 

the S. , .

18: T. and S. are similar in the a parts, where they

differ, however, in vocabulary. p-^nj in the a part 

of T. , beginning with a nun, is a definite Syriacism, and is 

the same as the corresponding formi n the S., . T.

and S. are similar in the b parts as well, but, whereas T. 

reads ilTDi (after present Hebrew □.), S. reads 

(which would come from a Hebrew reading pDCZlX). r’/BJ in 

the b part of , beginning with a nun, is a definite Syriacism, 
and is almost the same as the corresponding form in S., f>Q].

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, end are very 

similar in the b parts, where they differ slightly in vocabulary.

which occurs in both the a and b parts of T., beginning 

as it does with a nun, is a definite Syriacism, and is the same 

as the corresponding forms in the 8., both of which are alsoWOJ.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, but differ, even 

in interpret^onjin the b parts. However, in the b part

of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, even though there 

is no corresponding form in the S.

T. and S. are quite different, though giving approximat- 

However, ZLID3 in the b part of T., 

i is a Syriacism, even though the correspond- 
Q^VlOis quite different.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing

In the b parts, T. and S.
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23:

nun,

24:

25:

26:

27:

28:

a parts, 

However, 

is a

T. and S. are but remotely similar in the 

differing as they do both in style and vocabulary, 

n in the a part of I., beginning with a 

Syriacism, even though it differs with the 

form in the S. , Ddyjn.
corresponding

T. and S. are almost identical 

in the b parts, differing ever so slightly in a minor point 

of style.

5 T. and S. are but remotely similar, as there are

considerably differences in vocabulary.

: ’ T. and 5. are but remotely similar, inasmuch as there

are considerable differences in vocabulary and style, though 

both yield essentially the same sense. However, |lil7J in the 

b- part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, and is the 
same as the corresponding fornLn the S., ///77J .

T. and S. are identical in the a parts. In the b 

parts, T, and S. show some similarities, but vary in 

interpretations at the very end. ’UlTDI in the b part of 

T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, even though it differs 

with the corresponding form inthe iks S., .

T. and S. are identical in the_aparts, and are some­

what similar in the b p its, where they differ, however, both in 

style and vocabulary. in the a parts of T., beginning

with a mm, is a Syriacism, and is identically the same as 

the corresponding form in the S., .

T. and S. are very simi.ar in the a parts, differing 

ever so slightly in style. In the b parts, as well, T. and S. 

are also very similar, but differ in style. in the

b part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, and is the 

same as the corresponding form in the S., •
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1:

2: T. and

3:

41

5:

6:

7:
style.

text of de Lagarde is used for T.

T. and S. are

in vocabulary.
differing slightly in style.

are
in the a parts of T., 

Syriacism, and

Chapter XXIX
T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 

ever so slightly in style. In the b parts as well, T. and S. 

very similar, and, again, there are differences in style, 

beginning with a nun, is a 

is the same as the corresponding form in the S.,

similar in the a parts, differing in 

vocabulary. T. and S. are also slightly similar in the b 

parts, where, again, they differ in vocabulary.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing in

S. are similar in the a parts, differing, however, 

In the b parts, I. and S. are almost identical, 

nixrn in the b part of T., 

beginning with a nun, ia a Syriacism, even though it differs 

from the corresponding form in the S., DJJ)/YD .

I. and S. are almost identical in the a parts, differ­

ing ever so slightly in style. T. and S. are but slightly 

similar in the b parts, differing considerably in vocabulary.

’7Dj in the a part of T., beginning with a nun, is a 

Syriacism, and is just about identical with the corresponding 

form inthe 5., 7 707.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing, 

however, in style. £7'^/J in the a part of T., beginning 

with a nun, is a Syriacism, even though it differs with the 

corresponding form in the S., O’TVD.

T. and S. are identical throughout, when the corrected



8:

9:

are

T.

13: T.

19:

similar in the a parts, differing, 
In the b parts, however, T. and S.

a parts, 

However, T.

However 

instead of

they differ,
14: T.

however, in vocabulary.
differ, even in interpretation.

11: T. and S. are extremely similar in the a parts,
differing ever so slightly in style, and in word order. ! 
and S. are similar in the b parts, too, when the more sensible

S. makes better sense than

-104-
T. and S. differ in interpretation in the 

ffl. varying with the present Hebrew and with S. 
and S. are identical in the b parts.

I. and S. are similar in both parts, but differ, 
however, in vocabulary in both parts.

10: T. and S.

reading of de Lagarde is followed.
T. does in the b part.

and S. are similar in both a and b parts, where 
however, in vocabulary.
and S. are vaguely similar, there being an o\mis- 

sion in S. , and variations in vocabulary.
15: I. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are similar
in the b parts, where they dif fer, however, both in style and 
vocabulary.

16: i. and S. are slightly similat, though differing in
vocabulary, and, in the b part, even in meaning.

’Id J in the a part of T., beginning with a nun
a yodh, is a definite Syriacism, even though it differs with 
the corresponding form in the S. , ;10.

18: J. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are very
similar in thJb parts, differing slightly in^ocabulary.

T. and S. are identical throughout, when the more 
sensible reading of de Lagarde is adopted. IT IS INTERESTING



OF THE PiiESENT

20:

21:

■

22:

24:

■

i
4

In the b pTrts

It is very interestin

a nun, is a def: 
somewhat from the correspond-

i

I

a Syriacism,

T. and S. are slightly similar throughout, but differ 

in vocabulary in both parts.

23: T. and S.are similar in the a p?.rts, differing in
vocabulary. The b parts vary ti^endously both in vocabulary 

and style, though they both say essentially the same thing.

or 'Xc’S'J in the b parts of T., beginning 

is a Syriacism, even though there is no correspond-

However,

with a nun,

ing form in the S.

: T. and S. are identical in the a parts.

they are very similar, but differ in style.

to t)ote that both x. and S. have the same interpretation of the 

difficult b part of this verse. 7^D9'J .
(according to de Lagarde) beginning with a nun. is a definite 

Syriacism, even though it differs

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing, 

however, in the a parts. In the b parts, there is considerable 

difference, even in interpretation, S. giving the more sensible 

as well as simpler reading.

T. and S. are just about identical in the a parts, 

differing in the most negligible detail in style. The b parts 

are also similar, but differ in style, S. giving the more 

sensible reading and the clearer version. 7/7J in the a

part of T. , beginning with a nun\ is a definite Syriacism, 

and is almost the same as the corresponding form in the S., 

NiDj.
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TO NOTE THAT BOTH T. AND S. HAVE THE SAME READING 

FOR THE B FART, WHICH READING DIFFERS FROM THAT 

HEBREW. "VX-in the b part of T.jp is really 

and is rare in Aramaic.
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25:

ions
part
same

26:

T. and S. are slightly similai throughout, but vary27:

■

considerably both in style and vocabulary. In the b parts, 

there is even a minor difference in interpretation.

ing form in S. , 'p'^.
T. and S. are similar in the ay parts, differing 

slightly, however, both in vocabulary and style. T. and S. 
are but slightly similar in the b parts, where there are variat- 

both in vocabulary and style. However, |VVn in the b 
of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, and is the 
as the corresponding form in the S., jSL'VJJ.

1‘. and S. are identical inthe a parts, and are 
slightly similar in the b parts, where, however, they differ 
both in style and vocabulary.



-107-

1: vary

2:

3:

4z

5:

6:

7:

8:

9:

I

similar in the a parts, differing, how- 

also similar in the b parts,

• T. and S. are slightly similar throughout, but differ,

however, in vocabulary in both parts.

! T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and, were it

not for a minor differenc e caused by the very natures of the

Aramaic and Syriac languages, would be identical in the b parts 

as well.

T. and S. are identical throughout.

T. and S. are slightly similar in the a parts, differ­

ing, however, both in vocabulaiy and word order. T. and S. 

show more similarities in the b parts, where, however, they 

differ in voc Pabulary.

Chapter XXX

T. and S.

T. and S. are

ever, in^ocabulary. T. and S. are

where they differ, however, in vocabulary.

10: 1. and S. are slightly similar throughout, differing

in vocabulary in the b parts, however, "|3 or

-pWJ , in the b part of T., beginning as it does with a

are identical in the a parts, but 

considerably in the b parts, even in interpretation.

: T. and S. are similar in the b parts, differing,

however, both in style and vocabulaiy.

: I. and S. are similar throughout, but differ in

vocabulary in both parts.

e Other than that S. has an addition, "WA7 at the

very beginning not found in either T. or H., the a parts of

T. and S. are quite similar. T. and S. are vaguely similar in 

the b parts, but differ both in vocabulary and style, S. giving 

a simpler reading.
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14:

16:

17:

of ±± T.
a nun, is a 
ing formin the S.,

nun, is a Syriacism, even though it differs from the 
the corresponding form in the S. ,

H: Following de Lagarde's reading of T. , T. and S. are
similar in the a parts, differing, however, in vocabulary.

yyj or '1/y ' J in the a part of T. , beginning with a
nun, is a Syriacism, even though it differs with the correspond­
ing form in the S. , • I. and S. are similar in the
b parts, differing slightly in style. in the b part
of T. , beginning with a nun, is a Syriacism, even though it 
differs with the corresponding form ii^the S. ,

12; T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing, how­
ever, i^ocabulary. T. and b. are also similar in the b a. rts, 
but differ here, too, in vocabulary.

13: T. and b. are similar, in the a parts, differing,
however, both in style and language.

I. and S. are similaa^n the a parts, differing, 
however, both in style and language. T. and S. are also similar 
in the b parts, where they again differ iiYocabulary.

15• T. and 5. are slightly similar inthe b parts, where
they dif: er, however, both in style and vocabulary.

T. and S. are almost the same in the a parts, differing
T. and S. are also ver y similarever so slightly in style.

in the b parts, differing, this time, in vocabulary.
T. and S. are similar in the b parts, differing ever 

so slightly when the reading of de Lagarde i$ adopted, as, 
indeed, must be done, if sense is to be made of the b part

D’Jiynj in the jb part of T. , beginning witlj 
Syriacism, and is almost the same as the correspond-

iWW •
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18:

19:

20:

22:

23:

24:

some

26:

27:

28:

and Syriac languages.
T. and S. are identical throughiout, except for

vocabulary.
T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are slight- . 

ly similar in the b parts, differing somewhat in vocabulary.
T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and show 

slight similarities in the b perts, even though there 
is a slight difference in interpretation.

T. and S. are slightly similar throughout, but differ

T. and S. are similar in the a jarts, differing, 
however, in vocabulary. I. and S. are almost identical in the 
b parts, differing in an almost negligibly point of style.

I. and S. are absolutely identical, that is, taking 
into account a slight difference resulting from the very nature 
of the Aramaic and Syriac languages.

T. and S. are almost identical in the a prts, dif­
fering ever so ilightly in style. I. and S. are also similar
in the b parts, differing slightly in vocabulary and style, 
there being a slight ommission in T., which makes for a simpler 
style.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, except fur 
the a minor difference ariding from the very natures of/Aramaic 

and Syriac languages. -j i bra in the a parts of T., begin­
ning with a nun instead of a yodh, is a Syriacism, and is 
almost the same as the corresponding form in S. ,
T. and S. are also similar in the b parts, differing in

somewhat in vocabulary, in both parts.
T. and S. are absolutely the same, except for 

minor differences caused by the very natures of the Aramaic
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29:

30:
In the

31:

In

THIS IS VERY 
THE EACT THAT THE TWO VERSES ARE IDENTICAL

WHEN THE VOCABULARY IS SO MUCH OUT OE THE ORDINARY, AND THE 
SYRIAC WORD 3 TO V MEANING "TO EWELL" IS USED IN T. , SHOWS THAT 
THAT THERE MUST HAVE BEEN SOME DIRECT COPYING, OR SOME 
CONNECTION OE SUCH KIND IN THIS VERSE, BETWEEN THE EDITORS OE 
THE S. AND TEE JEWS.

BOTH T. AND S. HAVE THE SALE VARIATION EROM THE HEBREW. I 
the intermediate section, T. and S. differ somewhat^ even

T.and S. are somewhat similar in the last

T. and S. are identical in the a parts.
AS THE VOCABULARY AND STYLE ARE OUT OE THE ORDINARY AND

minor differences caused by the very natures of the 
Aramaic and Syriac languages. THE WORD 3/7"DJJ IN BOTH THE 
REGULAR EDITIONS OF T. AND IN THE DE LAGARDE EDITION, MUST BE 
EMENDED TO JOWSO THAT THE VERSE MAKES SENSE. 
SIGNIFICANT.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing, 
however, irjvocabulary. In the b parts, T. and S. are<just 
about identical, differing ever so slightly in a minor point 
of style.

T. and S. are somewhat similar in the a parts, 
differing somewhat, however, in style and vocabulary, 
b parts, T. and S. are but slightly similar, S. having an 
addition not found in T.

Fn] 1 owing tlje more snesible reading of de Lagarde,
THIS IS SIGNIFICANT

in interpretation.

sections, T. being a little fuller in vocabulary.
33. i>. and S. are quite unalike in the a and b parts.

In the c parts, T. and S.are similar, differing slightly in • 
vocabulary and style. "p153 in the - part °f T* ’ beSinnin6 
with a nun, is a Syriacism, and is the same as the correspond-
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ing form in 8., pi $2 . j\ |QJ in the c part of 

T. , beginning with a nun, is also a Syriacism, even though 
it differs with the corresponding form in the S. , pa



-112-

reads

2:

3:

4:

whereas the T. uses

H. , WHICH RENDITION VARIES WITH THE PRESENT H. IN MEANING.

5:

6:

7:

I

are

’■

I

I

£: The b parts 
and style.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing,
T. and S. are identical in the b parts.

with a nun, 
corresponding form in the S.,

parts, they are absolutely identical.
BOR BOTH T. AND S. GIVE THE SAME' RENDITION OP THE DIEPICULT

T. and S. show some slight similarities throughout, 
differing slightly in style and vocabulary in both parts.

Chapter XXXI

T. and 8. show some slightly similarities, although 

S. d iffers in vocabulary and style, and has some omissions. 

However, it is interesting to note tha& S. reads ‘KI Th 

rather than •

T. and 8. are identical when the corrected reading 

of de Lagarde is adopted.

T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing in 

vocabulary. ’ tfjin the a part of T. , a feminine plural 

absolute ending in a yodh, is a Syriaicssm, and is very similar 

to the corresponding form in the S.,

T. ahd S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 

in the word order and in the fact,tmehtioned above, that, 

r’-WinS , 8. reads . In the b

THIS VERSE IS IMPORTANT

however, in style.

T. and 8. are similar in the a parts, differing in. 
vocabulary. /_T>\ZJJ and jlVlDl in the a part of T; , both- 
beginning with a nun, are Syriacisms, and are the same as the 
corresponding forms in the 8., and ||UKDJ .

slightly similar, differing in both vocabulary
However, |IW in the b part of T., beginning 
is a Syriacism, even though it differs with the

| I1OTA1 •
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8: even in

However, in the b parts, they
identical.

9:

13:

There are some similar-

They are

16:

also similar in the b parts, 
differences in vocabulary.

T. and 8. vary considerably in the a parts, but are

I. and S. vary considerably in the a parts, 
interpretation. However, in the b parts, they are absolutely

T. and 8. are almost identical in the a parts, but 
differ both in vocabulary and style in the b parts.

12: T. and 8. are similar in the a parts, where, they
differ, however, in vocabulary. T. and 8. are also, similar 
in the b parts, where they differ in style.

T. and 8. are identical in the a parts, and are very 
similar in the b parts, even though there is a major difference 
in style here.

14: T. and 8. are almosr identical in the a parts, there
being a very minor difference in style.
ities in the b parts, even though T. and S. differ in style 

arm vocabulary.
15: t. and 8. are similar in the a parts, even though

there are differences both in style and vocabulary.
where there is somewhat of a

T. and 8. are somewhat similar in the a parts, differ­
ing in style. In the b parts, they are only slightly similar, 
differing both in style and vocabulary.

1°: I’ and S. are almost identical throughout, differing
slightly, however, in style in both parts, (this applies, in 
the b part, when using the corrected reading of de Lagarde) 
HOWEVER, S. HAS AN ADDITION AT THE VERY END WHICH IS FOUND 
NEITHER IN T. NOR H. , THIS WOULD MEAN THAT THE B FARTS ARE 
UNAIIKE.
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17:

18:

19:

20: T. and S. are somewhat similar throughout, though
they differ both in vocabulary and style in both parts.

21:

in style.

22:

very similar in the

23:
are very

24:

25:

vr>nnhnlary in both the a and b parts.
T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are very 

similar in the b parts, though differing considerably in style

i

1

I

4

T. and S. are very similar in the a parts, differing 
They are also very alike in the b parts, where, 

however, there are differences both in style and vocabulary, 
and where S. is shorter, since it omits.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are 
Inerts, where, however, they differ in 

word order and vocabulary.
T. and S. are absolutely the saipe in the a parts, and 
similar in the b parts, where they differ slightly

T. and S. are quite similar throughout, though there 
are differences in style in both parts, especially in the 
second parts.

Though T. and S. are quite unalike throughout, there 
is a striking similarity in the fact that they are somewhat 
similar ii^ocabulary’J* in vocabulary that is out of the ordinary 
run of vocabulary.

absolutely identical in the b parts.
T. and S. are similar in the a parts, differing 

slightly in vocabulary (however, it is possible that either 
T. or^should be emended, so that both T. and S. would be alike 
here. ). There is some similarityein the b parts, though they 
differ here in vocabulary.

in vocabulary.
T. and S. are similar throughout, but they differ in
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and vocabulary.
261

27:

28:

29:

30: T. and.S. vary

greatly in vocabulary.

31: T.

in S. ,

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are very 
similar in the b parts, differing very slightly in style.

T. and 5. are very similar throughout, but differ 
in style throughout.

It is interesting to note that the Syriac has a little 
appendix here, stating that the book of Proverbs has ended, and 
giving the number of words in the Syriac Proverbs.

The b parts 
some differences in style.

are also similar, there being

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, which fact 
is interesting, inasmuch as both have the same variation from 
the present H.

T. and S. are identical in the a parts, and are very 
similar in the b parts, where, however, they differ in 
vocabulary.

In the first part of the a parts,
In the second part of the a part,

T. ahd S. are identical. In the b parts, T. and S. are similar 
differing both in style and vocabulary.

and S. are identical in the a parts, and almost 
identical in the b parts, differing ever so slightly in style.

pl IDZLUJlin the b part of T. , beginning with a nun, is a 
definite Syriacism, and is the same as the corresponding form
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Summations of results Comparison of Verses
Chapter I
Verses identical. .Almost identical. .Slightly Similar

22, 26, 27

Chapter II

Verses identical. Al. Id, Sim, Slightly sira.
15 7a, 9, 19, 21

Chapter III
Identical Sim.Al.Id. Sight. sim.
13a, 16

Chapter IV
Id. Sight, sim.Sim.Al. Id.
2, 23b, 26a 18, 19a

Chapter V
Sight, sim.Sim.Id. Al. Id.
6, 13, 22, 234, 8, 10, 14,

17, 18a, 21
Chapter VI

Sight. Sim.Sim.Id. Al. Id.

Chapter VII
Sim.13,19,20a,21a, 25bAl. id.T7'17,l'8,22bId.

£6, 23a

.Similar_i_
13, 17,

5, 7, 18, 25, 27, 28a

2a, 4, 15, 16, 18a, 24a, 26a, 
27b, 29, 32a, 
34a

10, 11, 19b
21, 22a

7b, 12, 14,
17

8, 9, 10,
14, 15,
17, 19,24, 31a
35

1, 13, 14a,
20, 23, 27a, 
35b

3a, 9, 10, 11, 17, 
19, 28

5, 7, 12,
15

1, 2, 3b, 
4, 5, o, 8, 10, 13

2, 3b Ila, ' 
& x>o: 
34a

Sight, sim.
2, la,9,10a,27

x, o, y, ±u, xz, xp, x/, 
14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 24, 
21, 28, 29, 30, 25

la, 3, 4a, 
4c, 5, 6, 

7, 8, 14,
24 a, 26b

5, 18b, 21b 
26b, 34b

>, 4b, 9b 
12, 20a 

>ss. 20b,

2, 18b, 
22b

1, 8,_9, 10, 12,
st; 28; g; 30:
31, 32
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Chapter VIII
Id. al, id. sim. sight, sim.

IX

Ila ,17a 4,5,9,15 3

X

XI

1,4b,6b,7,11,

XII

6b,27a,28 7a,14b,18,21a

XIII

17a,19

XIV

XV

4a,14a,15s

XVI
3,6a,12b,15a, 
18,20b, 22a, 25'18,20b,22a,25b

4b,6b,7,19b,20a, 
21b,25a,24a

4a,9a,15b,26a 
29b

5,10a,15a,19b, 
21b,28,29a,30a 
51b

1,7,12a,14b, 
18,20b,22,25 
31a,52

6b,14,16,24, 
30,31a

5,9,H,13a, 
17,30,32?

6a,7a,8b,12,13a, 2a,4b,5,9b,
22? 12a,14a,15a,

20,25b

2a,3a,14,15a, 
16a,19b,21b, 
22a,26,27,28a 
32,34a

8,Ila,13b,15a, 
17a,21b,29b, 
31b,32b

2b,3b,4,12a, 
13a,19a,20, 
24a

8a,9b,Ila, 
14$.17a,20a

15b,16,27a

23b,29,30a, 
33a,35a

la,2a,6a, 
24b,26b, 
28a,31

3a,9a,10b 
17b,25a

5,18a,21,25a, 
33a

3,7a,10,13,21,

1,3,4a,5a,6a,8a, 
10a,11,16,20b,21b

2,4,11,23,27,28, 
29,33b

14a,15,19,22 
25,26b

1,2,6a,11b,16,

6,8,14$,
20, 26,
31b,35b

5a,12a,13b, 
21a,22,23a, 
25a,30a

5b,6a,9b,10, 1,-
13a,I8a,21b,23b, 27 
26b,28

l,2].4,10a, 
15b,17b,20a, 
22b,32a,53

12a,24a,31a, 
32b,33a



Icfeiii. Sim. si-hi. sim.
XVII

lb,6a,22b,24

XVIII

4b,20a,21b 5b,16,19b,22a

XIX

7a,Ila,15b

XX

2b,6a,11,12a

XXI

3a,16,23a

XXII

XXIII

XXIV

3a,7b,21b,22b

XXV
la,9b,10a,11a, 
13b,20,23a,28

2b,8b,14b, 
21b,23b,28b

2a,6b,8a,9a, 
2ib’25a’26a’

4,5a,7,15,16, 
19a,22,24,25

la,2,3b,6a, 
13,17,28b

4,5b,13,15, 27a
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Al. id.

4b,5b,13,15b, 
18,20,21a,24a, 
25,29,34?,35b

5a,10a,15a, 
16,17b,23b, 
32b

2a,4,5b,6b,8,13, 16b,17,18,20a, 
21a,24b,27a,29, 
32b, 34a.

2b,16a,22a,23 1,5a,Ila,12, 24a,25b,28a, 15,19,20b,25a,
34b 26a,27b,28b,

50,31,33

za,ou,oa,ya, 
17a,19a,20a,21a, 17b,19b, 20b, 
26b 21b,25a,26a

4a,5a,9b,10, 
12?,14b,19a, 
20b,21a

4b,5a,8b,12a,15 16,19,21,23b,26a 
27b

la,3,5a,11a,16, 
17,19b,20,28a

2a,8a,9b,14a, 
18a,27b,28a, 
29 b

la,2,6b,23b, 
23c,26a

lb,8,9a,19b, 
22a,23b,26, 
27b

5b,9a,12a, 
18b,20a, 
23a,29a

6b,9a,13b, 
18,22a

7,8b,16b,18, 
22,24a,27b,28, 
30b

10b,12,17a, 
23?,26a

2a,8b,9a,12b, 
17,22b,23

6a,10,19,21a, 
26b

lb,3,4a,6,9a, 
17b,18a,27a

2,5b,8a,12b, 
14b,18b,22a, 
24a

4,Ila,14a,15a, 
18,19a,25,27a, 
28a,29,50

4a,8,11,14, 
22,26b,27

2,4a,13a,26, 
27a
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iden. al. id. sim. sight, sim.
XXVI

XXVII
la,Ja,5a,12a, 
15a,15a,20a

XXVIII
5a,5a,9,10a,Ila, 
16,18a,22a,28b

XXIX

xxx

XXXI
1,5,8b,9b, 
15b,14b,15b, 
17b,21b25a,

4a,14b,19b, 
25b,28a

6b,16a,18b, 
20a,29b

5,8a,15a,19, 24a,Soa
1,2b,5a,Ila, 
15b,21a

10a,Ila,14a, 
21a,28b,51b

5b,17a,19a,20a, 
22b,26a,27a

2,4b,6b,8b, 
15a,16b,22a, 
2oa,27a,2Sa,

5b,7a,Ila,15b, 
16,17a,21b, 
25b,26a,27a

2a,5,4a,8b,9, 10,11,12,15a, 
14,16b,17b, 
18a,20b,22b, 
29a,50a,55c

5a,4a,6a,7a, 
9a,12,15a, 
17a,18,20, 
22b,24,25b, 
26b,27b,29, 
50a

4b,5,8a,15b, 25b,24b,50b

5b,14,16a,22, 
25b,26b,27a

4b,8a,12b,25b, 
27b,28ala,4a,5b,7, 9b,10b,Ila, 

12a,20a,21a, 
24a

lb,5a,10a,16b, 
25a,26b

2b,5b,7b,8,9, 10,12b,14a,17b, 
18,21a,25? ,16b

5a,9a,14,16a, 
17,19a,20b, 
25b,26a,27a

2a,4a,7a,9,10a, 
lib,15,20,21b, 
25a,24b,25a

la,6,8,10b, 
11b,15,15,17b, 
18b,25a,26b, 
27b

27,28,51a,
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Oomparison of verb forms in verses

one in 10, 2 in 11, 1 in 35 2 in 28

2 in 22

1 in 10, 1 in 55

1 in 25

16,20,25

25,34

1,5,9,22,25,27,29

3

12,17

20

2,9,25

5,7,10XVI
14
XVII
2

XV
24

Verbs with nun, 
S. , or with no‘

V.
2,10,17,22

VIII
5, 2 in 24

II.
1 in 8

VI.
2 in 15, 29

IV.
1 in 10, 1 in 21,
1 in 25

VII.
5

III.
1,5,21,54,35

IX.
3,4, 2 in 8,11,16

., not same as 
corres. S.

XIII
2, 2 in 5, 2 in 9,13,20

XIV.
3,13, 2 in 14,19,26

XII
2 in 3, 2 in 7,27

X.
6,7,9,11,14,21,28,30,31

XI.
26

Verbs with nun, seme as S. 
or almost the same.
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10,14,15,17, 2 in 23

2 in 5, 11,17,25

1, 3 in 14

1,11

6,15

16

8,14
22

15

18

13,20,23,26

4,16,23,24

10, 2 in 11, 17,33

8

1,3,21,25

XVIII
10,20,21

same as S. 
same

XXXI
2 in 7,31

XXI
3 in 13,16,17,19

XXVII 
2

%10, 2 in 23

XXIII
11,17,18,21, 2 in 24

XXv'I
5,27

XXII
6,7, 2 in 8,9,18,19,27,29

XXX
22,33

XX
5

Verbs with nun, 
as S. , or

XXIV 
20,26 
XXV 
4,7,10, 2 in 17

i nun, not same 
with no cor. S.

XXVIII
2,9,10,13,16,17, 2 in 18,19,25,
27,28

Verbs with nun, 
or almost the s;



similar

2

2
1

1

68121 117 126 .106 16865 15914530TOT

1
1

11
5

41
1
1

1
1
2

ch. verses
same 
whole iv.

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
1
1

2
1
1

3
3

2
2
2
1
3

2
1
1
2

2
4
1

16
32
36
4
3
4
42 7

5
4
5
3
36
3
3
510
6
76
8
6
6
7
5
5
56

1
72
1
31
3

5 8 
9 6 
4 
4 2 
5 
3 
4 
1 
4 2 
3 1 
4 1
1

42
36
5

5
71

7
31
36
9
7
9
9
72
48
32
46
2
7
7
6
9
7
912

12

3
3
51
3
5
3
71
6
4
41
1
6
2
42
6
4
5

17
56
42
2
4
2
1
2

4 2 
2 
1 
4 1 
6 
5
5 
3 
5 6 
2 
710 
7 8 
4 8 
5 6 
7

1
11

il
2
2
1'

41
5
3
4
3
5
36
91
5
76
1
1
2
3
4
1
6
96
2
52
1

12
42
3

6
5
42
2
1
2
1
1
1
4
4
51

71
2
1
3
3

1
2 
2 
4 1 
5 2 
6 
7 2
5 6 
6 
8 
3 
3 
3 8 
2
8 
4 
4 6 

10
9 
7 
4 
6 
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-122-Table of Comparisons
almost 
same
Iv. -j

2?
2

I':
lo.

Slghty 
sim.

•jv. Iv. ^v. Iv. iv.

12.
13.
14.
16.’
^8.
19.20.
21.
22.
25.
24.
25.2o.
27.28.

29.
30.
31.

nun
imp. in thrd. per.
cor. in S. no cor. in S
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Number of verses in which T. and S. are similar=106

Number of half-verses in which T. and S. are similar=168

Number of verses in which T. and S. are slightly similar=121

number of times that T. has a third person imperfect with a

nun when there is a corresponding form in the S. that is the

same or similars126

Humber of times when T. has the th^ird person imperfect with

with a nun.

now

listed by Maybaum.

a nun when the corre. ponding form in the S. is not similar, 

or when there is no corresponding form=6S

Humber of half-verses in which T. and S. are slightly similars
117

Humber of verses in which T. and S. are absolutely identical=30

Humber of half-verses in which T. and S. are identical=145

Humber of verses in which T. and S. are almo.stcidentical=65

Number of half-verses in which T. and S. are almost identicals
139

Therefu-e, we see that there are Syriac influences in 

656^ verses out of a total of 915 verses in the Targum to Proverbs. 

There are also 194 which there are verb forms beginning

These are the main things with which we are concerned. 

A section will now follow which will include Syriacisms in the 

Targum to Proverbs which fe*** we failed to notice, and were

The final results of our investigation, in which it 

was our purpose to examine the verses in the Aramaic version of 

Proverbs which were like the Peshitta to Proverbs in a more 

thorough manner than has been done previously, has been the 

following:
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Syriacisms in the Targum to Proverbs which We railed to Notice

particles. Then will follow a section on syntax which will be
subdivided into discussions of pronouns, nouns, and verbs.

Discussion of forms
A. Pronouns

1) The third person masculine singular pronoun in the Targum
to Proverbs is not

This spelling of the third person

Nin, ^t 
"hau.” like a dipthong.

First, we will treat of the 
pronouns, the nouns, the verbs, the verbs with suffixes, and the

We will follow Maybaum's systematic arrangement of the 
Syriacisms in the Targum to Proverbs.

IIQ, which may have been pronounced 
Consequently, this form is very similar to

the corresponding Syriac form.
maculine singular occurs in Tar. Pr. 16.19,32;19.1;24.5;25.20;

(This is, of course, the case in a corrected

influence.

in the course of time, was wrongly vocalized.

After we made our study of the Targum to Px> verbs, it 
became apparent to us that we had missed many Syriacisms, because 
we concentrated chiefly upon similarities in style with the Peshitta, 
and upon verb forms in the third person imperfect which began with 
a nun. After reading ifeybaum's article, Ueber die Sprache des 
Targums zu den Spruechen, mentioned in the introduction to this 
thesis, we decided to supplement our own treatment of the Syriacisms.

26.18; and 28.6.
text of this Targum. )

The second person feminine singular, pronoun A3 X in 7.4 
is also a Syriacism. In the other Targumim it is .

2) The demonstrative pronouns in this Targum also show Syriac 
ise," is written here as 

but

Such a spelling of

The plural demonstrative |$N"the: 

which was probably originally pronounced as
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rh?of the occurs
in the The
Syriac

There are 500 instances in this Targum where, in 294

There are such Syriac forms ending
in ' in the following passages:
I- 4,6,7,10,12,20-25
II- 7,9,19-22
III- 2,15,18,20,25,33-35
IV- 11,14,17719,22,25,26

this word as

|’^N (mentioned in 2) are also 

used with "y " ( " ~T ") as relative pronouns 
in the following passages: 25.50; 28.4; 50.5; 51.8.

passages, the Syriac emphatic state in the masculine plural noun 
is used, rather than the Aramaic emphatic. True, the ending is 
sometimeskrather than ’ , but that is meiely due to mistakes in 
spelling made by later copyists, or by an attempt to utilize the 
spelling of the Hebrew script.

4) The Syriac | ’ fl and
" ~T "

this is not Aramaic, and is a Syriacism. One becomes 
convinced that this form is a definite^yriscism from the fact that 
tiiis Targum also uses another pronoun with the same meaning as the 
previously mentioned one, and that theApronoun is a peculiarity 

; Syriac language. This pronoun "these,"
: following passages of T. , 25.50; 24.25; and 51.8. 
: , "this," is used in Targ. Pr. in 22.19.
3) Although, for the interogative pronoun, "who," this i'argum 

uses the non-Syriac form [jOl , there are sone similar forms which 
are definitely Syriac, lor instance, the Syriac •on ( /in) 
for"who", is used. jni20. 6; 27.4; 30.9. Also used for the pronoun 
"who" in the Syriac form .AD’A which occurs, for example, in Targ. 
Pr. 11.26; and 27.16. This form is not used in other Targumim. The 
Syriac particle -Ni)'N occurs in one passage in the best codex to 
Targ. Pr.
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XVIII-4,5,15,16,18,21,23,24

XIX-4-6,13,23,27729

XXX-3,14,25728,31,33

20X13-6,8-10,lb,20,31

XXII-3,4,7,12,13,17

XXIII-1,10,12,17,28

XXIV- 1,4,7,8,16,19-21,23-26,30,31

XXV- 1-6,11,12,14,19,22,23,25,27

XXVI- 3,6,13,16,18,20,21

XXVII-2,12,19,22,25-27
XXVIII-1,3,5,6,8,10,12,21,28

XXIX-2,7,8,10,12,14,16719,26,27

V- 6,9,10,16,17,22,23

vi- 14,177-19,23,28,33
VII- 7,10,12,14,24,28

VIII- 2-5,11,15,16,20,25,34-36

IX- 10,11,18

X- 2,3,8,7,11-17,19,20,26-32

XI- 3,5,6,9,10,11,16,19,21,23,28,30,31

XII- 3,5-7,9,10,12,18,21,23,24,26,28

XIII- 2,4,9,10,12,14,15,19-21,25

XIV- 3,8,9,11,15,18-20,22,24,27,30,33,34

XV- 2-4,6-8,12-15,17,19,21,24,26,28-31

XVI- 7,11,13-15,17,19,22,24,27,28

XVII- 1,216,14

XX- 15,26,29,30

XXI- 1,4,7,8,18,21,22,27
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There are some other peculiarities about the non-ns used

and

For one thing, the Targum to Proverbs follows the Syriac
language in that it has infinitives in congugations other than the

infinitive, and in 6.30,

reads

which have such forms:

1-10,28,33
11-8,32
111-2,3,10,34,35
IV-10,21,25
V-2,10,16,17,23
VI-15,29
VII-5
VIII-5,20,25,34
IX-8,11,16
X-l, 3,6,7,9,11,14,21,22,25,27,30,31

phenomenon are to be found in 1.2,

in the Targum to Proverbs that show definite Syriac influence.

5 the suffix.
For instance, I  J Q / P ~7 in 1.27, is definitely the Syriac
construct I $ T plus the suffix. and , which

both occur many times, are also under Syriac influence, even though 
t.heyx drop the j“j ( for '?!( ‘l )

c) The Verb

Vrey often, in this,the Targum to Proverbs, the imperfect 
is replaced by a particle followed by jV/fJ, which later fora is 

the 
thereupon inflected as in the Syriac, lor e)$a*ple,/verse 31-21, 

jin //f^/37 .
LOST IMPORTANT, THIS TARGUM HA^L49 verses in which a third 

person imperf ect begins with a nun. The following are the passages

Peal in which there is a mem preformative. Examples of this
,and ethpeel
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Passages in which this occurs

frequently used in Syriac.
One instance is in 8.4times in this Targum to Proverbs.

XI- 3,26
XII- 3,7,17
XIII- 2,5,9,13,20
XIV- 3,13,14,19,26
XV- 4,9,24,25
XVI- 5,7,10,14
XVII- 2

JVJ O , "I call to you, 0* ye men.”

^few

Other examples are:

plural imperative ending in |i .
ere 5.7; 7.25;8.32; 30.8; 31.6. 

un
A cuite/common form of the verb in the Aramaic of the

Targumim is this particular conjugation, which, however, is
This conjugation is used quite

XVIII-4,10,12,14,15,20,21,23
XIX- 5,9,1O,11,17,23,25
XX- 1,3,17,20
XXI- 1,11,13,10,17,20
lXII-679,15,18,19,29
XXIII-11,17,18,21,24,25
XXIV- 8,14,2 0,26
XXV- 4,5,7,10,17
XXVI- 5,15,27

XXVII-2,18
XXVIII-2,9,10,13,16-21,23,25-28
XXIX- 1-4,16,21,23-25
XXX- 10,11,17,22,23
XXXI- 7,31

Another peculiarity of the T^rgum to Proverbs is a
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12.13; 24.12; 25.7.

to the verbs.

many otherwise puzzling forms.

such example

or
in this Targum.

on,

Some of them are used

them are

An instance in 24.10, provides another such example.
Another place where we find Syriacisms is in the suffixes

Of course, throughout this Targum, we have the
Palestinian methods of attaching sufiixes, which accounts for

nevertheless, many of these

Verse 29.23 provides another

LET IT BE NOTED AT Til S POINT THAT THE EORilS Al® STYLE
NOT

OP THIS TARGUM DO/HAVE A COMPLETE SYRIAC COLORING.

Particles;

Our Targum has a large number of adverbs ending in

-/vNthat show Syriac influence, often such forms are found only

suffixes are Syriacisms. 24.24 provides an example: 

mri 'nw. 
■/ .

There is still another Syriacism in the verbs. Generally, 

in the Jewish Aramaic, in the Ethpeel, a dagesh replaces the double 
Tav in the beginning.

|T'n.
T>y, jij’o,

Yet, in the Targum to Proverbs, both tavs 
are frequently retained. One example is in 21.16 ’JI 09

Many particles, which are seldom used in Aramaic, are 
found frequently in this Tar gum. Among them are: ^lOn ,

jvuyn, N^vor x^7L/, xjxjJ,
7~ .

(Maybaum is wrong in many of these cases, 
frequently, even in the Aramaic of the Targumim. However, most of 

under considerable direct Syriac influence, often are identi 
al with the corresponding form in the Peshitta to Trover os. )
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0. Discussion of Syhtax

1)nouns

The Targum to Proverbs shows definite Syriacisms in that

That means, in other words, that the transitive verbs in the Targum
to Proverbs are connected to jbhe following object not by the y.-rttisip

la particle Z? , but, 1112 as in the Syriac, through a lamed, which
really designates the dative case.
Examples of this phenomenon! are to be found in Tar. Pr. 1.12;

mentions.
Secondly, there are

in which both the Syriac and the Aramaic have the same xxverses
variation from the Hebrew Masoretiv text.

II- 1,4,10,14,17,21
III- 2,4,6-6,15,19,21,25,29

They are the following:
1-1,6,8,10,13,15,18,21-23,25,30,33

First, there are verses which are identically alike in 
both the Targum and the Peshitta to Proverbs.

the transitive verbs generally take a direct object beginning with 
a lamed, instead of the usual direct objects proceeded by vy.

Such phrases as 
1^107 ’iSvJYl , are seldom used in other

ct Targumim. This construct state with an anticipatory infle/ion 
and a daleth before the object (i.e., his proverbs of Solomon.), 
is used both in the Syriac and the Targumzni to Proverbs.

2) Verbs

3.12; etc. 0..LY IN THREE PLACES DO WE NOTICE THE ARAKAIE
PARTICLE IN 3.6; 23.11; 2nd 25.8.

There are two further types of Syriacisms which Mpybaum

There are, according to Maybaum, 304 verses which are 
alike in both the Syriac and the Aramaic text to Proverbs.
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IV- 2,3,10,14,18,21-23,25-27

V- 2,4,5,7,8,10,13,16,21,23

VI- 1,2,4,6,13,15,16,17,19,26,28,34

VII- 2,4,10,16-18,23-25

VIII- 4,8,10,12,13,20,23,36,52

IX- 4,5,11,14,

X- 3,5,7,9,16,22,30,31

XI- 7,13,14,18,21,22,26,27

XII3,6,7,11,16,18,21,25-28

XIII-5,6,8,15,17,19,20-22

XIV255,9,10,12,24,16,19,20,27-29

XV- 3,4,7,11,12,20,26,28,29,31

XVI- 1-4,6,8,9,13-17,20,21,24,25,29,31

XVII- 2,6,13,18,20,22,24,26

XVIII-4,5,6,20,21

XIX-6,8,10,14,19,26

XX- 2,4,6,10,11,13-15,17722,25-27

XXI- 1,3^4,8,13,16,17,20,28-30

XXII- 4,5,9,14,16,18,23,28,29

XXIII-4,5,8,10,11,12,16,17,23,26

XXIV- 1,2,6,12,13,22,23

XXV- 1,3,6,18,20,27

XXVI- 1,4,5,7,9,10,16,23,27

XXVII-3,5,7,8,10,12,13,15,16,21

XXVIII-11,19,22,28

XXIX- 1,375,13,18,19,21,24,26

XXX- 5,6,7,16,19,20,22,27-29

XXXI- 2,4,6,13,21,23,27,29,31
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by distiches, there were meny inexactitudes in this count of

504 verses.) However, to be scientific and fair, we quote Maybaum's

The following are some of these passages in which both

T. and S. have the same variations from the Masoretic text:

1.7; 4.26; 16.4; 16.25; 27.19; 18.5.

Other passages in which both T.and S. give a difierent
re: ding than K. , and agree with each other are: 1.24; 519{ 7.22$
and 23; 9.11; 11.2b; 12.19; 12.21; 14.14; 15.4; 20.4$ and 14;
21.4s; 22.16; 24-5,22; 25-20,27; 26.5,7,10; 28.5,11; 29.18,21;
30.31; 31.6.

This finishes the lists of Syriacisms in the Targum
to iroverts which are mentioned in Maybaum's article. They are

We shall disagree with some of his computationsfairly exhaustive.
in our final count.

division of the verses which are similar in both the Syriac and 
the Aramaic.)

(In the conclusion we will endor to show from our own 
findings, thatip 4/^ to the fact that the verses were not taken
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Conclusion

sources

Let it be under-

namely,

half-verses. Even a perfunctory glance at the texts will
convince.a reader that even in the same verse, the first parts
in both T. and S. are identical, while the second parts vary
greatly.

In our

We only found 30 verses which areverses in the Peshitta.

Yet, it is

It is likewise an

that 304 verses of T. are

uaybaum has stated that of the 915 verses in the 1‘argum, 

some 304 are "identical" with the Syriac. This assertion, while 

of value, is not quite accurate, unless by "identical" wxtzzihg

absolutely ihe:;same as the corresponding verses in the Peshitta .

>\find 145 half verses which were also identical. True

True we did

he meant very similar as well as absolutely alike, 
belief, it would be far more scientific to claim that 656^ 
verses of this Targum are more or less like the corresponding

Now that we have examined many of the secondary 
and have made our own investigation, we may attempt to come to 
some conclusion as regards the true relationship of the Targum 
of Proverbs to the Peshitta of that same book.

•ffe True}we' 
we did find 65 verses which were almost identical, 
find 139 half verses which were almost identical. 
ERRONEOUS to say that 304 verses in the T. and S. are identical.

inexactitude to make the general statement 
similar to the corresponding verses in S.

stood that we have already accomplished our main task, 
to point out, in as accurate a manner as possible, all of the 
Syriacisms that occur in the Aramaic text of Proverbs.

It is our belief that most previous investigators did , 
not observe the stylistic relationships of the Syriac and Targum 
carefully enough. They tried to compare whole verses, rather than *
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or very similar to, the form in T. , and the times in which Asuch

form in 1. , or there was no corresponding form in the S.
There are 126;

of the latter.
The next step will be to analyze the work of each authority

we have discussed in the introduction, in order to see just what

there is in his conjectures or conclusions.

Nevertheless, it is

came first.

TO PROVERBS WAS SPOKEN IN PALESTINE

to Proverbs, as Kaybaum has conclusively proved.
still possible that there was something to his theory that the Syriac

Maybauin further stated that there were 149 verses in which 
a third person inperfect beginning with a nun is to be found in 
the T. to Proverbs.

first, there is Bathe. There is no doubt that his 
an

contentions were, in the main, based on/incorrect text of the Targum

We did, and found it to be 194 times.
Hot only that, we felt it to be of great importance to differentiate 
between the number of times*’ that ^such

a phenomenon did appear, the form in S. either differed with the
We believe ■ 

cases of

This is, of course, absolutely correct, however 
it is of utmost importance to COUNT THE EXACT NUMBER OP TIMES THAT 
SUCH A PHENOMENON APPEARS.

that we have made such a distinction.
similar

the former (when there was a/corresponding form in the ) and 68

Then, there is M“ybaum. No onejappears to have made quite s 

careful a study of the Syriacisms in the Ta rgum to Porverbs as did h 
One thing that

phenomenon did appear,
there was a corresponding form in the Syriac identically the same as
PIT VPTV similpr tha -Pm-m in >T> anil in -i

Yet, he is somewhat illogical in his conclusions.
he did state that may be of value, THAT THE IA NGUL GE IN THE TARGUM !

IN TEE PIPTH OR SIXTH CETURY C.E.1
He backs up this cont ent i on^ b^ statingjtyat, tfle%e ^ar e phrases in 
the Targum to Proverbs.* His argument on the basis of the Genesis 
Rabbah, namely, that since itf is apparent that texts from Proverbs
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YET IT IS

Baumgartner merely repeats the usual theories about

If

mation, that is beyond refutation, about such-a use of the Peshitta
has co .e to us yet.

BAUMGARTNER’S ASSERTION TEAT TH.-RE MAN HAVE BEEN A
LATE REVISION OP TEE SYRIAC VERSION OP PROVERBS ON THE BASIS
OF THE LEX WOULD BE OP GREAT VALUE IP IT WERE TRUE. however, it

of the common era or at the beginning of the second century. Howeve
there is fdefinitely no basis upon which he might make the further
assertion that the Peshitta to Proverbs, made- during the second

!
All his arguments may be easily

refuted.
is largely a matter of feeling.

It is, of course, remotely possible that he may be

see ns to be merely a hypothesis.
Although there^s no conclusive evidence that is beyond 

refutation, therms some sense to Baumgartner's claim that the 
Targum to Proverbs was composed at the end of the second century

the composition of the Peshitta, which same theories maj be 
found in the Jewish Encyclopedia under the Article Peshitta. 
it could be definitely shown that the Peshitta is of Jewish 
origin, and was read in the^ynagogues before the Aramaic translation 
arose, then our problem of tracing the relationship of the T. to 
Pr. and S. to Pr. •. ould be much simpler, however, no definite inform

were used for preaching, ergo, there must have been a need for an 
early Aramaic translation, is not so convincing.
POSSIBLE THAT THERE MAY HAVE BEEN AN EARLY ORAL TRANSLATION KS 
-WHICH WAS LATER COMMITTED--TO WRITING.

century G.E., proceeded the Aramaic version.
We now go to Iloeld4e. He, too, seems to have little 

to say about the connection between T. and S. to Proveros.
. is assertion that the T. came later, and was based upon the S. ,
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PREDOMINANT ELEMENTS WHICH MAY EASILY POINT TO All ORIGINAL
TIME OR COMPOSITION.

into the Aramaic is by no means conclusive. After all, this was a
No doubt, more care would have been exercisednon-canonical book.

in case of a translation to Proverbs-- no Syriac book would have been
directly copied.

Hext,
Proverbs dates to a Pre-Tannaitic period, is

HOWEVER, HIS THEORIEStime of the LXX is also quite incredible.
Firstly, if the present AramaicDO EXPLAIN SOME DIFFICULTIES.

text to Proverbs were based on a Hebrew text that proceeded the

that tally with the forbidden LXX was still retained in the Hebrew
Mikraot Gedolot for many centuries.

Let it be
Now we are in a position to develop some original hypothesis 
understood at the very outset, that the relationship of

Masorah, upon the basis of which the LXX was translated as he states, 
then it can be understood why a book containing so many readings

written.
ifith or sixth centuries G.E. in Palestine.
Tabellen des Sophos, in which copying was done from the Syriac

The original text may have received many 
dialectical accretions as time went on, However, it is very obvious 
that there is ONE BASIC DIALECT OF ARAMAIC Sin which the text w: s

It may have teen written, as Maybaum states, in the
Noel'dke's citation of

the T, and S. to Proverbs is, and always will be, more or less 
of a mystery, wnless several other problems are cleared up. First,

we come to Eaminka.

correct when the he. gnygethat the language of the Targum to 
Proverbs is more or less of a mixture, and could never have been 
either a spoken tongue, or a scholary medium of expression. BUT 
HE PALLED TO NOTEJTHAT THROUGH THIS MIXTU1E WE CAN SEE CERTAIN

His contention that hhe^ito 
veo^lradical, of course. 

Ms contention that the Targum to Proverbs was composed before the
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Thirdly, it would have/bexn

proved that the dialect spoken by the Palestinean Jews of the

even been a scholarly tongue. But what are the real facts? Of the
various third person imperfect beginning with a nun, 126 have similar
or identical verb forms in the Syriac, and 68 other have either no
corresponding form in the Syriac, or have a corresponding form which

Kayba.'.m on page 75 of his work, enumerates
Third person

of the Targum.
which is very close to the Syriac, and reiutes the contention that
the book ifi, a conglomeration IN TOTO. No doubt, many 3rd person
imperfecta forms with a yodh were due to miscopying by later editors.

AVE BEEN A SPOKEN LANGUAGE WULTETEXT IT IS OBVIOUS ThAT THERE MAY
SIMI.AR TO THE SYRIAC.

So much for this.

such a

Was th

fifth or sixth centuries was an almost pure Syriact

WE return now, to a contention by Noeldeke that the dialect 

in the T. to Proverbs could never have been spoken, could never have

No doubt, since the book was copied and recopied time and time again, 

the language in the Targum to Proverbs is wre or less nondescript.

YET, PROM THE VERY PRESENCE OP NUN PCRMS IN THE 1€RD P.RSON IMPERPECJE 

WHERE THERE IS CONSIDERABLE VARIATION PROM THE CORRESPONDING SYRIAC

the relatiJship of the Targum in geheral to the Peshitta as a whole

must be established definitely. Secondly, the dates of composition 
to 

of these works must be ascertained.

is quite unlike them.
in

79 verses/which 3rd. person imperfects occur with a yodh.

there any literary copying from T. to S. , or
contention is the fact that 656£ verses in both show some

how we return to anoth r problem.
from S. to T. Supposing .

inoerfects with a nun, which do not correspond to the Syriac forms, 
v.irich begin with a yodh are therefore^ both very common in this book 

This definitely indicates a composite language,
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Now, having all this in mind, vie may come to some

hypothesis, which, of course, cannot be definitely proved.

The most likelythypothesis is the following: There was
once an original translation of the book of Proverbs, in an oral
form, which was used by both the Jews and the Syriac peoples in

(It is fairly certain that even our presentand around Palestine.
day Targum to Proverbs is a Palestinean work.) It may have been
committed to writing sometime before the composition of the Kidrash
Rabbah to Genesis. Such a tr anslation must have been made upon
the basis of a pre Masoretic reading of the Hebrew. l.ence, many
readings w. ich are found in the LXX were found even in t. is origjna.
Targum to Proverbs. it may have been made either in Hebrew or

This original tent was kept by the Jews forSyriac script, or both.
centuries.

This must have happened fairly late. Theon the basis of the IXX,

the LZX.
' even the newer verdion must have been very similar to the old one.

translation of the
Palestinean Jewry must then have learned that a new

Peshittaihad been made, and t. at their text to

similrity to each other- Furthermore, the vocabulary used in both 
T. and S. is verisimilar' Opposing such a view is the fact that 
within one verse, the a jiarts of T. and 5. may be identical, while 
the b pacts vary greatly.

It was undoubtedly rendered into Syriac script by 
by other?, and incorporated fxxxiiy into the

editors of (or perhaps editor:of) this new edition of the Syriac 
Broverbs , however, were somewhat conservative, andjstuck to either 
the pre-Kasoretic or idasoretic text just as much as they did to

They must h ave had the Hebrew before them, eiro, ^ence,

converted Jews, or
original Peshitta. .

finally, a redaction of the Peshitta^may have been made
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was similar to the i. , since.: that had always been the esse

Syriac word for word. however, a very strange phenomenon
occured.

of various kindsjt paraphrases, ete. ), an attempt was made to
make a fine literary translation, so as to do better than the
editors of the Eeshitta did.

to Syriac.
the new version of the Targum to the same book were still very
similar.

It cannot
In each step, there may be. piany errors. Yet,

we do not hesitate to posit this hypothesis, since it accounts

Even in

Frankly, this theory is very far-fetched, 
be substantiated.

The language spoken in Palestine at that time was very similar
Thus, the new version of the reshitta to Proverbs, and

Some parts of fee verses were purposely changed, 
even thought the other partj wMC allowed to correspond with the

or third century.
hypothesis, need not have been"copied" from each other.

Instead of adapting the newer methods of translation, 
as used in most other Midrashim (Haggada and Rabbinical Hermeneutics

anyhow, but rather because the Syriac peoples thought of making 
a new translation before they did. Hence, a new redaction was 
made in Palestine too, in which attempts were made to "better” 
the gyriac.

Hot only that, the new translators 
loathed to depart from the old traditional Targum, even\though 
it was but semi-official. An additional strange thing occurred.

Proverbs, which was as yet but semi-authoritative, was somewhat 
like the Syriac. This irked the Jews, not so much because thejs.

for many things that otherwise remain a mystery.
Essentially speaking, then, it would be true that the 

original versions of T. and S. to Proverbs, very similar to the 
present texts, were both committed to writing in about the second 

And these original versions, according to our
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actual literary theft.

on
t-.e basis of a chain of historical accidents.

which occur both T.and S. Why should such readings be found in
the Targum?

Of course, there are any number of other possible

explanations. There may have been a revision of the Targum in which

the meaning of many verses was unclear, and definite copying from

The same

passages, when a revision was being made. But why,then, should there
There may have been a

between the Syrian Church Bathers and the Rabbis
for purposes of making a new translation. However, this is somewhat
unlikely.

Somehow, the whole thesis of saying that either the

ms.

from the Targum.
number of indirect influences.

Furthermore, this is the only way in which we can explain 
the reedings which correspond to the LXX rather than to the Masorah

as to whether T. or S. came first, and which copied from the other.
We would rather explain the Syriacisms in this T. to Proverbs

the final redactions, only an element of copying is involvednot
Therefore, we do not have a definite answer

have been so many doubtful passages? 
coAboration

the Syriac may have occurred in these doubtful places.
may have been thA^ase with the Peshitta,-the editors of tnis Peshitta 

may have been obliged to copy toreepyiffromethe Targumtin doubtful

peoples, on

Targum or the Peshitta to Proverbs came first does not appeal to
V/e prefer to think that th^tfiole phenomenon is a much more 

complex one. Somehow, too, we feel that the Jews would have been 
loathe to copy directly from the Syriac, and that the Syriac 

the other hand, would not have copied directly
however, we do feel that there must have been any
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was

Targum to Proverbs may have been composed in its final form in .

3) That the Targum to Proverbs is based on eitherthat time.

a spoken or written dialect, though there are later accretions
in the text.

Of course, There are
two many problems which are very important
not as yet been definitely solved.

Perhaps, it would be best to state, simply, that there
are an unusual number of Syriacisms in the Taigum to Proverbs,
and that we really cannot explain why this is so. However, we
have felt it best to posit some hypothesis, however fallacious,
that would explain some of the mysteries that surround both the
Targum and the Syriac versions of Proverbs.

problem.

hypotheses that have been thus far posited.

Da the, Kaybaum, Noeldeke, Baumgartner,So much remains.

that are ill-founded.

1 Let us review briefly what we do know for certain. 1)

There are even more Syriacisms in t..e Targum to Proverbs than

previously acknowledged. 2) It is fairly certain that the

Palestine, even as late as the fifth or sixth century, even though 

there must have been a very similar edition three centuries before

even these facts are open to doubt.

our work wnich xx have

Not wishing to claim that we have found the truth, we 

admit that our hypothesis is, perhaps, somewhat fanciful. Yet 

with it one finds the answers to many problems. Knowing that the 

search for the truth will continue, we pray that som^.ay the true 

relationship of the Peshitta and the Targum to Proverbs may be

and Kaminka have not really found the truth. They failed to see 

many of the comlications involved in this work, and made theories

Perhaps, some day, more will c ome to light about this 
Perhaps, the truth will be even stranger uhax^he
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