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TRANSLATION GREEK IN THE WISDOM
OF SOLOMON

CARL EVERETT PURINTON
ADELPHI COLLEGE

I

central question in the long-continued discussion of the
apocryphal Book of Wisdom, or Wisdom of Solomon, has
been that of unity. There have been three main periods or cycles
of criticism. In the opening period of what may be termed “mo-
dern” criticiam, such writers as Houbigant?, Eichhorn?, Nachtigal®,
Bretachneiderf, Bertholdt®, and Engelbreth® were united in the
belief that the book was of composite authorship. Eichhorn, it
must be added, qualified his verdict by declaring that the sharp
difference in ideas between the earlier and later chapters could
be explained only on the basis of & different author for the second

1 C. F. Houbigant, Leclors ad libros Sapientiae et Ecclesiastics, in preface
to Biblia Hebraica, Paris 1763; bound separately as Prolegomena in Scrip-
turam Sacram, 1753 ; reprinted in Nolae criticae in universos V. T. libros, eto.,
Frankfurt 1777,

8 J. G. Eichhorn, Einleitung in die Apocryphischen Schrifien des 4. T.,
pp. 88ff.; 144ff.; 200f., 1795.

3 J. C. C. Nachtigal, Die Ver lungen der Weisen, I1 part, Das Buch
der Weisheit, Halle 1799.

4 C. G. Bretschneider, De Libri Sapientiae Parie Priore Cap. I.XI E
Duobus Libellis Diversis Conflata, Vitebergao 1804.

8 L. Bertholdt, Histor. krit. Einleitung in simtliche hamomische wnd
apokryph. Schriften des A. und N. T., V. vol., first part, 2261f,, Erlangen
1818.

¢ W. F. Engelbreth, Libri, qui vulgo snscribitur Sapientia Salomonis
latine conversi et explicals specimina (2 vols.), Kopenhagen 1816.
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part, or on the hypothesis that the later and inferior chapters
were composed in the years of the writer’s immaturity, long before
the earlier.

The second cycle of criticiem centers in the work of Grimm?,
who in 1860 gathered up the results of a lifetime of study and
published what has since remained the standard, or as some
would say, the “only” commentsry worthy of the name dealing
with the Book of Wisdom to the present day. Grimm concluded
in favor of the unity of the book, fairly meeting and evaluating
the arguments presented by Houbigant, Eichhorn, Bertholdt,
Bretschneider, and Nachtigal in turn. In his summary of argu-
ments pro and con, Grimm built upon the work of critics immed-
iately before him who had initiated the tendency toward the
unity of the book, such as Heydenreich®, Gfrorer®, and especially
Bauermeister!®, and by the thoronghness and fairness of his
judgments lent conviction to the belief in the unity of the Book
of Wisdom, a belief which still prevails in many quarters.

The turn of the century has witnessed a growing reluctance to
accept the hitherto unquestioned findings of Grimm, a~ 1 a renewed
tendency to question the single authorship of the Wisdom of
Solomon. Among those who still remain loyal are Siegfried.,
Goodrick!, and Feldmann!3, yet an even longer array of names
may be adduced for the opposite opinion. Among those who
now suggest a division of the book may be listed Lincke, Weber'®,

? C. L. W. Grimm, Commentar itber das Buch der Weisheit, Leipsig 1837;
Das Buch der Weisheit (KurzgefaStes Handbuch), Leipzig 1860.

* M. Heydenreich, in Tzschirner's Memorabilien, Leipzig 1815.

* A. F. Gfrorer, Philo, vol. 1I, pp. 200-272, 1831.

10 Commentarius in Sapientiam Salomonis, Gottingse 1828.

1 K. Siegfried, in Kautzach’s Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphendes A. T.,
Tabingen 1900.

18 A T. 8. Goodrick, The Book of Wisdom, New York 1913.

18 F. Feldmann, Das Buch der Weisheit, Bonn 1928.

¥ K. F. A. Lincke, Samaria und seine Propheten, Tiibingen and Leipxig
1903.

18 W. Weber, “Die Komposition der Weisheit SBalomo’s”, in Zeitschrift
fir Wiss. Theol. 27 (1004), pp. 145-169.
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Kohler'®, Gartner'?, Holmes'®, Focke!, Peters®®, and Speiser®!.
Especially worthy of note in this third cycle of discussion is the
feeling of certain critics of the accepted point of view that the
final court of appeal must be the question of the original language
of the Book of Wisdom, and not as in the past, the question of
the likeness or difference of the fundamental ideas in different
sections of the book. This appeal to language considerations is
in harmony with a larger movement represented by Klostermann,
Burney, Montgomery and Torrey, the thesis of which is that many
supposedly Greek documents in which a Semitic idiom is to be
observed are in reality translations of Semitic sources. This point
of view may be illustrated by a quotation from Professor Torrey®
in an article entitled T'ranslations Made from Aramasc Gospels:

It has been customary to appeal to certain books of the Apoerypha
and Psendepigrapha, and to the Apocalypse of the New Testament, as
examples of writings composed in Semitic-sounding Greek; but the faot
is that all of the books thus cited as witnesses were originally written
in Hebrew or Aramaic, and our Greek versions are merely translations
more or less literal.

As early as Houbigant we find the suggestion that chs. 1-9 of
the Wisdom of Solomon were written in Hebrew, while chs. 10—19
were added later in Greek, perhaps by the same person who
translated chs. 1—9. Bretachneider attempted to prove that
Hebrew was the original language of 11—6 s. Recent interest
in the original language of the book dates from an article written

1% Jewish Encyclopedia, “Book of the Wisdom of Solomon”, 1008.

17 E. Gartner, Komposition und Worlwahl des Buches der Weisheit,
Berlin 1912.

18 8. Holmes, (in Charlee’ Apocrypha), “The Wisdom of Solomon”,
1913.

13 F. Focke, Die Entstehung der Weisheit Selomos, Gottingen 1913.

10 N. Peters, “Ein hebriischer alphabetischer Psalm in der Weisheit
Salomos, Kap. 97, Bibl. Zeitschrift, 14, pp. 1-14, 1916.

21 E. A. Bpeiser, “The Heb. Origin of the First Part of the Book of
Wisdom™, Jewish Quarterly Review, April 1924.

2 Studies in the History of Religion, presented to C. H. Toy, New York,
1912, p. 288.
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by D. 8. Margoliouth, “Was the Book of Wisdom Written in
Hebrew 2”2 in which the author cited 12 alleged cases of mis-
translation. In the following year, Professor Freudenthal® replied
with an article in which he accepted the importance of mistrans-
lations, if they could be proved, but showed that the cases pre-
sented were not convincing, and marshalled the different reasons
for believing the book to be an original Greek composition. At
present interest centers in the suggestion of Focke® that chs. 1-5
have been translated from Hebrew by the same writer who com-
posed chs. 6—19 in Greek, a view strikingly similar to the tentative
proposal of Houbigant, at the very beginning of modern criticism
of Wisdom. This hypothesis of a single translator-author has the
great advantage of accounting both for the differences and the
likenesses between the earlier and later chapters. It disposes, for
example, of the striling misuse of metallenein in both sections
of the book, 4 12 and 16 z5. As elaborated by Focke this theory
becomes a very plausible solution of some of the main problems
of the Book of Wisdom. The late Professor Gressmann® accepted
this explanation, although he would not deny the possibility that
there might be some originally Semitic material in chs. 6—19
and some originally Greek in chs. 1-5. By an interesting coincid-
ence, Speiser arrived independently, although later, at much
the same conclusion as Focke; namely, that the translator of the
first part is at the same time the author of the second section.
Speiser determined upon a different division of the book as
follows: (1) 1 1—6 21; 8 1—9 18; (2) 6 22—T7 30; 10 119 2s. The
especial value of Speiser’s article lies in the 11 concrete cases
where he claims to have found actual mistranslations from the
Hebrew. These form a valuable supplement to the argument
of Focke, who mentioned only three cases in which he considered
a mistranslation to be apparent: 57; 13, and 2.

© JRAS, 1890, pp. 263f.

M J. Freudenthal, “What is the Original Language of the Wisdom of
Solomon !’ JQR, Vol. 3, 1881, pp. 722-753.

B Op. cil., pp. 65, 66.

% Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1914, Nr. 29, 18 J, p. 1818.
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A survey of the discussion of the book in the past leads one
to the opinion that if further progress toward a conclusion regarding
the main problem of unity is to be reached, it will be through
an appeal to the original language of the book. The long-continued
discussion of differences in thought, etc., seems to yield no promise
of final agreement. It is the purpose of the present writer to
give further consideration to the evidence of the text itself which
suggests that the first part of the book is a translation from
Hebrew.

II

In the Wisdom of Solomon, as elsewhere, the clue to Trans-
lation Greek is, in general, the awkwardness which arises in the
tendency to transfer words and not ideas from the original into
the translation. Before dealing in detail with more important
passages, there are a number of phrases in the book which may
obviously be called Hebraisms. Some of these are:1e, axon (PDY);
110, ols {n\doews; 113, Epyors xepov fuwv @IT WYPDI);
2 84, of Ths exelvov p.¢P1'309 Svres; 34, & oY &vﬂpa’nrwv: 39, 07t
x&pzc xat €Aeos év Tois 60lois aUTOU, KA ETIGKOTY €V TOIS EXAexTOIS
abroi; cf. 4 14; 61, diaorai wepaTwr yhis; 63, avwricasfe yeyav-
pouévor éxi (MPINM); 6 8, xapa 'YioTov, ef. b 15 (wapa equal
to NRD); 9 4, éx waidwy cov (instead of éx Tav waidwy aov); 9 6,
év viois avBpomwv; 917, awo sigTav; 1016, év Tépao xai anueios;
10 17, kai éyéveTo adTois efs axémny nuépas xai eic PAdya doTpor
T vicra (of. 14 1, eic BdéAvyna; 14 0, eis evedpov); 111, év
Xewpi wpodiiTov aylov.

In addition to the Hebraisms listed above, a detailed explanation
is given in the following pages of the more striking instances of
translation-idiom. In certain cases we have merely to deal with
peculisrities in the Greek which strongly suggest & common
Hebrew idiom; in other examples it is posaible to clarify the
meaning of passages hopelessly obscured for those who adhere
to an original Greek text; and on occasion it is possible to demon-
strate an actual mistranslation of the Hebrew original.
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11 — év axAdTnrt xapdias.

“In singleness of heart.” _

This particular phrase in the Greek is found in only one other
passage of the Septuagint. That is 1 Chr. 29 17, where it renders
the Hebrew *33% 2.

The words amAdTns, axhocviy, axAoiv, axAovs, arAes almost
invariably render some derivative of the root DI used in the ethical
sense; thus in 21 places in the old Greek translations of the 0. T.

The usual Heb. idiom is :;?'nr'\;, see Gen. 205,6; 1 Ki. 94;
Ps. 78 72; 101 5.

We happen to know that this idiom was rendered by arAdras
xapdias in Gen. 20 s by Symmachus, and in Ps. 78 22 by Aquila,
Symmachus, and Theodotion. (It was doubtless rendered in this
way by one or more of these translators in other passages, where
we have no record.) '

In 2 Sam. 15 11, LXX renders mn'? by ev T awAdTyTe avTer.
Cf. Susanna es; 1 Mace. 2 37, 60, and Aq., Sym., Th. in Prov. 28 .

Hence, in Wisd. 11 we seem to have a close translation of a
standing Hebrew phrase, viz. the idiom 33% ana.

15c — xal Aeyxbirerar éreNBoions adixias.

No convincing translation of this verse has been made by those
who claim that Greek is the original language of the book. In the
translation of the convenient SPCK series, Oesterley made the
conjecture, “And is abashed at the approach of unrighteousness,”
adding the obvious truth that “the meaning of the Greek is
uncertain.”

The difficulty comes, of course, not in translating the verb
eAeyxOiceras but in making a tranalation which will make sense
in this context. The variety of translations which have been
suggested shows that translators have not found a satisfactory
reading. The AV evaded the problem by reading into so the
meaning of the preceding lines: “For the holy spirit of discipline
will flee deceit, and remove from thoughts that are without
understanding, and will not abide when unrighteousness cometh in.”
This is something that might poesibly be said about the holy
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spirit of discipline, but it is not in any sense a translation of the
word we have before us. The editors of the RV translated more
literally, but with & corresponding loss in the sense of the passage:
“And will be put to confusion when unrighteousness hath come in,”
with the marginal reading, “convicted.”

Some such reading as “abashed,” ‘“‘ashamed,” “be put to con-
fusion” might seem poasible, if considered apart from the biblical
usage of éAéyyew. In biblical Greek, however, the verb has the
primary meaning ‘‘convict,” ‘‘chasten,” ‘“rebuke,” while the
meaning to be “abashed,” “ashamed,” “‘put to confusion” is
secondary and always carries with it the implication of the primary
meaning. Thus a sense of shame or confusion is what results from
the conviction of wrongdoing. That such a thing could be said
of the holy spirit of discipline, or in other words, of Sophia, of the
Spirit of God (for these words seem to be used almost inter-
changeably), is unthinkable.

That this meaning “convict” is to be connected with the Ureek
verb in question becomes almost inescapable when we compare
with it the usage of this same writer in other parts of the book.
Some form of the verb is used in five other places and in every
case with the general meaning of “convict” or its equivalent.

Thus in 13 the RV reads, ““And the Supreme Power . . . putteth
to confusion (marg. ‘convicteth’) the foolish.” Line 1 & has,
*“Neither shall Justice, when it convicteth, pass him by.” In 211
we find, ‘“For that which is weak is found to be of no service
(marg. ‘convicted’).” Line 4 20 reads, “And their lawless deeds
shall convict them to their face.”” Finally in 12 2, we read, “Where-
fore thou convictest by little and little them that .. ... ”

Furthermore, the noun of the same root occurs in the following
passages: 19; 2 14; 11 ¢; 17 7 and 18 s, and the meaning in every
case is that of ‘“‘conviction,” translated variously *reproof,”
“rebuke.”

Thus we come to what amounts to an impasse if we are to
accept the Greek as the original of this passage. It is hardly
possible to accept the reading, ““(the holy spirit of discipline) will
be convicted” or even “will be put to confusion (with the implic-
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ation of guilt).” On the other hand, that is clearly what the
word éAéyyew means as used in other parts of the book and this
is in harmony with the Septuagint usage.

Is it possible to throw light on the question on the hypothesis
of a mistranslation from the original Hebrew? Two conjectures
have been made, both of which give sense to the context, which
is an improvement over the hypothesis of a Greek original, at
least. Focke, following Bretachneider, assumes that the translatorhad
before him IR (éAéyLe) which he read as AR (eAeyxBicerar).
Of these two Hebrew forms, the active or Hifil occurs exceedingly
frequently, while one citation of the passive or Hofal form is
listed by Hatch and Redpath, in Job. 33 15, translated “is chas-
tened.” It would be difficult to conjecture this meaning “to be
chastened” in connection with our passage, but the active meaning
“to chastise” or “to convict” fits into the sense of the context
admirably.

Speiser finds this hypothesis ‘“hardly a felicitous one.” He
conjectures that the translator had before him the form "R,
which he mistook for “"OJ. “The line thus restored ought to be
rendered: ‘And will remove, when unrighteousness cometh in’.”
This suggestion has the virtue of giving us & verse in which all
three members are parallel:

“For a holy spirit of discipline will flee deceit,

And will start away from thoughts that are without

understanding,

And will remove, when unrighteousness cometh in.”
On the other hand, is it the character of the “holy spirit of dis-
cipline” to depart from the scene when unrighteousness enters
in? Is not the duty of discipline to punish those who are unright-
eous in word or deed ? In other words, is the nature of “ Paideia-
Sophia entirely passive ?

By omitting line 1 es, & line which hardly seems to belong to
this part of Wisdom (see Focke, pp. 69, 70), Focke obtains in
lines ss b o and b, two couplets which present both attributes
of ““Paideia-Sophia” the active and the passive. Omitting sa we
obtain:

19
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“For a holy spirit of discipline will flee deceit,

And will start away from thoughts that are without
und- standing.

But will convict when unrighteousness hath come in,

And will not hold a blasphemer guiltless for his lips.”

The word “But” in sc is substituted for the ususl ‘‘And” because
it fits the context better and is equally possible as a tranalation
of the Hebrew connective (Focke, p. 70).

Whatever be aaid of either of the above suggestions, they have
the advantage of providing & translation which gives sense to
the context in which the disputed passage is found. This is
something at least which cannot be said for any readings from
the accepted Greek text.

\ . [
1 u — é&rwev yap eis 7o evat Ta wavra,
xai CwTpIoL al yevéaeis TOU KGO LoV,

The RV translates these lines:

“For he created all things that they might have being:
And the generative powers of the world are Aealthsome.”

While the RV may make idiomatic English, it is nonsense
in this connection. Of course, whatever is created has ‘“being,”
but the question here is how long it is to last.

Ef 76 elva: is not idiomatic Greek. The variant (55) reading
€y Tov aiova is & mere worthless guess here.

Is it possible to obtain the obvious sense of the passage on the
hypothesis of & mistranslation from the Hebrew? The phrase
ely 7o ela would be, of course, the rendering of NMY. But
is that the meaning here? Is not the contrast here between life
and death, and does not the writer mean to say that things were
created ¢o live rather than to be? In this case, the original Hebrew
would be M™Y. This is good Hebrew idiom and makes good
sense in the context.

In like menner, in the next line, isn’t the meaning that the
“origins of the universe” (YR NTTYIN) were “life-giving” (e ¢
Zwmipior would be a good rendéring.
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Thus restored from the original Hebrew, the translation of
the verse reads:

“For he created all things that they might have life,
And the origins of the universe are life-giving,
Ete.”

116 — aceBeis d¢ Tais xepaiv xai Tois Adyois Tpocexalérarro
avroy,
4)1')\ov nyneducvor aUTov eTaKNTaY,
xai avixny éBevro Tpos avToy,
871 8ol elow Tis éxelvov pepidos elvas,
“But ungodly men by their hands and their words called
death unto them.
Deeming him a friend they consumed away,
And they made a covenant with him,
Because they were worthy to be of his portion.” (RV).

The RV clearly gives the meaning when it translates *“‘death”
in 116a, but the word is not found in the Greek. The avrov,
repeated three times in this verse and the éxeivov refer to
Odvaros, which, however, has not been ezpressed. Nor is it exprssed
in the Greek of the preceding line:

dwaiootvy yap aldvards éorw,

But if we consider the possibility here of translation Greek,
it is evident that v. 15 could not be expressed in Heb. without
the word “death” (WD), compounded with %3 or some other
negative. Although there is no suggestion here of a mistrans-
lation, yet the origin of the Greek becomes clear when we consider
it as a translation from the Hebrew.

Incidentally, the troublesome word éracacar is probably
a mere corruption of écpdrnrav: “Deeming him a friend they laid
hold upon him.”

25 — rateoppayioOn.
“Fast sealed.”

19+
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The verse, in which this word occurs, reads in the AV. “And
our end retreateth not; Because it is fast sealed, and none turneth
it back.”

The word is not common in the LXX, being listed cnly three
times by Tromm. It is, however, a familiar Hebrew idiom, and
in Job. 9 7; 37 7, and also in Deuteronomy 32 s« (éoppayiaras)
is represented in the original by QINM.

26 — xai xpnodueda i cTige b5 vedTHTL OTOVSAImS,
“Come on therefore, let us enjoy the good things that are

present: and let us speedily use the creatures like as in youth.”
(AV).

“Come therefore and let us enjoy the good things
that now are;
And let us use the creation with all our soul
as youth’s possession.” (RV).

While the above translations make idiomatic English, they
merely serve to hide the difficulty of the Greek. The most prob-
able ms. reading is @s veornri, although Sinaiticus and Alex-
andrinus read vesTnros. The Old Latin reads “tanquam sn tuven-
tute” and the Peshitta “in our youth.”

That this difficulty in the Greek is one of long standing may
be judged from the varied attempts at translation. Grimm a
first favored the meaning “eagerly as is fitting for youth,” but
later supported the reading év wedrnri, “in youth.” Siegfried
accepts this with a reference to the Hebrew of Eccles. 11 s, ﬂ[\!‘l’?};,
“in thy youth.” Some such translation as this, “in youth” or
“while we are young” is obviously the sense of the passage, but
the difficulty of the Greek is not solved thereby. The literal
translation, ‘“And let us earnestly use creation like youth” is,
a8 Speiser remarks, too vague.

Speiser improves upon the original suggestion of Pfleiderer
that vedrne is & slang word for “‘a girl,” and that the meaning
i8 “let us use God’s creation as we would a harlot.” Speiser
refers to the suggestion of Zenner (Feldmann, p. 44) that we
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ghould read in this passage @s »eorTid:, “als Freudenmadchen,”
but remarks, “The sense would in such a case be excellent, but
the procedure doubtful.” Speiser himself makes the suggestion
that the original Hebrew NTR) “girls” was read by the trans-
lator Y] “youth,” in support of which he refers to Eccles. 3 1.

But would “the sense . . . in such a case be excellent?”” There
is nothing else in the Book of Wisdom to suggest this meaning,
The simplest solution on the basis of an original Hebrew text
is that of Bretschneider (see Focke, p. 71) that the tramnslator,
dealing with an unvocalized text, made the very easy mistake
of reading the original J for the very similar preposition 2. Accept-
ing this hypothesis, we should have in the original Hebrew some
such phrase as T23 or perhaps OVHP3.

Thus here the theory of mistranslation from the Hebrew removes

the difficulty of the Greek and gives a translation which is appro-
priate to the context:

*“Come therefore and let us enjoy the good things that
now are;
And let us use the creation with all our soul in youth.”

2 1 — efs xifSnhov NoyiorOnuey adrip.
“We were accounted of him as base metal .. ...” (RV).

With this verse should be compared 317, efs ovdév AoyioBioorrar,
and 9, eis ovdev Aoywobliceras. While the verb )\o'yl'geaﬂm
oceurs ﬁ'equently in the Wisdom of Solomon, in connection with
eis i it is found in only these three verses. This is, of course,
the familiar Hebrew idiom '} m;, found in 1 Ki. 10m, § ‘M’}

. 3P #; Lam. 41, BT 5% 10PM3; Ps. 106 s, 3P
m;'nb in Is. 40 17, T30 anmom and in other places.
The extreme literalness of t.he Greek in the three passages men-
tioned strongly suggests the posaibility of translation from Hebrew.

4 18 — éxhijpwaev ypovous paxpovs.
This is thought to be a reference to Enoch, the “perf R
and is characteristically Hebrew in mode of expression. Goodrick
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says “An idiomatic English translation is almost impossible
RYV ‘long years’ is not satisfactory), but the sense is plain enough.
His moral training was completed early in life, and his few years
were as good as very many.”

The difficulty of translating this into Eng].mh idiom is clear
enough. But is this even idiomatic Greek? Goodrick considers
Anpoiv xpovov ‘s Hellenistic expression,” following Grimm
(p. 105) who says that the expression ‘“gehért nur der helle-
nistischen Gricitat” an. But the theory of a Jewish-Greek
literary idiom has been abandoned by the very scholars who
have maintained most consistently the Greek origin of the books
of the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha and certain books of the
New Testament. If there never was any such thing as a literary
“Jewish Greek,” such an expression as wAnpoiv ypovor cannot
have been composed in Greek at all. It can only be a literal
translation from the familiar Hebrew idiom found variously in
Gen. 26 24; 29 21; Lev. 8 33; 12 «; 25 30; Nu. 6 5; ete.

4 u — unde Oévres émi diavoia TO TowoiTo.

“Neither laying this to heart” (RV).

The Hebrew equivalent of the awkward phrase Oévres éwi
Stavolq is the common 35 OW. Grimm remarks that the writer
probably had in mind the passage in Isaiah 57 1. Inasmuch as
the LXX gives an entirely different translation from the above,
it is evident that the Hebrew must be the source, if this is the
case. Isaiah 57 1 reads, “The righteous perisheth, and mo man
layeth it to heart (255 DR @*K 'R TN PYIIN); and merciful
men are taken away, none considering that the righteous is taken
away from the evil to come.” The context here and immediately
following is so similar in thought to Wisdom 4 7 £., that the depend-
ence of Wisdom upon the Hebrew can hardly be doubted.

4 1 — dia TouTo éxTevaer éx uéaou Tompias.

This line has caused translators some difficulty. The AV
renders (reading the whole verse), “For his soul pleased the Lord:
therefore hasted he o take him away from among the wicked.”
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The editors of the RV preferred to consider not God, but “he,”
that is, Enoch, as the subject of the verb and accordingly trans-
lated, “Therefore hasted he out of the midst of wickedness,”
adding in the margin, however, the other reading, “Ae hastened
him away.”

It is the verb éomevoey, of course, which causes the difficulty.
The reading of the Greek is necessarily ambiguous. If we suppose
a Hebrew original, we find that Y87, with the direct object
understood, is quite the common thing in Hebrew poetry, and
if substituted here, disposes of the ambiguity.

516 — dwa Toiro Aju\ovrar To Bacileov Tiis evwpeneias
xat 70 Siddnua Toi x&\\ovs éx xﬁp&c Kup«'w.
The AV translated, *“‘Therefore shall they receive a glorions
kingdom, and a beautiful crown from the Lord’s hand.”

The rendering of the RV is closer to the Greek,
“Therefore shall they receive the crown of royal dignity,
And the diadem of beauty from the Lord’s hand.”

The translation “crown” for Baciieor is a frequent LXX usage.
It is also confirmed by the recently published and as yet incom-
plete Worterbuch der griechischen Papyrusurkunden by Preisigke,
in which “Kénigskrone” is the meaning of the word.

Grimm’s objection to this translation (p. 119) seems very weak.
He argues, “nicht Krone . . . denn in diesem Falle wirde das
Wort ganz dasselbe besagen wie Suadnua; . . . sondern Reich,
Herrschaft, wie 1 1.” So far as the reference to 1 14 is con-
cerned, the meaning there is ambiguous and may be rendered
“palace” or “crown” with fully as much certainty as ‘king-
dom.”

The objection that if Bagileiov be read “‘crown,” we ehould
have the same meaning as in the following line suggests what was
probably the case, almost certainly if the original were Hebrew.
Such parallelism is exactly what we should expect. Goodrick
remarks “that ‘Kingdom of splendour’, ‘diadem of beauty’, might
well be considered Hebraisms, but whether from such influence
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or not, ‘genitives of quality’ are frequent in New Testament
Greek ...” (p. 162). It is becoming more and more clear that the
“frequent” peculiarities of the New Testament Greek mentioned
by Goodrick are due to translation from Semitic sources. The
evidence here leans in the same direction. Not only does the geni-
tive construction suggest the Hebrew, but the best translation
of Baaileiov with “crown’ gives a balance between ‘“crown of
splendor” in the first line and “diadem of beauty” in the second,
which is exactly what we should expect in Hebrew but not in
Greek.

What we have in this passage may be taken to be a direct
allusion to a strikingly similar passage in Is. 62 5. Dependence
upon this verse, however, would not be upon the LXX, which
reads,

xai éon aTépavos kaAhovs év yeipi xvpiov,
xai Siadnua Baoc\eias & xeapi Beoi aov.

It might easily be argued that the translator had before him
something very close to the Hebrew of Is. 62 s, which is

P, T3 AweR mpw A
T 15 T .

87 — oV yap iwooTeNeiras wpdowrov 6 wavrav deawdrs.

“For He which is Lord over all shall fear no person.” (AV)
“For the Sovereign Lord of all wsll not refrain himself for any
man’s person.” (RV)

The translation of the RV suggests better than the AV the
awkwardness of ¢rooTeAeirar wpdownov, a phrase clearly foreign
to the Greek idiom. It is imposaible to believe that the writer
of the Wisdom of Solomon, at home in both Alexandrian Greek
and Hebrew as we know him to be, composed such a barbarism.
It is a clear example of an over-literal translation of & familiar
Hebrew idiom. An example of this construction in the Hebrew
Bible is found in Deut. 1 17: 2PN Y300 T™WN K.



PURINTON: TRANSLATION GREEK IN THE WISDOM OF SOLOMON 201

84 — ploTis yap éorwv T Tov Oeoi EmoTIHUNS
«al aipetic Tav Epywy avToi,

The difficulty here centers in the word aiperis, which needs
to be considered, however, in its context.

The AV gives a dubious translation, “For she is privy to the
mysteries of the knowledge of God, and a lover of his works.”

Grimm found the word puzsling: “aiperis, schwerlich teiter
vorkommend, kann seiner Etymologie zufolge nichls anderes als
electriz (Vulg.) bedeuten.” (p. 169.)

The editors of the RV chose this sense in their translation:

“For she is initiated into the knowledge of God,
And she chooseth out for Aim his works.”

Two objections may be made to this translation, one from the
point of view of the sense. Isn’t this too exalted a position for
Wisdom, to say that she “chooses™ or *“‘deviseth” what God shall
do? This passage is reminiscent of the verses in Prov. 8, where
Wisdom is with God from the beginning, but God is the active
agent.

Another suggestion might be taken from the principle of paral-
leliam so closely followed in much of this chapter. ‘“‘To be initiated
into the knowledge of God” is & quite different thing from the
position of one who “chooses out” for God what he hall enact.
Thus the parallelism does not suggest the above readings.

The interesting suggestion has been made by C. C. Torrey and
E. A, Speiser, working independently of each other, that the ori-
ginal Hebrew M3 was mistaken by the translator for YW1,
Thus we should read in place of “chooseth out for him his works”
some such transiation as “And is an associate, sharer in.”

On this hypothesis of a misreading of the Hebrew original,
we thus have the more natural:

“For she is initiated into the knowledge of Ged,
And is a sharer in his works,”

91 — Oet xwaTépow xai Kipie Toi éAcovs cov.
The RV renders this line, “O God of the fathers, and Lord who
keepest thy mercy (marg. Lord of thy mercy).” But what sense
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is there in the phrase, “Lord who keepest thy mercy” ? Nor is
the marginal reading of any help. ‘Lord of thy mercy” is never
a LXX appellation for God.

The AV avoided part of the difficulty by leaving out the pos-
sessive pronoun aov, translating “O God of my fathers, and Lord
of mercy.” Certain manuscript readings support such a trans-
lation by the omission of cov; namely 106, 248, 254, 261, Compl.,
but the more important documents preserve the more difficult
reading. Even without the troublesome adov, Grimm considered
the phrase xipios éNéovs “ein halber Hebraismus.”

This is a case where the theory of translation out of the Hebrew
is especially convincing. According to the concordances, the usual
Hebrew equivalent for &\cos would be TDR. One form of this
word is the adjective TQF], meaning “g d” or “pious” and also
used substantively with the meaning “saint.” We may conjecture
that in the present case the translator had before him the unvo-
calized word T"TORN. This word may be vocalized in two different
ways and two entirely different meanings may be obtained. The
translator here evidently read f"JOIJ when the context demanded
R'TDI'I Had the correct translation been made, we should have
in the English: “O God of the fathers, and Lord of thy saints.”
This is an improvement in at least two respects: first, it supplies
sense to the reading of the best mss.; and secondly, it gives us
a couplet suggestive of the usual Hebrew parallelism.

That the language is typical of this book may be judged from
its occurrence in two other passages of the Book of Wisdom:

8Tt xdpis xai ENeos Tois éxhexTois avTol (39)
371 yapis xai ENeos év Tois éxhexTois avTou
xai emoKoT €v Tols Oaiols avTob, (4 1)

If it be okjected that the plural B¥ION is rendered by the sin-
gular \eos, it is precisely what we have in Is. 63 7, 75T YI0M, and,
LXX, 7ov éxeov Kupiov; in Ps. 106 7, TYIDN 3™NY and LXX,
100 mAIBous Tou eAéuus aov.

In Gen. 32 11 the rendering is by another Greek word, but
still in the singular number: D™RND Y50 translated awo wdoms

JIKGIOG'I.:IIP[S‘.
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93 — xai & evdiTaTi \vav‘ic xpiaw xpivy,

“and execute judgment with an upright heart.” (AV)
“and execute judgement in uprightness of soul” (RV)

While evfis occurs frequently in the LXX and also in this
particular Book of Wisdom, generally corresponding to the
Hebrew W, yet this exact expression, év es@drnrt \bvxits, occurs
only here in Wisdom.

Wahl (Clavis) in connection with this passage refers to Ps. 119 7,
the phrase, “I will give thanks unto thee with uprightmess of
heart,” where the Hebrew equivalent of év evBiryre xapdias is
235 wm.

It might be added, in this same connection, that the very
common idiom 3*) 17, accounts for the xpigw xpivy; see, for
example, these very same words in Prov. 22 .

99 — 7! apeoTov év dpBaluois aov,

“what is pleasing in thine eyes.” (RV)

Even Grimm counts this a Hebraism, comparing with it the
expression in Gen. 16 10 (evidently a typographical error for 16 ¢).
In 16 s we find the similar expression oot apesrov 5, which is
a translation of the original T3 WM.

Thackeray does not consider the possibility of finding trans-
lation Greek in the Book of Wisdom (see his Introduction), yet
makes the following comment (p. 43), “As regards the use of
o¢fakuds in phrases like ‘to seem good,” or ‘to find favor in the
eyes (i. e. in the estimation) of someone (*3"}1) we find the same
sort of distinction between the groups of books as elsewhere.
The classical mapd Twu or other paraphrase is rarely found.
As a rule, the Pentateuch with some of the other books render
WYP3 by évavriov (or the vernacular évemiov, évavri), while
the literal rendering év o(p@a uois is reserved for the later historical
books (and is unexampled in N. T.).”

Thus, to use Thackeray’s own words, we have here a “literal”
example of translation Greek, such as we should expect in the
later historical books.



294 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE

The variant (248) reading only tends to confirm the hypothesis
of translation from the Hebrew, for it is equally awkward, éwdwicy

oov.

9 11e — xal Ppuhafe pe év Ty dofn avTis.

“And she shall guard me in hker glory.” (RV)

Grimm (p. 187) translated év =5 dokn, “‘in threm Glanze,” i. e.,
with the “brilliance” or “splendor” which characterizes her (cf.
Wisdom 7 25, awaiyaous ydp éoTw ¢uros adiov), Wisdom
will illuminate the path for the one whom she loves, so that he
may not go astray.

The AV rendered, “in her power,” following the Vulg. “in sua
potentia.” Goodrick characterizes this translation as the least
likely of several possibilities (p. 220), because in the sense of
“power” the word dofa is applied only to God (cf. Rom. 64,
Christ was raised from the dead, &ia Tis doCns Toi warpds). Here
glory and power are identical, of course. Goodrick finds more
likely: (1) “in her brightness,” which suggests the reading of
Grimm mentioned above; (2) “through her counsel,” taking dofa
to mean doyua; (3) “with her good repute,” emphasizing the
guarding by Wisdom's good name rather than the thought of
guiding. This is the rendering Goodrick includes in his own
English translation.

The meaning of doka in this verse is necessarily ambiguous.
If we consider this as a trenslation from a Hebrew original, there
is a possible anslogy in Is. 40 ¢ where dofa is the translation of
70n. This is not the common use of ddfa, but that it is possible
is shown here, and the analogy makes the meaning of v. 110
clearer: it is not in this case, Aow wisdom protects, but why; that
i8, because of her loving-kindness. Thus the meaning is “she will
protect me in her loving-kindmess.”

10 1c — «xai éfeikaTo avrov éx mapamTipaTos iov.

The word (diov is very peculiar here and clearly is not idiomatic
Greek. In the AV it was not translated and we have merely the
statement that Wisdom “brought him out of his fall.” The
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reference is to Adam, of course, and since there is no comparison
with any one else who has sinned, the literal tranalation of the RV
is clearly no improvement on the sense: “Wisdom guarded to
the end the first-formed father of the world that was created
alone, And delivered him out of his own transgression.”

Adam’s sin was a serious one and Wisdom alone saved him
from the death penalty. Similar references to “mortal gin” are
to he found in Num. 173; Deut. 21 22; 2226; Hab. 210; Prov. 20s,
etc. In the last two citations, the expression in Hebrew is M1
/D) (Hsb. 210, T/D) NOM; Prov. 20s, /D) NOM). )

The significance is to be found in the use of the Hebrew word R
With the suffix, '¥/D), J@/DJ, the word is very commonly used in
the sense of “‘self,” “I myself,” “thou thyself” etc. But the word
means “life” and is of course frequently used where life is said
or implied to be in danger: Ps. 33; 111; Is. 39; Ps. 73; 353,7;
1206. This is a Hebrew idiom which is ordinarily translated in
the LXX by \vxsi. For example, Hab. 210 reads in the Greek,
xai éfjuaprer 5 wx} oov; while Prov. 202 is translated,

. auaprdver eis Thv éavros \pwyv. We should translate liter-
ally in English with “sinning against™ one’s own soul (i. €., life),
which is another way of saying “mortal sin.” This Hebrew idiom
is hard to translate into either the Greek or the English because
these two languages do not have the exact equivslent of ®/D).
““Soul” and “life” are not expressed by a single word in the latter
languages, while in classical Hebrew, at least, there is no way
to express the difference. Assuming that our writer was trans-
lating from the Hebrew, the original probably contained the
phrase T/P) MBI, and the troublesome idiov is merely an attempt
to express literally in Greek what is a characteristically Hebrew
idiom. Thus the meaning of the line is that Wisdom “delivered
him from mortal sin.”

10 8c — @\\a xai Ths aPpooirs arélimor TG Biw wnudawor.

“But they also left behind them for (Auman) life (mary. by thesr
lives’) a monument of their folly.” (RV)
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The difficulty comes in the phrase 7o Biw. Goodrick (p. 231)
suggests that although Bios may mean “human life,” yet in
this verse and 14s1, ToiTo eyévero To Biw els évedpoy, it may
have the meaning of the world at large. In support of this he
quotes 4 Macc. 17 14 where we have 6 xdouos xai 6 Tov avfpdmmy
Bios efeapei, which is not very convincing.

Grimm (p. 199) refers to 4 Macc. 17 10 to show that Bios may
bear the meaning ,lebende,* “the living.” This is the sense of
the context. The wicked “dying” are contrasted with the righteous
“living.” In v.1 Wisdom preserves Adam, and even when he
falls does not entirely forsake him. In v.s we have a reference
to the lot of Cain. The tradition about the punishment of Cain
is confused because of God’s promise in Gen. 4 15 that he should
not be slain. Yet, it is the fate of Cain and his posterity to perish
utterly. Wisdom preserved the life of Noah (v.4). V.s seems
to refer vaguely to Wisdom’s care for Abraham. In v.s Wisdom
saves alive the righteous man Lot, while a pillar of salt testifiea
to the death of an unbelieving soul, the type of the wicked inhabit-
ants of Sodom and Gomorrah, etc. Thus we clearly have here
the contrasted fate of the wicked and the righteous, the dying
and the living. This is the sense, but not the ordinary translation
of To Biw.

Supposing, however, that we have here a translation from
Hebrew, the origin of the difficulty is easy to determine. The
Hebrew equivalent of Piog is O™ which could mean either
“life” or *“the living.” So the translation of this verse should be:

‘“But they also left behind them for the limng a monument of
their folly.”

10 10 — evmwapnoey avrov év uoxBors,
xai exAij@uvey Tous wovovs avTob.
“She prospered him in his toils,
And multiplied the fruits of his labor.” (RV)
The difficulty in this line does not appear in the English trans-
lation. It centers in the word wdvovs. Literally, the final clause
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of the verse can only be translated, “‘She multiplied his labors,”
but it is clear that this cannot be the meaning.

Translators in general have accepted the suggestion of Grimm,
who translated ‘“‘machte gross seinem Erwerd,” taking wdvows
in the sense of the “reward of labor,” or “gain.” But it is doubtful
if it is possible to take this meaning from xdror, Liddell and Scott
list three main varieties of the word’s usage in Greek: (1) work,
toil; (2) consequences of toil, in sense of distress, trouble; (3) any-
thing produced by work, in the sense of a work of art. There is
nothing here to substantiate the translation of Grimm. He
referred to Prov. 3 s (LXX), for support of his view, which reads,

Tiga Tov kipiov axo sy dxaivy wovey,

xai &ﬂ{pxov arTy axo gaov xapwey Sixaioavim.
Honour the Lord with thy substance,

And with the first fruits of all thine increase. (RV)

This is not decisive, nor are the two verses listed by him in Ecclus.
1415 and 281s. The first of these rather suggests the literal
meaning of wovor:

ou’x: ’ﬂ'ép(p KWGXE{\PG(‘ 'ron‘rs‘ T‘;VM aov,

xat Tous kowovs aov eis diaipesv x\iipov,

«Shalt thou not leave thy labours unto another,
And thy toils to be divided by lot?’ (RV) )
Ecclus. 2815 may be taken either way and is clearly not decisive:
YAwooa 'rpt"rq ywaixas &UJPCIIGS‘ e'Ee'Bakev,
xai éoTépeaey auTas Teov Tovey avTov.
“A third person’s tongue hath cast out brave women,
And deprived them of their labours.” (RV)

8o far as the Wisdom of Solomon is concerned the evidence
is overwhelmingly in favor of the literal meaning, “labor,” “toil,”
“pain,” or the like, with one exception. The word wire: occurs
in the following passages: 3 18; 51; 87, 18; 91¢; 100, 10; 1654; 1916.
Aside from the verse in question, the only case in which there is
ambiguity about the meaning is in 87,
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xai ¢ dwaioaUvy ayara Tis,
of Tdvor TalTys eigiy aperai.
The famous list of virtues follows. The RV renders 87,

“And if a man loveth righteousness,
The fruits of Wisdom’s labour are virtues.”

But equal sense is obtained if we translate this passage literally.
The tasks which Wisdom sets are swpposivy, ppovnais, dwatoaim
and avépeia. Such duties as these are glorious duties and might
well be described as virtues. Goodrick translates:

“And if 8 man cherish righteousness,

Her labours are virtues;

For she teacheth temperance and prudence,

Justice and manliness,

Than which nought in life is more profitable to man.”

Goodrick himself evidently takes “labours” in the sense of “the
fruits of labor,” but this is not necessary to the meaning. The
tasks Wisdom requires of man are temperance, prudence, justice,
and manliness. These in themselves may be considered “labours.”

An added difficulty to translators in this passage has been
the meaning of the verb used with wdvo:, which is émhijfuves.
Goodrick finds a dilemma here. Either wovovs means “the fruit
of his labours” or the verb érAjfurev must mean “made to
succeed,” or “prospered.” But, as we have seen, the first is very
uncertain. According to classical usage, ém\;jfvvev cannot possibly
mean “‘prospered.” Goodrick (p. 233) escapes the dilemma by
assumning that ““ ‘Wisdom’ is writing in a foreign tongue.” But, are
we to admit that our writer is not well-versed in the Greek? That
is not the evidence throughout the book; quite to the contrary.
As Goodrick himself says, “‘the only true meaning is ‘multiplied
his toile’.” Goodrick himself adopts the translation, “bless with
Pplenty his labours;” but one does not feel he himself is convinced.

Thus we are not able to obtain a satisfactory translation on the
basis of the Greek text, without reading into the line the obvious
meaning of the context. .
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Assuming, however, that the writer was transliating from the
Hebrew, we come to a simple solution of the difficulty. The
Hebrew equivalent of =ovot is J'}' which has two meanings,
(1) labor, toil; (2) the product of labor, or better, the reward, gain.
In this usage the word is found in Is. 4514; 562; Jer. 3 24; 20s;
Ps. 10911; Neh. 513; as derived from tillage, Ps. 784¢; Job 3911;
Haggai 111; Ps. 1282,

Thus it appears that our writer, translating from the Hebrew,
naturally enough fell upon =dvot, which is the common equivalent
of J")! in its primary meaning, and which he was regularly using
in other passages of his translation. In this particular passage,
however, in conjunction with eéwAijfwver, the context demands
another translation, perhaps xapmovs. So the hypothesis of a
mistranslation from the Hebrew furnishes the simplest solution
of the difficulty in this passage.

111

It remains to discuss the bearing of this evidence upon the
division of the book. Several questions naturally arise: How far
does the translated part extend? Or, to put it in another way,
just where does the originally Greek section begin? Was all
of the first part originally written in Hebrew?

From the character of this essay it is natural that chief import-
ance should be given to the occurrence of translation-idiom in
the Greek text. It is generally admitted that the traces of Hebrew
idiom are to be found within the first half of the book. The cases
cited in the previous section are scattered throughout the first
ten chapters, while what is commonly considered to be a Hebraism
is found in the first verse of the eleventh chapter. At the end of
this verse there is an abrupt tramsition in the verbal sequence.
V. 1 reads, ‘““She (Wisdom) prospered their works in the hand of
the holy prophet,” with the verb in the third person singular;
while v. », with a verb in the third person plural, introduces a
new subject, the Israelites, “They went through the wilderness,
etc.” Furthermore, from this point onward there is a marked

2
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lessening of the parallelism characteristic of the first ten chapters
as a whole. For these reasons especially the present writer con-
cludes that the translated material ends with 111 and that the
Greek original began with 11 2. This division of the book coincides
with that of the early critic, Eichhorn, who did not, however,
admit the possibility of Hebrew origin for the first part. It is
also identical with the major division proposed by Holmes, who
concluded that “the difference in style, presentation, and tone
between the two parts is undeniable.”® Holmes balanced the
reasons in support of the composition of the book against those
for its unity and concluded that the most effective of these had
to do with the numerous and striking linguistic differences between
the two sections. He demonstrated with a chart the astonishingly
different proportion in which certain particles are used in the
first and last parts of Wisdom, including the following: uév, dé,
va, GANd (udvov), ydp, xai ydp. The significance of these figures
was seized upon by Speiser®® who maintained that “Holmes’ con-
clusions for considering the first part separately are all in favor
of its Hebrew origin. The latter will easily explain the paucity
of particles, comparatively smaller number of compounds, peculiar
distribution of certain words, etc. In fact a non-Greek source
of the book is practically postulated thereby, and the theory is
particularly supported by the fact that—to use Holmes’ own
argument in & different connection—the support comes un-
wittingly, the author not having considered the possibility of a
Hebrew origin.”

The division at the end of 11 1 harmonizes well with the opinion
of most critics who have touched upon the Hebraisms in the
Book of Wisdom, whether or not they have admitted the possi-
bility of a Hebrew original. Grimm?°, for example, listed the
following verses as containing Hebraisms: 11; 29; 215; 21e;
418; 415; T2o; 84; B11; Bau; 93; 96; 90; 111; 139; 1912, It

7 Op. cit., p. 523.
8 Op. cil., pp. 478, 479.
* Op. cil., Einleitung, “Sprache und Darstellung” (Sect. 3).
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will be observed that 14 out of 16 of these Hebraiems fall within
the limit designated. Several so-called *“half-Hebraisms™” mentioned
by Grimm all belong within these chapters: 63; 614 and 91.
More recently Professor Freudenthal®® has referred to the “inter-
mingling of stylistic ostentation and poverty” in the Wisdom
of Solomon, by “poverty” indicating such Hebraisms as those
inli; 29; 415; 91; 9¢; 99 and 111. It will be observed that
these Hebraisms all fall within the first section of the book. The
three alleged cases of mistranslation cited by Focke have already
been mentioned. Speiser himself has listed mistranalations in the
following lines: 15; 116; 28; 26; 312; 412; 419; 5s; B512; 84;
8 5.

In connection with the parallelism reflected in the Greek text,
Focke takes issue with the generally accepted point of view.
Grimm judged the parallelism to continue through the first ten
chapters, in imitation, as he thought, of the Hebrew style of the
Psalms, Job and Proverbs. Siegfried (1900) affirmed the same
point of view, although in his own translation he used verse form
through 121s, which caused Focke to inquire if we were expected
to discover a third form of literary structure in chs. 10 1—121e.
Under the sub-heading, ‘“Poesie und Prosa,” Focke® claims that
the parallelism of the book is limited as follows: in chs. 1-5 it
is consistently observed; in 61—121s the parallelism prepon-
derates with occasional prose; while in 121s—ch. 19, the prose
preponderates with only scattered examples of parallelism. Focke
concludes that the author of chs. 6—19 in combining his own
work with the original chs. 1—5 which he translated from the
Hebrew, was at first consistently but graduslly less and less
careful to observe his imitation of the Hebrew parallelism. This
attempt to limit the genuinely Hebrew parallelism to chs. 1-5
Focke combines with various arguments under the two general
headings “Inhalt” and “Form’ but inconclusively. For example,
Focke points to the comparative absence of the term Sophia and

3 Op. cit., p. 733.
81 Op. cit., pp. 51H.
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other Greek terminology in chs. 1-5, compared with its frequent
usage in chs. 6—19. Even if 1e be ruled out of consideration
as an interpolation, as Focke insists, it is difficult to agree that
“diese auffdllige sinqulare Erscheinung in den ersten finf Kapiteln
der Sap. villig fehlt.”® Traces of Greek thought certainly are
to be found in the translator’s language in 17; 22cd; 23; 232s.
Thus chs. 1-5 are not free from this terminology. Nor does the
usage of Sophia at least continue in all of chs. 6—19, occurring
only once in these chapters.

A similar inconclusiveness exists in Focke’s argument that in
Part I as defined by him we find only a stern, judicial deity
(13; 17—10; 4 18; 5 16—20), while in Part II we discover a bene-
volent, merciful deity.® To support his view Focke quotes from
the second section: 67; Te2e; 1lesff; 112e; 121; 122; 1210,
12 11512 18; 12 18; 12 20; 12 22; 14 3; 15 1; 16 6; 16 7; 16 6; 16 10;
16 11; 16 21; 16 26; 19 22. It might be said, of course, that the
writer is dealing in Part I with a different set of circumstances
and a different phase of the nature of God. Even if the difference
claimed can be convincingly shown, however, does this show a
division between chs. 1-5 and 6—19? As will be observed,
only two of the citations mentioned, 6 7 and 7 26, occur before the
eleventh chapter. The division might nearly as well be drawn
at chapter 11. Focke continues with an attempt to portray
contrasting schemes of eschatology in chs. 1-5 and 6—19; and
finally to uncover in chs. 1-5 a description of the Pharisees and
Sadducees, proving the Palestinian origin of these chapters. One
is left, however, with a consciousness of the difficulty of analyzing
the book on such grounds, especially in the light of the many
different conclusions reached by equally scholarly critics who
have followed very similar methods of inquiry. Under the heading,
“Form,” Focke tabulates among other things the usage of certain
particles and on this basis argues for his analysis of the book.
It is illuminating, however, to observe that Holmes arrives at

2 Op. cit., p. 21.
B Ibid., pp. 22ff.
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a very different solution of the problem on the badis of a study
o nearly the identical words classified by Focke. While agreeing
with Focke’s hypothesis that the translator of the first part of
the book is the author of the second, yet it seems difficult to accept
his limitation of the Hebrew original to chs. 1-5.

Speiser would credit the first nine chapters to the Hebrew
original with the exception of the considerable section 6 22—7 so.
He reasons that after 621, “O ye kings of the people, honour
Wisdom, that you may reign for evermore,” the redactor, presum-
ably the translator-author himself, felt the need of certain
“explanatory remarks” on the nature of Wisdom.3 Speiser
also mentions, in agreement with Focke, that the paralleliam
in this part of the book is not sustained, which is a contributing
factor to his decizion that this section should be omitted from
the translated material. While it is possible to maintain, as did
the late Professor Gressmann, that certain sentences or longer
sections of the first part of the book may originally have been
written in the Greek and likewise in the second part that one or
more small sections may come originally from the Hebrew, yet
any such theory is exceedingly precarions. It has been commonly
supposed, for example, that so Greek a passage as the Sorites
in 6 17—20 could not have been written in Hebrew, yet it may
be pointed out that such step figures do occur in the Rabbinical
writings and more than once. So far as the suggestion of Speiser
is concerned, it is possible to mention at least one important
obstacle in the way of an obvious mistranslation in 722, which
involves a considerable number of verses. The Greek reads,
" 7&p wavrov Texvirs édidakév ue cocpia, which is tranalated,
“For Wisdom, which is the worker of all things, tanght me.”
Here Wisdom is made the subject of the verb while in the rest
of the same context, God is the subject, stated or understood.
V. 17 reads, “For he (God) hath given me certain knowledge of
the things that are, etc.” God is considered the subject through
all the subsequent verses until v. 22 and should clearly be so read

% Op. cit., p. 480,
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in that verse. The line would then read, “For he (God) taught
me wisdom, etc.” In this manner the true sense of the passage
may be restored. It is the opinion of the writer that with no
considerable exceptions the section 11—11: is translated from
the Hebrew.

In conclusion it might be added that we are dealing with the
Wisdom of Solomon. It would be natural to expect that Sophia
ghould be mentioned frequently in such a case throughout the
various chapters of the book. It is noteworthy that after 11 1 the
word occurs only in one passage, 14s. Furthermore, it is the
Wisdom of Solomon with which we are concerned, and in chs.
11-111 Solomon is given a prominent place. He is described
a8 a king, the son of a king, one who seeks to be worthy of his
father’s throne (91:); he speaks repeatedly in the first person;
addresses in a tone of authority the “judges of the earth” (11) and
kings and rulers (ch. 6). But after 111 Solomon drops out of
sight. Such considerations together with those already mentioned
lead one to believe that the original Wisdom of Solomon written
in Hebrew extended as far as 111 of the present Greek text.





