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 THE PSALMS OF SOLOMON:

 NEW LIGHT FROM THE SYRIAC VERSION?

 JOSEPH L. TRAFTON

 Western Kentucky University, Bowling Green, KY 42101

 Scholars have long recognized the importance of the Jewish pseud-
 epigraphon known as the Psalms of Solomon. Because of the detailed
 messianic speculation in Psalm 17, the thinly veiled historical allusions in
 a number of the psalms (especially 2, 8, and 17), and the "we/they" termi-
 nology in all but six of the psalms (5, 6, 7, 10, 11, and 18), this collection
 of eighteen psalms attracted considerable attention at the end of the nine-
 teenth century and at the beginning of the present one Using several Greek
 manuscripts, scholars such as H. E. Ryle and M. R. James, J. Viteau, and
 G. B. Gray, concluded that the Pss. Sol. were composed in Hebrew in the
 middle of the first century B.C.E. in the aftermath of Pompey's capture of
 Jerusalem and subsequent assassination and that they reflect the viewpoint
 of the Pharisees.1 These conclusions have persisted among scholars to the
 present. 2

 The current renaissance in the study of the pseudepigrapha, however,
 has included a renewal of research on the Pss. Sol. Although few scholars
 today would deny that the Pss. Sol. were composed in Hebrew in the middle
 of the first century B.C.E. or that they reflect the activities of Pompey, several
 have called into question the traditional ascription of the Pss. Sol. to the
 Pharisees.3 In view of the work being done on the pseudepigrapha and the

 H. E. Ryle and M. R. James, YTaX,ol oXooLCovxo: Psalms of the Pharisees, Commonly
 Called the Psalms of Solomon (Cambridge: University Press, 1891). J. Viteau, Les Psaumes
 de Salomon: Introduction, texte Grec et traduction, avec les principales variantes de la
 version Syriaque par Francois Martin (Documents pour l'etude de la Bible; Paris: Letouzey
 et Ane, 1911). G. B. Gray, "The Psalms of Solomon," APOT 2. 625-52.

 2 See especially J. Schiipphaus, Die Psalmen Salomos: Ein Zeugnis Jerusalemer Theologie
 und Frommigkeit in der Mitte des vorchristlichen Jahrhunderts (ALGHJ 7; Leiden: Brill,
 1977). Cf. W. L. Lane, "Paul's Legacy from Pharisaism: Light from the Psalms of Solomon,"
 Concordia Journal 8 (1982) 130-38.

 3 See, eg., J. O'Dell, "The Religious Background of the Psalms of Solomon (Re-evaluated
 in the Light of the Qumran Texts)," RevQ 3 (1961) 241-57; and R. B. Wright, "The Psalms
 of Solomon, the Pharisees and the Essenes," in 1972 Proceedings: International Organization
 for Septuagint and Cognate Studies and the Society of Biblical Literature Pseudepigrapha
 Seminar (ed. R. A. Kraft; SBLSCS 2; Missoula, MT: SBL, 1972) 136-54.
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 Dead Sea Scrolls, on the one hand, and by specialists on the Pharisees such
 as J. Neusner and E. Rivkin, on the other, the religious perspective of the
 Pss. Sol. must be reexamined.4 The purpose of such a reexamination should
 perhaps not be so much to label the Pss. Sol. as Pharisaic or Essene or
 anything else, but rather to understand how the Pss. Sol. contribute to our
 ever-broadening knowledge of Second Temple Judaism.

 A reassessment of the religious perspective of the Pss. Sol., however,
 depends upon the availability of a reasonably accurate text of this docu-
 ment. Yet the text-critical situation of the Pss. Sol. remains unclear. Several

 Greek manuscripts have been discovered since the publication of the best
 critical edition-that of 0. von Gebhardt in 1895.5 R. R. Hann has collated

 the eleven extant Greek manuscripts and has made a fresh, comprehensive
 study of the Greek text groups and their relative value, the individual Greek
 manuscripts and their relative value, and the relationship of the various
 Greek manuscripts and text groups to one another.6 But no new critical
 edition of the Greek has appeared.

 In addition to new Greek evidence, a Syriac version of the Pss. Sol. has
 been discovered as well. W. Baars has produced a critical edition of the
 Syriac based on four of the five extant Syriac manuscripts,7 but no one has
 brought the Greek and the Syriac traditions together in a careful and com-
 prehensive way. In fact, the Syriac version has largely been neglected and
 often treated rather cavalierly in text-critical work on the Pss. Sol. The pur-
 pose of this article is to raise the issue of the potential value of the Syriac ver-
 sion of the Pss. Sol. for the study of this important Jewish pseudepigraphon.

 I. The Syriac Version of the Pss. Sol. 8

 The Syriac version of the Pss. Sol. was discovered in 1909 by J. R.
 Harris.9 This discovery was overshadowed, however, by the presence in the
 same manuscript of the Odes of Solomon, a writing that had been known
 to scholars through references in early Christian literature but had hitherto

 4 See especially J. H. Charlesworth (ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (2 vols.;
 Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1983-85). J. Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions about the Phar-
 isees before 70 (3 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1971); idem, From Politics to Piety: The Emergence of
 Pharisaic Judaism (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1973); E. Rivkin, A Hidden Revolu-
 tion: The Pharisees' Search for the Kingdom Within (Nashville: Abingdon, 1978).

 5 0. von Gebhardt, 'TAAMOI SOAOMQNTOS: Die Psalmen Salomo's (TU 13/2; Leipzig:
 Hinrichs, 1895).

 6 R. R. Hann, The Manuscript History of the Psalms of Solomon (SBLSCS 13; Chico, CA:
 Scholars Press, 1982).

 7 W. Baars, "Psalms of Solomon," in The Old Testament in Syriac according to the Peshitta
 Version (ed. The Peshitta Institute; Leiden: Brill, 1972) 4. 6.

 8 On this section see chap. 2 of my The Syriac Version of the Psalms of Solomon: A Critical
 Evaluation (SBLSCS 2; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1985).

 9 J. R. Harris, "An Early Christian Hymn-Book," Contemporary Review 95 (1909) 420-21.
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 been lost.10 Understandably, Harris focused most of his attention on the
 Odes; the Pss. Sol., after all, were already extant in Greek. Apart from
 publishing the text of the Syriac version of the Pss. Sol., along with a
 translation and brief notes," Harris confined his study of the Syriac version
 to the question of whether or not it had been translated from the Greek.
 After a brief comparison of the Syriac and Greek readings for selected
 passages, Harris concluded that the Syriac translator had indeed used a
 Greek text. He commented: "It must be clear from the foregoing that we
 cannot expect to get any nearer to the original language of the Psalms of
 Solomon by means of the Syriac." 12 What is remarkable is that Harris could
 make such a strong statement even though he himself had isolated two
 passages (2:41 and 17:11) in his brief survey for which he concluded that the
 Syriac is closer to the original text than the Greek.'3

 Harris's characterization of the Syriac as a translation of the Greek
 was accepted by J. Viteau and by G. B. Gray, who produced major studies
 of the Pss. Sol. in 1911 and 1913, respectively.'4 Both made use of the Syriac
 and occasionally (especially Gray) pointed out places where they believed
 the Syriac to be closer to the original Hebrew than the Greek is. Yet their
 treatment of the Syriac was selective, as might be expected. After all, they
 did not view the Syriac as an independent witness to the Hebrew.

 In 1937 K. G. Kuhn called into question the dependence of the Syriac
 version on the Greek. Like Harris, Kuhn compared Syriac and Greek read-
 ings for selected passages, but, unlike Harris, Kuhn concluded that the
 Syriac version was translated directly from the Hebrew. Thus, argued
 Kuhn, the Syriac version is an important witness to the original Hebrew
 text of the Pss. Sol.'5

 10 See J. R. Harris and A. Mingana, The Odes and Psalms of Solomon (2 vols.; Manchester:
 University Press; London and New York: Longmans, Green, 1916, 1920) 2. 1-16; and J. H.
 Charlesworth, The Odes of Solomon: The Syriac Text Edited with Translation and Notes
 (Reprinted with corrections and added indices, SBLTT 13; Pseudepigrapha Series 7; Missoula,
 MT: Scholars Press, 1977) 1-4.

 " J. R. Harris, The Odes and Psalms of Solomon: Now First Published from the Syriac
 Version (Cambridge: University Press, 1909).

 12 J. R. Harris, The Odes and Psalms of Solomon: Published from the Syriac Version (2d
 ed. revised and enlarged with a facsimile; Cambridge: University Press, 1911) 46.

 13 Harris's low opinion of the Syriac version of the Pss. Sol. remained unchanged in his 1916
 collaboration on the Odes. Sol. and the Pss. Sol. with A. Mingana: "The Psalms of Solomon,
 as they come to us in Syriac, are a very harsh and unpleasing product, the result of a couple
 of ungainly translations, quite different from the, for the most part, musical and correct
 Syriac of the Odes; we have decided merely to reprint the text for reference and so leave it.
 It has little interest for ourselves, and will probably have less for other people" (Odes and
 Psalms 1. vii).

 14 Viteau, Psaumes, 238-39; Gray, "The Psalms," APOT 2. 626.
 15 K. G. Kuhn, Die alteste Textgestalt der Psalmen Salomos insbesondere auf Grund der

 syrischen Ubersetzung neu untersucht (BWANT 4/21; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1937).
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 Kuhn's conclusion was challenged two years later by J. Begrich.
 Begrich gave alternate explanations for the evidence that Kuhn had adduced
 in favor of a Hebrew Vorlage for the Syriac and gathered more passages in
 support of Syriac dependence on the Greek. Nevertheless, Begrich argued
 that the Syriac version, when compared with the extant Greek manu-
 scripts, is an important witness to the oldest Greek text and cannot be
 ignored.'6

 But in scholarship on the Pss. Sol. since Begrich, the Syriac version has
 been virtually ignored.17 Most scholars who have written on the Pss. Sol.,
 if they mention the Syriac version at all, either have taken no position on
 its relationship to the Greek'8 or else have affirmed its dependence on the
 Greek.'9 No one has followed Kuhn. S. Holm-Nielsen, although affirming
 Syriac dependence on the Greek, did suggest that the Syriac translator may
 have referred occasionally to a Hebrew text, but his use of the Syriac must
 be termed sporadic at best.20 To be sure, Baars has rendered an important
 service through his edition of the Syriac, as has Hann with his investigation
 of the Greek tradition, but Baars's edition is concerned only with the
 Syriac, and Hann has dealt only with the Greek.

 Several observations need to be made. First, there is a consensus among
 scholars that the Pss. Sol. were originally composed in Hebrew; therefore,
 they are extant only in translation. Second, there are in fact two textual
 traditions: the Greek and the Syriac. Third, although careful study on the
 part of a number of scholars has determined that the Greek version was
 translated from the Hebrew, no one has made a full-scale investigation of
 the Syriac version for the purpose of determining the language from which
 it was translated; only random passages have been examined. Finally, if the
 Syriac version, or any part of it, was translated directly from the Hebrew,
 then it is an important witness to the original text of the Pss. Sol.

 II. The Vorlage of the Syriac Version of the Pss. Sol.

 Any definitive judgment regarding the Vorlage of the Syriac version of
 the Pss. Sol. would have to be based upon an exhaustive comparison of the
 Syriac with the Greek. It is not possible to attempt such a comparison

 16 J. Begrich, "Der Text der Psalmen Salomos," ZNW 38 (1939) 131-64.
 17 Schiipphaus, for example, in his lengthy monograph, rarely referred to the Syriac

 (see n. 2).
 18 So, eg., H. Braun, "Vom Erbarmen Gottes iiber den Gerechten: Zur Theologie der

 Psalmen Salomos," ZNW 43 (1950/51) 1-54 (reprinted in his Gesammelte Studien zum Neuen
 Testament und seiner Umwelt [Tiibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1962] 8-69).

 19 So, e g., Wright, "Psalms," 149.
 20 S. Holm-Nielsen, "Psalmen Salomos" (JSHRZ 4/2; ed. W. G. Kiimmel et al.; Gutersloh:

 Mohn, 1977) 51-112.
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 here,21 but it is possible to indicate the kinds of arguments that might be
 made in determining the Vorlage of the Syriac.22

 Two kinds of evidence are used most frequently to argue for Syriac
 dependence on the Greek. The first argument deals with what are perceived
 to be "errors" that the Syriac and the Greek versions share. How likely is it
 that two translators independently would make the same error in transla-
 tion? Much more probable, when one finds an erroneous reading that is
 shared by two versions, is that the error occurred in one tradition which, in
 turn, was used by the other. In the case of "shared errors" in the Pss. Sol.,
 since the Greek was translated from the Hebrew, the Syriac translator must
 have carried over the error from a Greek Vorlage. One example is 17:36b.
 A number of scholars, such as Ryle and James, Gray, and Holm-Nielsen,
 have argued that the expression "the Lord Messiah" is an error, since it is
 highly unlikely, they argue, that a Jew would give the title "Lord" to the
 Messiah (cf. 18:6, which speaks of "his [i.e., God's] Messiah").23 The original
 Hebrew was probably a construct phrase (;l " rf"PO ="the Messiah of the
 Lord"), which was mistranslated in the Greek, a mistake that occurred also
 in the LXX in Lam 4:20. Since the Syriac (msyh' mry') agrees with the
 Greek (XPlto6S xuplto), one might argue that the shared error reflects Syriac
 dependence on the Greek.

 But several other explanations for the Syriac are possible. For example,
 the Syriac might be a corruption of an original Syriac msyh' dmry ', which
 differs by only one letter, the particle d, and which could indeed have been
 a proper translation of the original Hebrew. Or, one might ask if it is all
 that improbable that a Syriac translator, especially if he were a Christian
 and routinely identified "the Lord" with "the Messiah" (i.e., Jesus), would
 make the same mistake in translation as the Greek translator. Finally, one
 might question whether "the Lord Messiah" is an error at all. Some schol-
 ars, like Viteau, have argued that this was indeed the reading of the original
 Hebrew.24 If this were the case, then there would be no "shared error" at
 all, and, thus, the case for Syriac dependence on the Greek, insofar as it is
 based on this passage, would collapse. Indeed, virtually all of the passages
 that fall into this category can be explained plausibly in ways other than
 by positing Syriac use of the Greek-for example, inner-Syriac corruption,
 independent mistranslation, or no "error" at all. To argue that Syriac
 dependence on the Greek is the most plausible explanation in a passage
 such as 17:36b is quite arbitrary.

 The second line of argument for Syriac dependence on the Greek
 focuses on passages where the Syriac might be explained best as a

 21 Such a comparison is carried out in chap. 3 of my Syriac.
 22 For what follows, see chap. 4 of my Syriac.
 23 Ryle and James, Psalms, 141-43; Gray, "The Psalms," APOT 2. 650; Holm-Nielsen,

 "Psalmen Salomos," 104.

 24 Viteau, Psaumes, 361-62.
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 mistranslation of the Greek. In 1:3a, for example, the Syriac "because"
 (mtl d) makes little sense in the context. Begrich argued that the Syriac
 translator mistranslated the Greek onl, which can mean either "because" or
 "that," but means the latter in this verse. 25 But the same argument could be
 used to posit an underlying Hebrew ", which, like oit, can mean either
 "because" or "that." Alternately, mtl d occurs in the previous clause, which
 may have influenced a scribe copying this one.26 Thus, as with the first
 group of passages, alternate explanations exist for this passage and for the
 others like it, and to suggest that Syriac dependence on the Greek is the
 most plausible explanation is arbitrary. Indeed, the vast majority of the
 evidence that can be brought forward in support of a Greek Vorlage for the
 Syriac is certainly consistent with this notion but is hardly compelling.

 But what about the evidence for a Hebrew Vorlage for the Syriac? Is
 it compelling? There are a large number of passages for which one could
 argue that the Syriac is a correct translation, and the Greek a mistransla-
 tion, of the original Hebrew. Even before the Syriac version was discovered,
 for example, scholars such as Ryle and James recognized that in 2:26a the
 active meaning of the verb ("they were consuming") is, in the light of the
 other third person plural active verbs in the immediate context, to be pre-
 ferred over the passive that stands in all of the Greek manuscripts ("they
 were consumed").27 The Syriac has the active Kuhn, therefore, argued that
 the Syriac and the Greek are independent translations of an original
 Hebrew lb", which could be pointed as either a piel, which in this case
 would be active ('1'?!), or as a qal, which in this case would be passive
 (-t?7); the Syriac translator correctly read a piel, but the Greek translator
 incorrectly read a qal.28 But how do we know that the Syriac translator,
 using a Greek Vorlage and recognizing that the passive does not fit the con-
 text, did not simply improve the text by inserting an active verb? Passages
 in this category, therefore, although consistent with the notion of a Hebrew
 Vorlage for the Syriac, could be explained plausibly as "corrections" of a
 corrupt Greek text on the part of a Syriac translator.

 Such an explanation seems less likely, however, in passages where the
 Greek seems to be a correct translation, and the Syriac a mistranslation, of
 the original Hebrew. One such example is 4:25a. This psalm concerns the
 dastardly deeds of the "men-pleaser." Showing partiality to innocent souls,
 as in the Syriac, hardly fits the description; deceiving innocent souls (so the
 Greek) is, however, quite appropriate. But how can the Syriac be explained?
 It hardly looks like a mistranslation of the Greek, since u7roxpivoitL does not
 mean "to show partiality to," nor can it be a "correction" of the Greek, since

 25 Begrich, "Der Text,' 138.
 26 So Harris and Mingana, Odes and Psalms 1. pz.
 27 Ryle and James, Psalms, 21.
 28 Kuhn, Die dlteste Textgestalt, 11.
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 the Syriac makes little sense here and the Greek makes good sense. On the
 other hand, the Hebrew word Jln means both "to show partiality to" (e.g.,
 b. Ketub. 63b, 84b) and "to deceive" (e.g., Pesiq. Asser, p. 98 [ref. to Isa
 24:5]; cf. b. Yoma 86b). The Syriac could thus be explained as a careless
 translation of ?10n ("they deceived") as "they showed partiality to," which
 would be a perfectly legitimate translation in other contexts.29 Is it arbi-
 trary to suggest that Syriac use of a Hebrew Vorlage is more plausible than
 Syriac use of a Greek Vorlage here? It does not seem so, in view of the
 difficulty in understanding how the Syriac could be a translation of the
 Greek and the ease in understanding how it could be a translation of the
 Hebrew. There exist, then, passages of this nature which not only are consist-
 ent with the theory of a Hebrew Vorlage for the Syriac, at least in some pas-
 sages, but also point to the likelihood of Syriac dependence on the Hebrew.

 There are also a small number of passages in which the Syriac, but not
 the Greek, seems to reflect an idiom that is not typically Syriac but is
 typically Hebrew. One example is 3:9. The common Syriac expression for
 "ignorance" is 1' yd't', but the common expression for "in ignorance, ig-
 norantly" is dl' byd't'. If the Syriac were a free translation of the Greek
 here, therefore, one would expect dl' byd't', not bl' yd't'. But the text has
 the latter, which corresponds precisely to the Hebrew expression nml ~5mm
 ("ignorantly, unintentionally"; see Job 35:16; 36:12): preposition+nega-
 tive+ noun. Thus, the Syriac bl' yd't' seems to be a Hebraism. Why would
 a Syriac translator use a Hebraism over a typical Syriac expression if he
 were rendering a Greek text? On the other hand, the presence of a Hebra-
 ism would be easily explicable if the Syriac translator were translating a
 Hebrew text a bit too literally. Passages such as this one, then, also point
 to a Hebrew Vorlage for the Syriac in some places.

 Finally, there is a recurring phenomenon in the Syriac and the Greek
 versions that calls for an explanation. Twenty-one times the Syriac and the
 Greek disagree on the use of the terms "the Lord" and "God." 30 It is highly
 unlikely that a Syriac translator would translate 96os by mry' or xuptoo by
 'lh', given the normal Syriac usage of mry' and 'lh'. On the other hand,
 x6ptoS, which normally translates I'IR or "Y1R and especially 11M in the
 LXX, sometimes translates DVL5R as well (three times, for example, in
 Exodus-3:4; 13:19; 20:1). Similarly, 96os, which normally translates DI5R
 or 5R in the LXX, often translates nIM (forty-two times, for example, in
 Exodus-e.g., 4:10, 30, 31; 5:1, 17, 21).31 Thus, one could argue that in those

 29 Another possibility is that the Syriac and the Greek readings reflect a confusion between
 Nt ("to deceive") and (DD) R tt3 ("to show favor").

 30 Syriac "the Lord" and Greek "God": 2:5, 16, 28, 30, 37; 3:5; 5:18; 6:7; 8:7, 8; 10:7; 14:3;
 15:8; 16:2, 7. Syriac "God" and Greek "the Lord": 3:5; 4:1; 8:29; 9:2; 10:1, 6.

 31 Assuming, of course, that the Hebrew text available to the Greek translator was similar

 to the MT in these passages. In the absence of any concrete evidence to the contrary, there
 seems to be no good reason to question this assumption.
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 verses where the Syriac has "the Lord" and the Greek has "God" the
 Hebrew was 1Ml; and in those verses there the Syriac has "God" and the
 Greek has "the Lord" the Hebrew was Ml7LR. Again, this explanation
 seems to be more plausible than the suggestion that the Syriac is somehow
 a "free translation" of the Greek.

 Can any conclusion regarding the Vorlage of the Syriac be reached
 with some degree of confidence? There is a great deal of evidence that is
 consistent with either the notion of Syriac dependence on the Greek or
 Syriac dependence on the Hebrew. A critical evaluation of the evidence in
 favor of a Greek Vorlage, however, eliminates virtually all of that evidence.
 On the other hand, a critical evaluation of the evidence. in favor of a
 Hebrew Vorlage results in a number of passages for which the most plaus-
 ible explanation seems to be that the Syriac translator was working from
 a Hebrew text. Perhaps it is impossible to say that the Syriac translator
 never consulted a Greek text of the Pss. Sol., but the data seem to indicate
 rather clearly that the Syriac translator worked primarily from the Hebrew.
 If this is so, then the Syriac version of the Pss. Sol. stands alongside the
 Greek as an independent translation of the Hebrew and is, thus, an impor-
 tant witness to the original text of the Pss. Sol., insofar as it can be recovered.

 III. New Light from the Syriac

 The potential of the Syriac version for shedding new light on the Pss.
 Sol. can be illustrated by five examples. In a number of passages where the
 Greek is obscure, the Syriac provides a meaningful reading. Although most
 such passages have little to do with the theology or the historical life situa-
 tion of the Pss. Sol.-and thus are of interest primarily to the specialist on
 the Pss. Sol.-a notable exception is 12:2-3. This passage is the longest
 passage in the Pss. Sol. where the Greek text is obscure. Gray translated the
 Greek as follows:

 2 Manifoldly twisted (?) are the words of the tongue
 of the wicked man,

 Even as ... a fire that burneth up ...
 3 ... to fill houses with a lying tongue,

 To cut down the trees of gladness ...32

 In just four lines Gray used one question mark and four series of three dots.
 The Syriac reads:

 2 For the tongue of the man who transgresses the law
 is characterized by the turning of words,

 For he pretends to be like one who acts properly,
 But he kindles fire among the people.

 32 Gray, "The Psalms," APOT 2. 644.
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 3 For his sojourning is for the purpose that he might
 fill houses with lying talk;

 In the burning of transgression he cut down the trees
 of his delight.

 The Syriac provides a picture of a man who appears to act in an acceptable
 manner but in reality endeavors to stir up trouble among the people with
 lies. Could it be that this clear description of the wicked man in the Syriac
 can contribute to an understanding of the righteous/sinner motif in the Pss.
 Sol., and perhaps also to the historical life situation of these psalms?

 The second example also relates to the historical setting. In 2:1 the
 Greek says that the sinner "cast down strong walls with a battering ram."
 According to Josephus, Pompey used battering rams to break down the for-
 tified wall around the Temple in 63 B.C.E. (Ant. 14.4.2 §§58-63; J.W. 1.7.3
 § §145-47). Thus, this passage is used by scholars as one of several pieces of
 evidence that point to Pompey as the conqueror spoken of in Pss. Sol. 2.33
 But the Syriac does not mention a battering ram at all. The Syriac records
 that the sinner "cast down strong walls on the feast day." According to Jose-
 phus, Pompey succeeded in capturing the Temple not on a feast day but on
 "the day of the fast" (Ant. 14.4.3 §66)-that is, the Day of Atonement. 34 If
 it were the Syriac, and not the Greek, that reproduced the Hebrew text
 faithfully here, then what would this verse say about the historical events
 that lie behind this psalm? How, if at all, could this verse be reconciled with
 Pompey? Or could it be that this psalm concerns someone else?

 The third example relates to the religious perspective of the Pss. Sol.
 In 5:18 the Greek has:

 Blessed is the one whom God remembers with a proportion of sufficiency.

 The Syriac has:

 Blessed is the man whom the Lord remembers in poverty.

 Two verses later the Greek has:

 Sufficient is a moderate provision with righteousness.

 The Syriac has:

 Advantageous is poverty with righteousness.

 Finally, in 10:1 the Greek has:

 Blessed is the man whom the Lord remembers with correction.

 The Syriac has:

 Blessed is the man whom God remembers in poverty.

 33 So, e.g., Ryle and James, Psalms, xli; and Gray, "The Psalms," APOT 2. 629.
 34 It is true that the Day of Atonement could be referred to as a feast (see Philo De Spec.

 Leg. 2.32), but this was not its usual designation.
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 Is it possible that the Greek has obscured a motif of "poverty" in the Pss.
 Sol. which the Syriac has reproduced faithfully? If so, what would a motif
 of "poverty" suggest about the person or group responsible for writing the
 Pss. Sol.? Is such a motif compatible with the Pharisees? Would it suggest
 the Essenes? Some other group?

 The fourth example concerns theology-specifically, the relationship
 between God, humanity, and sin. In 3:8, in the midst of an important
 passage dealing with the righteous and their sin, the Greek says:

 The righteous one continually searches his house
 In order to blot out iniquity [done] in transgression.

 The Syriac has:

 He [that is, God] continually searches the house of the righteous one
 To blot out the sins of his transgressions.

 In the Greek the emphasis is on the responsibility of the righteous one to
 keep his own house in order. The Syriac focuses on the initiative of God in
 behalf of the righteous one. Who is responsible for blotting out sins? What
 is the specific role of the righteous one, and what is the specific role of God?

 The final example concerns the role of the Messiah. In 17:28 it is said
 of the Messiah that "he will gather a holy nation." From where does he
 gather them? From Judea? From the Diaspora? Jews from the Diaspora
 seem to be ruled out in the Greek tradition by v 34:

 So that nations will come from the ends of the earth to see his glory,
 Bringing as gifts her sons who had fainted.

 Now "her sons who had fainted" is a rather strange expression, but the
 thrust of the passage is clear: scattered Jews are brought to Jerusalem by
 the nations as gifts (presumably for the Messiah, who apparently has not
 gathered them himself). This is an interesting, if odd, concept. In the
 Syriac, however, v 34 reads:

 That the nations might come from the ends of the earth to see his glory,
 When they bring gifts to her sons who had been scattered from her.

 In the Syriac the sons are not the gifts; rather, gifts are brought to the sons.
 Furthermore, the sons are not described as those who had fainted but as
 those who had been scattered. Now, however, they are in Jerusalem. How
 do these Diaspora Jews get to Jerusalem? Does the Messiah bring them back
 when he gathers a holy nation? If so, how is such a gathering of scattered
 sons carried out?

 These five examples illustrate (but certainly do not exhaust) the new light
 that the Syriac version could perhaps shed on the Pss. Sol. Such new light
 would actually be shed in these cases, of course, only if the Syriac were a
 more faithful reproduction of the Hebrew. It has not been our intention to
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 suggest that the Syriac actually is more faithful to the Hebrew in these five
 examples, but only to show that the Syriac has the potential to throw light
 not only on passages in which the Greek is obscure but also on passages that
 contain important historical and theological implications for the Pss. Sol.
 It is clear that much fruitful work lies ahead.

 Conclusion

 The Psalms of Solomon provide an important glimpse at how one Jew
 or group of Jews in the first century B.C.E. understood the recent history of
 the nation, the present relationship between God and his people, and the
 hope for the future. It is time to lay aside past neglect and prejudice and
 to begin to take seriously both the Greek and the Syriac traditions of the
 Pss. Sol., so that we might further our understanding of how some Jews
 viewed their world during this turbulent period.
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