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O0OlIS of INa SOTTS condemned the 1  ©: above all ın 1sdom Literature,
and LO thıs end number of terms sed designate them and theır OLLY. Thıs
artıcle describes the semantic 1e of the OUNs for 0O0OISs and OLlLY in the Hebrew

and Ben Sira The distinctions among these terms ave nNOoTt been ell
studied,“ and examınatıon of the semantic and interrelatiıons of these
words enhance understandıng of the subtleties of the Bıbliıcal hıch
speak of these undesirable types
The present study that the erson-Lypes ( ewil  M eitC.) POSSCSS the qualities
designated by the abstract NOUNS "iwwelet et6:) and the classes of
DNOUNS be used evidence for each other Cognate verbs sometimes used for
supplementary evidence about the NOUNS, wıth that there might be
certaın disjunction between the ver'! implıcatıons In the Varıous and the
qualities implıed by the 1L1L0UNS Some of these words ave been better understood
than others, but included In order deser1be the complete semantıc 1e of
folly-words sed in 1sdom Lıterature.
At the Oofe that the semantıc ie of OLlLY 1S nOot subdivided into
discrete AIic.  D There 15 much overlap and urriıng ofboundarıes because the Varıous
Lypes of 00OIS WeIC NOT kept dıstinect. Proverbs, Qohelet, and Ben Sıra, the exXTts most
concerned wıth escribing OUNY, CEMNSUTC ollıes globally rather than drawıng
distinctions creating Ology. Nevertheless, these words NOT eXaC
SYNONYINS, but refer 18 different though overlappıng and comparable Lypes of
people
We Cannot determine the lex1ical meanıng of these terms by paraphrasıng and
cataloguıng that 15 predicated of the Lypes they des1gnate, 1f the words carrıed

theır Contexts wiıth them Nor the behavılors mputed O0Ols enough
1Sstinguls the dıfferent types. Many oolısh actions, after all, be assıgned

examıned of the semantiıc 1e of wısdom In “Words for Wısdom”, ZAH (1993), 149-

One of the few studies of these terms 1S Irevor Donald, Semantıic 1e of ‘Folly’ In
Proverbs, Job, sa  OM and Ecclesliastes”, 13 (1963), 5-29 Donald and summarızes
hat Proverbs, Job, sa  S and Qohelet Sa y about ach type (which they eal somewhat
dıfferently rather than ascertamıng the exıical meanıing of the words and the WaY their semantıc
fıeld 15 organızed.
More helpful 15 the sketch In Oesterley’s The ook of Proverbs, London 1927, |XXX1V-
IXXXVI. He tOO 1S concerned wıth hat Proverbs 5SdyS about each type rather than the meanıng of
the words, but he has SOMe usefu exıcal insights 00
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Varıo0us SOTTS of 0O0OlIS in Englısh ell Hebrew brillıant scJlentist, for
example, who mistreated people and made INCSsSS of hıs lıfe, mıgh be
...  Jer OT “Lool”, " M  ewl  E but nNOt ”C la.rd”, “sımpleton”, OT ba’ar, and probably
nNnOot KE0i1 }
Rather than summarızıng what 15 saı1d about each type of foo]l (thıs 15 the
“theological dıctionary” approach), must tOo ascertaın what aSSUMPHONS the
Contiexts make about the meanıngs and implications of the words they uUusec

do thıs by considering the Sort of Context In hıch the Varlıous of 00OIS
commonlily mentioned and constructing pıcture that provıdes implıicıt

definıtion of each word. Actions and traıts predicated of certaın Lype of fool (for
example, that the les 1S Imperv10us to correction) cCannot SIMPIY o the
definıtion (‘6a les 1S PCISON who 1S iImperv10us correction””), but they

Support propose: definıtion Dy showing what SOTTS of behavılors assoclated
wıth particular type of fool
The 6SSCIICC of OlLY 1S ack of g00d udgment, hıch INCcCAans dıstortion In moral and
practical values. One who aıls in thıs persistently ıts Kant’s definıtion of fool
..  one who sacrıfıces things of value tO ends that Aave value” (Anthropologie
pragmatıscher Hinsıcht, Weıschedel ed.] anue erke ın sechs
Aanden VI, arms 1964, 395-690; Englısh translation: M.J e20T, The Hague
1974, 49)
The dıfferent types of OLlLY er in theır etiologies and, consequently, ymptoms
OLLY INaYy arıse from distortions of moral values (ın the Casec of the A,  ewil), SINUS
mental sloth (the K'siD), AaITOBANCC and dısdaın (the les), 1g  eSS (the hasar leb);
1gnorance (the ba’ar),  S callow, gullıble naıvete (thepeti

these terms ave equıvalents In gyptian 1sdom, though MoOst do NOT
correspond exactly. For cComparatıve study SCC ılı upak, Where Can
ısdom Be OUD| (OBO upak has valuable discussion of the Hebrew
words for wısdom and OlNY 232-56) er in attempting dıstinguish the lexical
Content of the words from theır contextual meanıng, the things Sal! about the types
of PCTISONS and W Dy these NamMeS, whereas che cons1ıders maınly the
latter.
The terms studiıed ere

"iwwelet, >V  ewl
lason, IEs
7 lüt (kesel) k sil
siklüt, sakal
hdasar Ieh
ba’ar, O er  EPE eN € ST U OD I D tayyut  A (var., p'tayim), peti

The distinctions the Englısh sed g10Ss the Hebrew words In thıs semantıc
1e. themselves problematic. eDster’s Dictionary of Synonyms, Springfield, Mass., 1984, 15
usefu in drawing distinctions and observing the possıble NUaNnces 1C| the Hebrew terms INaYy
imply



Michael FOX

This order corresponds continuum SOM from ingrained moral defect and
iırremediabilıty relatıve and improvabılıty

» Vıwwelet PETVEISC folly” ewl *fool knave

OS observes that ewilim not idiıots OT madmen for these ould NOLT
ONEC 15 ewil whoer either esteem tO despise discıpline er

vacates hasser) hıs mınd irom choosing g00d and rejeclhng CVI1” Ihıs 15 Correct
iwwelet moral MITU) from the standpomnt of. Ifs 1ImMpact Judgment and

15 willful refusal make the rngh moral cholices oug he May be
shrewı and knowledgeable SOILIC WaYS the Swil 15 rendered stup1 ımportant
regards by hıs warped values and distorted V1ISION Hıs faılıng 15 moral rather than
intellectual though the moral taınt produces stup1 behavıor The ewil POSSCSSCS
thıs flaw constitutional character traıt
ewil and iwwelet CONSCHCIS (Synonymous and antonymous) 18(0)1 only of

words for intellectual strengths and aws but also of words for ethıical qualities
pOoS1iılıve and ne  IA namely YViSSCr eket “walk straıght” (Prov 15 21) ”"Adsamot
“guilty deeds” (Ps 69 6); Iame “ morally IMPDUIC (Isa 35 8) and ECYNM
“Jackıng moral discıplıne” (Prov 23 SCC also Ps 107 1 /) Thıs 15 not the CAaSsı wıth
the other OLlLY words eXcept for les
"iwwelet ı15 essentally moral pathology fact, endering such “Knavıshness”
15 often appropriate. The PTOMISC that "ewilim will NOLT wander 1 the holy WaY (Isa

6) has VICW theır moral aılıngs SIr 15 ascr1bes iıwwelet to the crue]
The pS; confesses hıs iwwelet parallel hıs S1MC and IN1QUITY (Ps 69 cf. Ps
38 The actı1ıons of the adulterer iwwelet and EVYNM “lack of
moral discıpline” (Prov 23)
However clever he INnay be, the ewil 15 obtuse tO the broader perspective and
SOINC obviıous wıth theır ethıical and relı1g10us 1mphcat10ns  S  ML  r The PIINCCS of
/7Zoan called both hakamim and "Ewilim (Isa 1, because they blınd 118
God’ S plans (12- 15) Liıkewıse, Jeremıiah ca Israel A  ewl  1, condemning them
“stup1d SONS (banim ım who do nNOot know God theır er Nevertheless they
ave hokmah of OMNC SOIT, for they hakamım Fhara “experts oıng evil”
(Jer 22 cf USINS the erb alu)

characteristic often ascribed the ewil 15 aNSCI ers of INaYy become
ANSTY, but wıth ewil ırrıtabilıty and a;  1  1'  n constitutional SCC Job
TOV 12 16 14 17 20 27 29 These VeIrISCS do nNOTt Sa y that the ewil 15
and Contenti10us much MCSUIMNGC that he 15 contrast aNscCI 15 ascrıbed the
x only Qoh

3  CWL. 26x (19x Proverbs 2x Job) Ax 1ra iwwelet Z (23X Proverbs 2x Psalms) 5X Sıra
The ad) ewili IM Zech 15

0S ben Hayyım Alsheıkh 07’2722 ılna ), COomMMent Prov
galns! the notion that hakamim Isaıah designates professional Jlass SCC Whybray,

The Intellectual Tradıtion the W 135), erlın 1974 18-21 and chap
hakam but nOot necessarıly WISC
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As character traıt, iwwelet 15 persıstent and ırremedıable the S  ewl (Prov D 22);
but it IMaYy ep1sodıic others TOV DA LA asserts that “ "iwwelet 15 attached
lad heart but “dıscıplinary beating TEINOVEC ıt from Thıs 15 not
ingraine moral PCTIVEIS1ON but immature waywardness and recalcıtrance TIhe
psalmıst confesses to iıwwelet (Ps 69 but thıs 15 yperbole ewil
ould not be PTayıng for cleansıng S1 15 not necessarıly ewil but he does
ave proclivity o speak iwwelet TOV 1° 23 S 14) POSSCSS it (14 17 12
eic and fo repeat 1l (Prov 26 11)

..LasonScorn”,  27 Cynicısm”; LEes “scornful man’”, c  Cynıc
Opınıions dıvyvıded to whether les INCcCans ‘“arrogant  258 scornful” fact,
these t[WO sıdes of OMC CO for, Kaspı SaYyS, °“I’he les 15 the aughII he 15
WISC hıs CYCS and therefore mocks whomever rebukes (comment
TOV 410) 1 the where les 115 sed (rather for example, SC"ch
yahir) less concerned wıth manıfestations of prıde and conceıt than wiıth insolent
and 18 treatment of others. The les IMNaYy ell be inclined 18 mock other
people and ldeas, but that to be secondary implication, atural
manıfestation of thıs personalıty-type.‘ ß Lason, then, 15 aAarTOganNce manıfest
contempt for other people and ideas.
TOV defines the les M character: insolent (zed yahir) °‘Jes
15 hıs aMce; he acfts the Tasc of insolence ebrat zadon)”. The 6SSCIICC of lason ]15

1VOrIS, qualıity C naturally ı1SSUECS attıtudes of mp and derisıon The

Lason 3X (all Proverbs); les 16x (14x Proverbs) SX SIra
Buhl, iM “DIie Bedeutung des ammes Iüs der lis2° (BZA W 29 Wellhausen estsc.

Glessen, 1914, 81--86), assıgned the ro0oft the notion of aITOQANCEC rather than verbal mockery
Sımilarly T1DOT VII 54’7 SaysS that les .., 1CQ) manıfestation ofhat It INecans
be ONC plans words and aCtT1ons eSUMp{UOU: and conceıted” 550)
He belıeves that in postexilıc wıisdom les took INOTC theological vertones But the existence of
these features depends which ON ates the postexılıc per10d and InaYy represent ertaın
intensıification of theological interests postexilıc Wısdom The definıtion of the word however
has NOoTt changed
9  Ü “Scofftfer “mocker IMNCAaNINZ OMNC who derıides and repudıates others belıefs and doctrines

the tradıtional understandıng of les and represente most translatıons ‚ ome Ccholars
consıder thıs scoffing be repudılatiıon of orthodox beliefs Ehrlıich, Randglossen, 1913,
VI 126) identifies the les “the bitterI of relıg10n, and Toy (Proverbs HU, 1899])
identifies the word ıth *all DETSONS who acte: ıth bold disregard ofmoral and rel1g10us law‘  a
408) Franz Delıtzsch glosses lesim “free thinkers” (Proverbs, Leipzig, OT Englısh translation
James Martın 983 at 1:22) But the people called lesim the AIc not CXPTESSINS
intellectual repudıation of Certain principles

Rıchardson (“Some ofes v and 1fs Der1ivatives 5 Vz'5 |1955], 163 179) identifies the
asıc “talk bıg  7 Je 5 but thıs secondary quality of the les rather than the
PIHNAaTYy of the word

0Sse ibn Kaspı 192 *11 31377 ed Isaac Last ressburg, 1903
11

S5C5 varle! of terms translate les and cognates ese dIiC drawn irom the semantıc
field of aITOSaNCce (LBpıLGTYHC, LPPILGC, KAOQLBPICELV) and wıickedness KAKOC, AOUWLOGC, ANOLÖELTOG,
ÜOPOV, NOAPOAVOUETV) It 0€es Nnot uUsSsc words for mockıng Suc cCognates of WUKTNPICELV,
ATWACELV, eiCc
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connection wıth zed “the insolent man’”, also AaDDCAaIS Ps 119:51a zedim helisuni
"ad m” od, “Insolent INeN severely scorned |Or treated arrogantly |” Compare
SIr 38 8, where zd WLS 15 treated sıngular. The antıthesıs between lesim and the
umble TOV 3:34 hıghlıghts the earmark aITOQANCC of the former. saıah 29:19-21
ODDOSCS 118 the “humble  ‚29 and 6,  29  DOoor the three types who afflıct them “the brutal

’ (“aris), the les, and “those who dilıgently Inıquıty  29 (Sogdey "awen).
Isa 28:14, ansey lason, ...  men of insolence”, 1S explicated by parallelısm wıth
mos ley ha’ am azzeh, “rulers of thıs people These the INnen who boast that
they have made COvenant wiıth death and protected by deceıt (28:13) elIr
words do not CXDICSS mockery much Cynicısm and insolence. theır insolence
they imagıne themselves immune from punıshment
The les’s moral corruption 1S shown by hıs assoc1lation wıth terms for wickedness,
such ‚ aris “the brutal man  27 and $  dey "awen, “those who dılıgently
In1quıty  9 in Isa 29:20 Lesim 1S parallele: by F Sa  CExw IM “wicked” and hatta Im
“sınners”, in Ps 171 and by FaSa TOV 0:/
Proverbs pomints out the les’S resistance chastısement (9:7-8; SE 1512 cf. Isa
29:20 L SIr 15:8) Hıs AITOANCcC from attaınıng learnıng, Eevcn f he

seek ıt (Prov 14:6; cf. SIr 15:8; for the willıngness learn from
another requires certain suppression of egotism. The les mMust be punıshed, but
mainly A4S warnıng others TOV 19:25, 29; 211

K“ silüt / S  el “stupıdıty”, “doltishness”; k 7] "dOlt.- “dullard”lz
K“ silut 15 SINUS mental SIO wıth respect to ıts impact Judgment and 15
the tupıdıty that from moral obtuseness and complacency, not merely ack of
intelligence.
K“ sil stupid man’”,  27 and kesel S  1dı cognate ese: (var. kislah) meanıng

66“hope confidence”. Kesel/kislah refer tO opes of kınds, whether p10US and
praıseworthy (Ps L&n TOV 326 Job 4:6) oolhardy and shortsighted (Job 8:14:;

Ps 89:9) 15 an CaSY semantıc INOVC from confidence LO overconfidence, and
from there SINUS obtuseness.
Varıous VeTSECS ASSUuMe the connection between (over)confidence and stupldity. TOV
372b Sday>S that “the complacency (Salwah) of K silim will destroy them’” TOV 4‘16
Sday>S that the IS eil gets involved In quarrel1s, in Contrast the WISEe who “ fears”
and asıde irom the trouble The kE sil “trusts hıs (Q)WI) heart” TOV He
clasps hıs hands In indolent self-satısfaction, though, paradoxı1cally, he destroys
seby the Consequent vexatiıon Qoh 4:5)
Obtuseness closes PDCISON owledge and renders hım ignorant. Several times
k sil b A  ewl apPCArs In SYN  us parallelısm 0)8 collocatıon wıth ba’ar,
“1ignoramus” (Ps 49:11; D: 94:8) The verbs kasal and ba ar sed
escribing wooden OlISs In Jer 10  ©O IThese arC, miıght SdY, “blockheads”, the
epıtome of S  D1d, dense things

k oilut 1x TOV 9:13); 'sil 70x (including 49x Proverbs, 18x 0  ele Gr Sıra kesel
“stupidity” Qoh P d and perhaps In Ps Elsewhere ıt INCals “confidence”.
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The k sil’s clo!  15.  ess TU into he does. He blunders into others’ quarrels
TOV He QqUICKIY CONSUMINECS the g00ds that happen be his house
(21 20) The f A  ewl  1, the other hand, does NOT ack wiıt Lar W prudence
The k“ sil aCcC clarıty of VIsS10n. Qohelet us’ refers 118 00lISs k“ silim because he
15 concerned wıth intellectual dullness and obliviousness realty INOTC than wıth
unwI1ıse and immoral ee: Qohelet UuUSCcC>Ss k <l to refer the wiıthout
mplyıng wıckedness. TIhe old kıng who 15 c  il and who 15 longer able to take
precautions suffers from senile wiıtlessness, NOoL moral debasement. TIhe k“ sil
FOCS about in kness, that 1S, 1gnorance Qoh 2:14) He Cannot CVOIN fınd hıs WaY

the cıty Qoh Hıs heart 15 his left sıde, meanıng it 1S inept, e1lp
Qoh 10:2) K“ silim deaf SV o the shouts of theır commander Qoh a}
Those who elay in payıng VOWS k“ silim not because the act 1S siınful but
because ıt 1S self-destructive Qoh , hence shortsighted and p1 The K sil’s
faulty visıon IMNaYy take the form of lookıng in the WTITON£ places. He *looks the
ends of the earth” TOV 17:24b), though owledge 15 rıght before one’s face, ıf he
but OPDCH hıis CYCS (vV. 243a)
Self-satisfaction 15 conducıve sılly self-ındulgence, when fool 15 shown
mirthful, he 1S us’ called k sil. TOV 9:10 speaks of the k sil experliencing
pleasure (ta ” dnug). He 15 inclined mıindless amusements rather than acıng
re:  1 traıt that Qohelet IO CMn Qoh 7:4-6) Only Qoh /:9 that
k silim suffer from aNSCTI, that 1S ohelet’s WaY of sayıng that ANnSCI 15 self-
destructive and wiıtless. The k“ sil INaYy blunder into ar  n TOV 6-7), but
he 15 not in Constant froth
There 15 hope of educatıng the IS sil (Prov but ıt 1s nOot beyond the Tangc
of poss1bılıty; TOV 8:5b calls uDOoN k“ silim ..  get mind”, habinu leb; cf. Ps 94 :8
ere be ough! of changing the A  ewil) Yet if k sil seeks learnıng
imagınıng it be OU! he will taıl for ack of mınd (Prov E
K sil 15 assoc1ated wıth petl TOV LZZ 52 and O23} whereas pet and E  ewl
kept distinet. (Poteh 15 parallel o D  ewl. in SIT 347 and Job 2i The manıfestations
of p tayyut and K silut much the SaInc, but in the pf  E they caused by
inexperlence, the k sil by SINUSNCSS.
I he k“ sil’s Incompetence in speech, frequent theme In Proverbs and Qohelet,
CADOSCS hıs CIO  15 tupıdıty He aC the ver' uUusSsec proverb effectively
(26:7. he ru1lns he 1S ınanely voluble TOV 29:1 ] Qoh S22 SCC
also TOV 15 14; 18:7; Qoh 0:12 contrast, ver'! incompetence 1s NOT ascribed 18
the un 2  Ewil. The 5 d  ewLl. has verbal flaws, such oastful prıde TOV 14:3), and he
utters ouilt (14:9, ıf correct), and hıs advıce IMay be ‚D1 (Isa but he 15 not
necessarıly voluble (see TOV 1L/:28: 24: /) OT clumsy in speech.

13 Readıng mit abber, indiıcated by the LX  X
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15Sıiklüt siklüt sekel‘“ “stupidıty”; sakal “stup1d PETrSON

Sıiklut 1S obtuseness and 1gnorance, wıth NCCCSSaLY connotatıon of moral
turpıtude. 15 NCAr-SYNONYIN of kesel, eXcept that the former does nNOoT clearly
connote overconfidence. The OUNS from o overwhelmingly ohelet’s

(The verbs 158 and niska. ...  act ;tupıdly” and sikkel “make stupid”,
‘“frustrate”, OCCUTr several times elsewhere in that accords wıth the meanıng
of the nouns.) Sıklut 15 characteristic of the k“ sil, shown by Qoh 3-14, where
the traıt escCr1rnıDe: 15 1gnorance, walkıng in darkness’”. Likewiıise Qoh 2:19 uUusecs

sakal emen! hıch elsewhere mentions the k sil 0:1-3, ell
10:12-14, Qohelet usecs sakal and IS il interchangeably and attrıbutes siklut the

Asil (10:13).
Ben Sıra calls s“kalim hım for educatıon (51:23) Here the term has

connotatıon than “uneducated””. (The addressees Cası readıng his
book!) The word probably chosen for the sake of the or1ginal acrostic.|

Häasar-leb “mindlessness’”, hasar Ieh ‘“mindless, emMptYy headed PCTrSON1/

The exXpression hasar Ileh 15 un1que Proverbs and Sıra. Ieh “Jackıng mınd”
(Jer 5:2.1 and Hos : 1S ‚YNONYIMN, and haser “hlS mınd 15 lackıng” Qoh
10:3 CONVCYS the Samlec idea. thıs phrase, leb ways refers facultiıes WOU.
consıder specıfically cogniıtıve, namely the abılıty (or wiıllıngness) o make
prudent, sens1ıble decis1ı0n. Hence Ich 15 better translated IN thıs phrase
BVn “head”; SINCE ıt 15 the prec1se equıvalent of Englısh mpty heade
TOV 6:32 equates of mınd” wıth self-destructive behavıor “He who
commıts ultery wıth WOINAanNn 1S hasar leh he nngs about hıs destruction”.
The imprudence of the hasar Ieh INaYy involve iımmoral and vıle act, in thıs
V but it MaAaYy also CXDICSS ıtself In lesser Lypes of indiscretion and miıindlessness,
such pursumng vaın things TOV 124 guaranteeing loan (Prov and
being lazy (Prov Siıince the term hasar Ileh does not necessarıly imply deeper
corruption, ıt 15 nearly iıdentical WI  pei (Prov s In SIr 34: 7, hasar Ieh 1s
equated wıth the poteh; sımılarly the dove 15 pote. and eyn leb, Hos 71 hasar Ich
parallels d  ewl in SIr 6:20, but the words INay refer dıfferent types the HA  ewLl.
consıders dıscıplıne “b ent” “ Perverse” (“dqubbah; cf. Jer 1L729); hıle the hasar
Ileh Cannot “bear it” “contaın lt” (lo‘ y'kalk lennah).

Sekel In Qoh 10:6 15 abstract-for-concreti epiıthet meanıng “al
Siklut IX (all Qohelet; NC wıth sin); sekel 1 x (Qohelet); sakal 5X (3x O]  ele! 1 x Sıra.
Recons  cted by egal, m5 N 1 59D, Jerusalem, 1958, 363
13x Proverbs, 1x SIira. Ihe abstract hasdr IEh hasar ONsStruct of heser) VOCCUT>S In Prov

10:21 In SIr 16:23 (MS A)’ hsdy should be mended ASrYy

10
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18ba’ar, O er  Fa “"1gNoramus

The ba ar 15 1gnoramus. Anımal-lıke brutishness 15 hıs maın attrıbute. The word’s
etymologıcal assoc1lations wıth be -  Ir “beast” several times hıghlıghted by
collocatıon; for example: *But ba ” ar, lackıng owledge. beast
(b“hemot) wıth YOU. (Ps °“ The who 15 ha ar does not know thıs) (Ps
Y cf. TOV 30:2a; Jer 0:14
TIhe term ba’ar o0€Ss nNnOt itself connote pern1C10us efects Agur SaYyS, “I INOTC

ba’ar than and ave not human intellıgence (Sinat "adam) in me  ‚29 TOV
30:2) Agur 15 not confessing SIN OTr faılure, but declarıng, roudly, hıs untutored
faıth. hıich he calls a at q dosim “knowledge of holiness”.} Sımlarly, ps
professes that he 15 brutish 12N0oramus but 15 nevertheless Ways wıth (G0d (Ps
73:22-23).
But 1gnorance 15 ONe step AaWAY from deficıency of jJudgmen! in moral and practical
matters The 1gnorance of the dol makers Jer 0:14 15 ameWwoTTthY, and Judah’’s
leaders, who aVve become brutish (nib äru) and oblıvious of theır responsıtbiılıties,

reprehensible (Jer Ignorance also engenders self-satısfaction, hıch
makes ONC reject the uncomfortable insıghts of chastısement (Prov 12

petl.&callow, gullıble,aut peti D' ta’yim) ‘“Callowness”, “gullıbilıty”;
person’
P“tayyut 15 naıvete and gullıbilıty from the standpoımnt of theır effect Judgment
and Ihe root-meanıng “be gullıble  29 1S kept alıve In the word’s USCS, SCC, C
TOV 18-15

peti 1S not erently culpable. ee: outsıde of Proverbs the word implıes
thıs. God hıimself watches OVeOT the p ta’im (Ps and o1ves them wısdom (Pss
19:8 and F19:130). E7ek 45:20 LOO, the petı 1S just sımpleton, and Hos 1

innocent dove 1S pota
Yet Proverbs, eing nclined interpret intellectual faılıng OUun! O
moral efect, has SOMINC harsh things Sa y about the petı Wıth theır absolute faıth INn
the POWCTIS of educatıon, the SaLCS of Proverbs consıder D tayyut maftter of choice.
The peti 15 oughi love hıs condıtion 2) and tO be backslıdıng 2)
and Seven IO the deep corruption of "iwwelet “ınherıit” OLLY INCcAans that they
will get thıs al later tage) But the peti’s malleabılıty also hım learnıng
and improvement (35} 9 6; 19725 Indeed, the pet 1S the prımary audıence
of Proverbs’ instructions 1:4) But long he remalns stuck in hıs naıvete and

5X (2x TOV); bo arım (partiıcıple) 2 (Ps 94:8; Ezek 21:36; the er it implıes
““barbarlans’””)

Both BDB and HALAT assıgn b“ ir and a ar different ro0ofs, the er supposedliy firom
root meanıng “uncultivated”. onnecting the words 15 eas! folk etymology, but it INday be
the actua:| etymology ell

O' dosim 15 best explaine abstract-for-concrete epiıthet equıvalent the Holy One, God.
Compare da’at "Elohim Prov ıth da’at q‘do$im

P't  ayyut  A 1x (Prov) peti abstract TOV 1:22] p’'ta’yim TOV 9:6) 2x (Prov); pell “callow
person” 17/x (13x TOV Ihe particıple poteh (3x 85 TOV 4A x Sıra ) 15 of pefi.



Michael FOox

callowness, the peti belongs the class of 00IS and be seft parallel the lesim
and k“ silim (12Z 819} SIr 42:8, usıng poteh) and SEvVecn the D  Ewil (Sır 34: 7 wıth
poteh)

conclusıon, NONE of the folly-words denotes sımple S  A of natıve intelligence,
thıs aC 15 commonly understood oday Although the congenıtal sımpleton

probably WOU. be petl 1D11Ca: Hebrew (Ps 16:6; cf. Hos 1, pote. of
OVve), that 15 not the sual meanıng. Typically, the pet 15 assumed iO have the

potential to learn and 1S therefore consıdered responsible for his condıtıon if he
clings ıt Likewise, ough ha ar INCAanNns 1gNoramus wiıthout NECCECSSATY
assıgnment of moral culpabılıty (see TOV 30:2). insofar aSs his ignorance results
dıistorted udgment, the ba“ ar 1S deemed fool, and, In 1sdom Literature, at least,
15 egarded wıth contempt. The sakal 15 much the SaIlllce The other words denote

and ameworthy defects of character.

Abstract

An examınatıon of the semantiıc 1e6 of folly ea| the followıng definıtions of the words for
Oolly (wıth correspondıing qualıties assıgned the '00I1S of each type) (1) "iwwelet 15 moral
corruption firom the standpoint of its effect Judgment and [CasSON. (2) Lason 15 arTOgance
manıfest for ther people and theır ideas. (3) K“ silut 1S SMUg intellectual SI0 it
impac! jJudgment and [CasSOIll. (4) Sıklut 1S obtuseness and ignorance, ıth NCCCSSaT’Yy
implication of moral ıtude (5) Ba ar InNeans 1gnoramus, ONe characterized by anımal-lıke
brutishness. (6) P"tayyüt 1S nalıvete and gullıbility from the standpoint of their effect Judgment
and

Address of the author:
rof. lhıchael FOX, P} Department of Hebrew, University f W1isconsıin,
Madıson, AscCONSIN '9 [/.5.  x
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Notes 1o

hıs 15 intended g1ve idea of the type of words that assocılated ıth folly-words
by SYNONYINY tOonymy, nOoL account for all SC5 Many do nNOTL fıt into these
categories and sei asıde Common CONSCCNCIS which appCar both singular and plural
normalızed under the singular. Insıgnificant varlations, such ben hakam and hakam,
dam arum and arum, ombined and lısted under the er OUnNnfs include Ben Sıra,
based the concordance The Book of Ben SIra Academy of the Hebrew Language,
Jerusalem, 973
Quasi-parallelısm refers pairs of words that provıde sımılar semantiıc Ontent paralle]l
Iıne but fill 1MNeren! syntactic slot, syntactically paralle words that {00 distant
semantıically be consiıdered SYNONYIMS but that supplement each other; C. “lazy man  ‚27 //
“mindless man  I TOV “mindless lazy man  27
Prov 14:24; text uncertaın.
Prov 14  — Hakmot Nasım “the wise women, ” In spite of the 5: erb Others regar!ı it

abstract pl., “wıisdom of women.”
In of three OCCUITENCECS, lason the phrase "ansey [ason, ...  men of impudence,” and
15 equivalent lesim.
Abstract, “nailvet
ansey lason // hakamim.
"ansey lason // mo$ ’ ley a  am hazeh|, Isa 28:14 Compare Hos where los‘sim 1s

apparently paralle]l sarim, ‘“princes.”
“Boisterous’”, saıd ofbeer; Prov
‚ome proverbs COMParc the k sl ther lIımıted undesirable eings horse and TOV
Z dog (26:1 lame burning Orns Qoh 7:6); quarrelsome TOV
In Qoh 10:6, sekelS} for concrefte; sakal) 1 in quası-antıithesis “rich men  27
Holelot, apparently abstract plural, 15 sed in Qoh 147 and Zr  N Theusholelut
15 sed (where the parallelısm 15 siklut // holelut ra’ah) In QohZ the er form 1S
predicated of siklut. Both Orms INGC: “inanıty” the lıke
See Prov 3(0):2
Sir 16:23 hsry [thus read, for hsdy leb] // gbwr [= gbr| pwth
efic the abstract hasar leb; Prov FO:ZT
ese terms collocated wiıth eyn leh Jer e and Hos 7 1’ respectively.

Prov
18 See

Prov 1 E goleh sod // pote.: S'epatayw
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