THE BOOK OF SIRACH

INTRODUCTION !

§ 1. SHORT ACCOUNT OF THE BOOK.

Bun-Sika's Book of Wisdom belongs; together with the Book of Job, a number of the Psalms,
Proverbs, Eeclesiastes, and the Wisdom of Solomon iso-called); to the Hokmalk or Wisdom Litcrature
of the Hebrews.  This literature represents the development of the crude philosophy of more
ancient times, i philosophy which sought by means of proverbs and fables to express the results of
reflections concerning the general questions of Jife,  Such proverbs and fables were not necessarily
of a religious character; see, e. g, Judg. ix. 8-15 (Jotham’s parable), 2 Sam. v, 8, xx. 18; but they
tended to become so more and more (¢p. Jer. xxxi. 29, Ezek. xviii. 2); this is well exemplified by
such parables as those contained in 2 Sam. xii. 1—4 (Nathan's parable of the ewe lamb), and Isa, v.
14 the pavable of the vineyard); and ultimately all wise siyings, upon whatsoever subjects they
were uttered, ctme to have a religious content inasmuch 4s it was taught that all wisdom emanated
from God. Ben-Sira, therelore, as a constructor of wise sayings, belonged to the class of Sages or
Flalamen (*wise men') who already in the days of Jeremiah occupied a recognized position along-
side of the priests and the prophets: *For the law shall not perish from the priest, nor counsel from
the wise (fakam), nor the word from the prophet’ (Jer. xviii. 18). So that in presenting his book
to his people he is making a justifiable claim when he says:

1, indeed, came last of all,
As one that gicaneth after the grape-gatherers:
! adzanced by the blessing of God,
And filled my scinepress as a grape-gatherer.
(xxxiii, 16-18 [=6& xxxvi, 160 and xxx. 25227]).
The claim is modestly urged ; but Ben-Sira, while whole-heartedly admitting his indebtedness to
carlicr sages, clearly reckons himself as one of the * grape-gatherers’, i.e, as one of the Hakawsm,
like the authors of Proverbs and Ecclesiastes, though the last in the succession.
A notable feature in our book is that it offers many examples of expanded proverbs; a little
essay, as it were, is constructed on the basis of a proverb. A good example of this is xxxviii. 24~
xxxix. 11 ; here the proverb, or text of the essay, is:

The wisdom of the scribe tnereaseth coisdom,
Auwd e that katle litele business can become wvise.

Then Ben-Sira proceeds to expatiate upon these words by giving a number of illustrations showing
that these who are occupicd with ordinary trades and professions cannot possibly find the requisite
leisure which must be possessed by those who would acquire wisdom (xxxviii. 25-35); and the
essay concludes with an cloquent description of the ideal seeker after wisdom, thus presenting the
positive side of his thesis.

Although Ben-Siva exhibits no great signs of originality there is plenty of individuality in his
book ; this 15 shown chiefly (in addition to what has just been said about the expansion of the pro-
verb into the essay) by the use he makes of the Old Testament Scriptures. He does not merely
guute from the Old Testament, but he utilizes the words and teaching of the inspired writers as the
authority fur what he has to say, and then proceeds to set forth his own ideas upon a given subject.
An instructive example of this may be adduced.  Ben-Sira’s teaching on death and the hereafter is
identical with that of the Old Testament, but in xli. 1-4 he offers some thoughts upon the subject
of death which are evidently quite his own.  He shows that two views concerning death exist among

! The two editors who are responsible for Sirach as a whole, apart from the Prologue and ch. xlix (the notes on
which were written in consultation), shared the rest of the book between them as follows @

M. Box is primarly respousible for §§ 3, 6, 7, and 10 of the Introduction, and for the commentary on chs. ix. 1-
siile 23, sxxn-xly adit=xly . D Oesterley is primayily responsible for §§ 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, and 9 of the Introduction, and for
the commentary on chs, i-viii, xiii. 24-xxix, =li, xlvi-xlviii, 1, li,
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men ; to those whu are living at ease and prosperity the thought of death 15 bitter, but it is weleumo
to such as are in sickness and adversity, who are broken and have lost hope,  Then he goes on 1w
utter a word of comfort to those to whom the thought of death is painful, by saying that it s the
:ﬁmhy of all men, and that it is the decree of the Most High ; he concludes by reminding ther
| that:

In Sheol there are no reproaches concerning life.

For the rest, the book contains a large collection of moral maxims and sage counsels regarding
almost every conceivable emergency in life; if the majority of thes: appear to be merely moral, it
has to be remembered, as already pointed out, that to Ben-Sir the apparently most seculur f(,r;w.
of wisdom partake of something religious fundamentally, beciuse all wisdom i+ in its i ricus
and varied expressions so many offshoots of the ong primeval Wisdom which emanates from God,
These maxims and counsels are applicable to people in every condition of life; o large proport -
them deals with the ordinary, every-day relitionships between mn and man, whether in regard 1o
the rich or the poor, the oppressed, the mourmers, &c. & ovules of courtesy, beliaviour at 'mh]c_
l:“]itemcss. respect for one's betters, and many other similar topics. abound.  Ben-Sira’s intinute
mowledge of human nature meets one at cvery tur, and is certainly one of the nwst instructive
features of the book. It was clearly Ben-Siva's object, in writing his buok. to present 1o the Jewish
public of his day an authoritative work of reforence to which reconrse could be had fur guidance and
instruction in every circumstance of life.  In duing so, however, Ben-Siva makes it his great wim to
set forth the superiority of Judaism over Hellenism.  For <ome time previously the Hellenistie
spirit had been affecting the Jews both in Palestine and in the Dispersion, and theough theye was
immense good in the wider mental horizon fostered by this spirity yet thereocan be mo doubt tha
Iellenism had assumed a debased formyin Palestine,! il o true Jew, such as Den-Siva was. righly
felt bound to oppose its extension in the best way he could, namely, by offering sorncthing botter
in its place. Nevertheless, Ben-Sir wis himsell not unaffected by the Hellenic genivs, probably
unconsciously ; and his admiration for Judiism of the orthodox, traditional tyge i unadie to aoneeal
altogether the newer tendencies of thought brought into existence through that Greek culture by
which he, too, had become possessed. *The results of the past and the beginnings of a future
development were still in juxtaposition—unot amalaumated, but s yet not sequirited, e were their
further sequences in view. Alike the close of the old and the beginnings of the new are side by
side in Eeclesiasticns,  The former reaches back to the carly times of fsracl's glory ; the latter
points forward to that direction which was to find its home and centre, not in Palesting, but in
Alexandria.’*  The traces of the influence of Greek modes of thought to be found in our book are
not secn in definite form, but, as one would expect where the influence was at work unconsciously,
they are to be discerned rather in the general outlook and conception : what is perhaps the most
striking exampic of this is the way in which virtue and knowledge are idontinied © this 15 a distinet
Hellenic trait, and is treated in the book as axiomatic, In the past, human and divine wisdom had
been regarded as opposed, whereas, owing to Greek influence, both in our hook sl i the Wisdoan
Literature generally, it is taught that wisdom is the ond thing of all athers which is indispensabile )
him who would lead a godly life.  The evil of wickedness is represented as lying in the fact that
wickedness is foolishness, and therefore vssentially vpposed to wisdom.  On the orlier and, the
Jews were faithful to the Law, the ordinances of which were binding beenbise it was the revealed
will of God ; and, thercfore, in order to reconcile this old teaching with the new teaching tha
wisdom was the chicl requirement of the man of religion, wisdom became ilentified with the Faw :
*The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom'; by the ‘fear of the Lord'is meant, of coursc,
obedience to His commands. i.¢. the observance of the Law.  These words express what is, in veath,
the foundation-stone of the Wisdom Literiture, and this identification between wisdom and the Law
formed the reconciling link between Judnism and Hellenism in this domaine  Nowhere 5 this
identification more clearly brought out than in the Bouk of Wisdom and in Siruch. This fully
explains why Beun-Sira, following herein, without doubt, many sages before him, divides mankind
intokt\\'o categories, the wise and the foulish, which correspond respectively to the righteons and the
wicked.

But while there is no sort of doubt that traces of THellenic influence are to be discerned in the
book, there is a danger which must be guarded against of sceing them where they do not exisy

* “We have reason to believe that it was {ust in Syria that Hellenism ook a baser form. The ascetic element
which saved its liberty from rankness tended here mote than anywhere else t be forgotten.  The games. the showe,
the abandonment of a life whicl ran riot ina gratitication of the senses, grosser pr nwire refined, these made up oo mucli
of the Hellenism which chunged the face of Syrie in the list centures helure Christ® (Bevan., Jfirmsadon sander (40

Hich-priests, p. 41).
* Edersheim in the Speaker's Comnientary.
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Ben-Sira has here and there thoughts which at first sight look like traces of Hellenic influence,
but are not so in reality ; they are independent parallels, but have not otherwise anything to do
with Greek culture.  For example, the following might well appear at first sight to be an echo of
Epicurcan philesophy :

Give not thy senl te sorrow,
Aund let not thyself became nusteadied with care.
Heart-joy Is life for a man,
And human gladness prolongeth days.
Entice thyself and sootlee thine leart,
Aud banish vexation from thee:
Loy sorvow hath slain many,
And theve is no profit in vexation,
Lnvy and anger shorten days,
And anxiety maketh old untimely.
The slecp of a cheerful Jcart is like dainties,
And his food is agreeable wuto fiim (xxx, 21-25).

Bt guite similar thoughts are found ina fragment of the Gilgamesh epic found on a tablet written
in the seript of the LThunmurabi dynasty (2000 15.¢ ), and published by Meissner in the éttheilungen
der Verderasiatischen Gesellselaft, 19oz2, Heft i.  On p. 8, col. iii, line 3, we read :

. Lhou, O Gilyawmesh, fill indecd thy belly;
Day and night be thou joyful,
Daily ordain gladness,
Day and wight rage and make mierry ;
Lt thy gavments be bright,
Thy lead purify, wask <oith water,
Desive thy children which thy hand possesses . . '

There are other passages which might likewise secem to manifest the influence of Greek philosophy ;
in some of these it may well be that this is actually the case ;* but it is well to be on one's guard,
lest what appears to be a HHellenistic note is in reality nothing more than a parallel. While the
Judaic clements in the book preponderate to an overwhelming degree, tinges of Hellenic influence
are to be discovered here and there,

$2. Tue TrrLE oF THE BoOok.

As the fragments of the Hebrew text of our book which are extant only begin with the con-
cluding words of chap.iii. 6," we do not know how the title ran, but the third line of the subseription
reads: ‘ The Wisdom of Simeon, the son of Jeshua, the son of Eleazar, the son of Sira *; and the last
line of the subscription in most of the Syriac manuscripts has : © The writing or the Wisdom of Bar
Sira is ended.’ Jerome, however, saysin his Pracf. in Libr. Sal.,' Fertur et mardperos Tesu filii Sirach
liber, et alius yrerdemiypudios qui Sapientia Salomonis inscribitur ;. quorum priorem Hebraicum reperi,
nee Eeelesinsticum, ut apud Latinos sed Paradolas pracnotatum'; this title = '.5?".3,‘ i.c. the Hebrow
title for the Book of Proverbs, but that this was a title, in the ordinary sense, of our book is very
improbable ; it is more likely to have heen a general title, descriptive of the contents, which was
applicd 1o/ the three books Keelesiasticus, leclosinstes, and Cantieles, for Jerome (in the context of
the passage quoted above) says that these twao latter were joined to Ecclesiasticus. In the Syriac
Version the title is * Wisdom of Bar Sira’, while in most manuscripts of the Septuagint it runs
Nuipie T vine Xeguix, or abbreviated in Cod. B, Sopia Sepeiy.”  The probability is that the original
title of the book was 8vo-j3 ywe n2an (* The Wisdom of Jesus Ben-Sira')." The title * Ecclesias-
ticus ' of the linglish Versions comes from the Vulgate, though it is one which has been in use in
the Western Church ever since the time of Cyprian (d. A.D. 2538). It meant the * Church Book’ par

Quoted by Darton, Zvlesiiestes (Intem, Crit. Com.), p. 39.
e.u. when Ben-5ira controverts the fatalistic philosophy of the Stoics.
According to Smend, n clsuse= it 184 is placed after vi. 17.
) In later Jewish literature quotations from Sirach are sometimes prefaced with ths words, “the Parabolist said *
{eN 2zmn) ¢ see Cowley-Neabaver, p, xiv, n. v, liv, and xx. ., x.
" In Cod. 248 'Exedyrsnrrives is placed before the ordinary title,
" Insome Latin manuscripts the title is © Liber lesu filii Siracli’,
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among the * Libri Ecclesiastici . Amony the suly Greek Fathers the boole is ielirred 1o

as | lavdpera Zogpia; see, eg l-.r.rgcb_i'u«{c&rorw;w. ed, Scheone, ik r22): and Jerome (Comnt ju Dy, ix)
- speaks of it as § Havdperoy ; Clement of Alexandria calls it Nubaywyis (Zaed. i 10, gg, &e |, and
~sometimes quotes from it with the words § wodia Mye'  In the Talmud it is ealled The Book of
Ben-Sita " (Hagigak v a, Niddah 16 b, Berakhotlh 115) ;% and SVadya spoaks of it as 20 2e2,  The
Book of Instruction, while other Rabbis cull it swyom =ow, *The Instruction of Bew Sira
Schechter (JOR, xii. 450 T, 1900) quotes the words uf w Rabbi Toseph that the * Prowerbe of Jen-
Sira’ (womja *Sem) must be read because they contain useful matter.

§ 3. T OriciNal Hepkew TENT.

Apart from a few scattered citativns in the Talmudic aml post-Talmudic Jewish Htemre e
Boolk of Ben-Sira was, until recent years. known only in the twir princiga] anciont translations of it,
viz. the Greek and Syriac versions and the sccondary versions hased thiveon,  The dinappearamnes
of the Ilebrew MSS. of the baok niay be explained ax due, altimately, tooits exylasion fom the
Canon, for which early rabbinical evidence exists”  In spite of such exclusion, however, the book
long retained its popubirity in Jowish circlest sl in Jervmme « Gaoe appirently MSS of the Iebyew
text were still accessible in Palestine. In his prefice ta the Books of Solomon, Jerome expressly
mentions one of these which he had in his possession: * Duoram priorem—se, lesu filil Sirach
| librum —Hebraicum reperi’  In the succeeding centuries, down to the cleventh, the book was stil]
freely quoted in & Hebrew (and also an Aramaic) form.  One of the must interesting references to
the existence of copies of the Hebrew text is made by Sa‘udya, Gaon of Bagdad (x.1. g20). wha
states that vowel-points and aceents—usually reserved anly for canonical wiitings—were 1o be found
in copies of Ben-Sira,® Sa'adya also cites some seven (or ¢ight) genuine sayvinzs of Ben-Sira in
classical Hebrew. Of the existence of the bouk in Spain, Provence, or among the Rabbis of France,
the Rhincland, and Germany, there is no dircct trace, The Tlebrew text was apparently unknown
{or-at least inaccessible) to Rashi, the Tosafists, and even to Maimonides" and scems to have com-
pletely vanished from knowledie in the eleventh century.  The recovery of large portions of it has
heen one of the most striking discaverics of recent years,

(a) The recovery of portivns of the st Heleio original.

It was in 18¢6 that the fisst portion of the lost Hebrew test eame 1o light—a single leaf con-
taining the text of ch, xxxix, 15-x1 7. among some manuscript fragments brought from the East by
Mrs. Lewis and Mrs. Gibson. together with the famous palimpsest of the Syriac Gospels.  This leal
was examined by Dr. Schechter, then Render in Tilmudie in the University of Cambridge, who
recognized its contents and published it, with an Faglish translation, introduction and notes, in 7%
Lxpositor Tor July, 1896,  Almost simultancously Professor Siyee presented to the Bodleiin a box
of Hebrew and Arabic fragments, among which Messrs, Cowley and Neubauer *jecognized another
portion of the same text of Sirach, consisting of nine leaves, and forming the continuation ol
Mrs. Lewis's leal from chapter x1. g to xlix, 117 Both [ragrments ;}:‘rr.wcd to be fumished with
marginal notes * giving the variants of another cepy of Sitach, or more probably of two other copies. .. .
In the Bodleian fragment there are also at least two Persian glosses (. 1 and 3%, which point to its
having been written in: Bagdad or Persia, possibly transcribed from Sa'adya’s copy .

These fragments had come from the Genizah at Cairo,  In consequence Schechter at opce
proceeded thither, and, having obtained the necessary autharity, made an examination of the manu-
script material there deposited, with the result that a considerable amount of the eollection was
brought to Cambridge.  In this collection other fragments of Sirach were discovered by Schechter,
all from the same MS. (denoted B by Schud\ter], covering parts of chapters Xxx—xxxviii, as well
as the final portion, covering chapters 1-1i.  Two additional fragments of the same M5, containing
‘Xxxi. 12-31 and xxxvi. 24-xxxvii. 26, were seaired for the British Muscum, and edited by the
Rev. G. Margoliouth (JOA, xii. 1-33). Meanwhile Schechter had discovered in the Genizah
collection at Cambridge fragments of @ second My, of the Hobow text 1= M3 Ay contiimng

Y Cp. Hart, Keclesiasticus in Greed, p. 333 ) - * JE, i 388, )

* Cp. Toseftn, Yadayim ii, 13 (vd. Zuckermandel 683), which runs: *The gilyanim and the books of (he heretics
L) do not defile the hands [i.c.are not canonical|; the books of Hen=Siri and all books written after the prophetic
period do not defile the hands': cp. also T, . Sk 28 o,

* For its influence on early Jewish and Christian literature ep, £ 7 below. - ) o

& Sefer ha-galuy, p. 162 |cp. Cowley-Neub. (). & p. x f). ' Cowley-Neub, op. 2., ibid

7 b, po xii ¥ Ibid., p.xiii, where see 1 full deseription of the MS, and its peculiarities,
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ch. iii. 6-xvi 6, with a hiatus from vii. 29 to xi. 34, which was afterwards made good by some
Jeaves that came into the possession of Mr, Elkan Adler. When the remaining contents of the
Genizah were sold Ismael Lévi discovered a fragment of a fresh MS. (= MS. ID) in a single leal
covering ch. xxxvi. 24-xxxviii. 1 (thus providing a second text against that of MS. B for this portion
of the boak). Finally. Schechter, Gaster,and Lévi found in material derived from the same Genizah
fragments of an anthelogy of the Book of Ben-Sira (= MS. C) embracing the following : iv. 23 #,
30, 31; v. 4-8, 9-13; vi. 18-19, 28, 35; vii. 1, 4, 6, 17, 20-21, 23-25; Xviil. 3037 ; Xix. 1-2; Xx.
4-6, 12 (2): xxv. 7¢, 8¢, 8a, 12, 16-23; xxvi. 1-2; xxxvi. 16 ; xxxvii. 19, 22, 24, 26. The MSS.
may be classified as follows :—

(@) MANUscrEr A, containing ch. iii, 6 xvic 26 ; this consists of six leaves, and may be of the
eleventh century.  There are 28-2g lines to the page; in some places vowels are added, and, in one
or two cases, accents, The size of the page is 11 x 11 cm.

(A) MANUSCRIPT B, containing xxx. I'I-xxxiil. 3, XxxXv. £1-xxxviii. 27, xxxix. 15-1i. 30 ; this
consists of 1y leaves, and may be of the twelfth century. ‘The MS. is written on oriental paper,
and is armnged in lines, 18 to the page, and the lines are divided into hemistichs.! There are
many murginal notes, containing, apparently, variant readings from two other codices, one of which
is closely related 1o MS. 1. © As a rule, the body of the text corresponds to the Greek version, and
the glosses in the margin to the Syriac; but occasionally the reverse is the case.'* The size of the

gaeis 1ge1 X 17 cm.

{c) Manuscrirt € (= Lévi's D), containing an anthology from chapters iv-vii, xviii-xx, xxv,
xxvi, sl fas specified above).  This MS. consists of four leaves, and, according to Gaster, is older
than the other M5SS. It contains 12 lines to the page, the size of which is 14-6 x 10 cm. ‘ The
text is often preferable to that of A, and offers variants agreeing with the Greek wersion, while the
readings of A correspond to the Syriac.’*

(«f) MaxvscriPT D) (= Lévi's C), containing xxxvi. 2g-xsexviii. 1. This MS. consists of a single
leaf; there are 20 lines to the page, which measares 16 x 12 em.  Words, and in some cases entire
verses, are provided with vowels and accents.

It will thus be scen that the MSS. so far recovered yield a Hebrew text for something like
two-thirds of the entire book., In somc cases two MSS., and for four verses three, are available for
the restoration of the text.

The following list shows the extent of the Hebrew MS, authority for different parts of the text :

() The portions of the text for which one manuseript authorily only is available are: From MS. A, iii, 6—
v, 234, V. 24-29, V. 1=3, 8, 14-15, Vi. 1=17, 18 (C), 2025, 27, 20-33, 36-37, vii. 3, 5, 7-16, 18-1g, 22, 20,
29-36, viil. 1-xvi. 26 from MS, C, xviii, 3031 [ 3233, xix. 12, xx. 4=6 [5-7], 12 [13], xxv. 7, 8¢, Ba, 12
[23], 16=23 [17-24]; xxvi. 1—2: from MS. B, xxx, ri-xxxiil. 3, XXxv. 17-XXXvI, 15, XXXvi, 17-28, Xxxviil, 2—
25 ; xxxix. 15-li. 30

(¢) 'The portions of the text for which two MSS, are available are: iv. 234, 30-315 Vo 4Ty U—13; Vi 1y,
28, 35; vil. 1, 2, 4, 6, 17, 20-21, 23-25; XXNvVi. 10 ; XNXVi. 20-XXXwiii. 1.

(¢) The portions of the text for which three MSS, are available are: xxxviii. 19, 22, 24, 26,

(#y The portions of the text for which no Febr. MS, is yet available are: i, 1—iil. 55 xvi. 27-xviii. 3; xix.
KN4, Hor2g NN 14XV 6, XXV, -T2, 1416, 2525 xxvi. 3Nk 10 xxXiiL 4-xxxv. B (10); xxxwviil, 28—
NXNIX; 14,

(b) The value and anthenticity of the recovered fragmonts.

The questions touched upon in this section have given rise to much controversy which it will be
impossible to review here in detail.  All that will be attempted will be to indicate the main lincs
and directions of the best critical opinion.

The problems raised by the Hebrew fragments are of an exceedingly complex character. The
first point to determine, in a gencral way, is the relation of the MSS. to cach other. The manuscript
muaterial that has been recovered, fortunately, is sufiiciently extensive—overlapping as it does for
certain parts of the text of the book—to make it possible to establish certain relations.

(i) Zhe relation of the Hebreww MSS. to eacl other.

The most important point of relation between the MSS. is the frequent agreement of the
rarginal viviants of I with I against the text of B in the scction where comparison is possible,
e where the two MSS. overlap (xxavi 2g-xxxviii, 1), A good example of this is to be scen in
NXNvii. 16

I Cowley-Neub,, ap. cit., p. siil. = L. Léviin /£, xi. 393 o 3 Lévi, op. ait., xi. 392 4.
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Here B"*% and D have
e ny 3 ey
ravm wn (D Sy Sy 5a ush
The beginning of every action is speech,
And before every work is the theught

=37 nbae 52 vien
nano w0 Sya 53 vhew

Another good example is afforded by sxxvil 23, where 18 g 1) read et against Ss=e op
of B¥=t,  According to Peters!, about 75 per eent. of the varidnts ¢onform to thia rade : in the
other cases where D has a variant not attested in B some are explicable as scribad errors in 1),
or as corruptions produced under the influence of the text of B, In several cuses B ™ gud 1)
agree in purcly orthographic variunts, and even in reproducing identical seribal errors.  The impos-
tant conclusion deducible from these phenomena is that the marginal variants of B are not the
emendations of the scribe, but represent readings devived from annther M5, which has close affinities
with D. Probably the marginal variants of the rest of B are derived from an identical or related
source. Regarding the relation of C to B and 1) the material for comparison is 1oo slight tu enable
any certain conclusions to be drawn.  In one stiiking ease, howeyer, C = B in readiog Sxu against
Bw and D which read b%n.  Ilence Peters concludes that C is to be ranked with the B type of
text (against D+ B™=), The other impurtant area of contaet is v, £3-vil. 25 where € and A
partly overlap and comparison is possible. Here the divergence is occasivnally comsiderable, as in
iv. 30,31 (sce next subsection).  But this must not be unduly exageremted.  The similarity of whole
verses is so marked as to make it clear thit we are confronted with different reciensiins of the same
archetypal text, and not with independent types of text.?

For this B*** has

(i) The general character of the Fiebrewe fragments and their velotion to the |ersions,

The relation of the Hebrew fragments to the Versions presents many difficult tesvund probilems
which cannot be said yet to have been fully solved? In the case of MSS, A and B, which may
conveniently be considered first, the Hebrew sometimes agrees with the Groek verston agaimst the
Syriac, sometimes differs from both, and vceasionally explains one ur the other, or bith,  The cases
in which the Hebrew seems to follow the Syrine and to be dependent on it are, perhaps, the muos
crucial. In this connexion the doublets, which e particalarly numerous in B, e most important.
These have been indicated in the critical notes of the commentary.  The following example will
illustrate many others, In xxxi 13 B" has:

ey M e (margs ) e (1)
b b 1w 9 (2)
fema b e e ()
P (mare. y) yon 27 b3 wem o v (4)
(marg.? 1) yoIn oyt ouen (5)
by phn b e (6)
1amb o3 b3 (9Ebo) o (marg. 53 5%) 2 be (7)
(1) Remember that an evil eye is an evil thing ;
(2) The man of evil eye God hateth, )
(3) And He katle created nothing move cvil than jim.
(4) For this—by reason of exerytiing the cye guivereth,
(5) And from the facc it maketh tears.
(6) Gad hath created nothing wore ¢vil than e cye,
(7) Therefere by reason of cverything its fresleness is abated.

V Der Fiingst wiederanfeefundene hebviische Text des Buckes Ecclesiustivus (1902), p. 23, i y

= SCPN.'J;II{\'JL%A’:’ s'ii.ﬁ ) ;.-rtinmtly m:um‘ks: CHadl we hiere wo deal with difrent translativns, it is impassitile
that they should agree as closely as my;ns:s. Cand A] do. Those who are inclined o doubt this obyious fact shoslid
take the trouble to compare these sume fourteen verses [covering iv, 23-v, 13+ v 24| incthe three Hebrew versions
we possess of Ben-Sira, viz. by len Zeeb, Fraukel, aud Joshua Duklo, and he will see at once the ditferunce berween
ind dent t fations and families of MSS. differing but descendam fram the same common prigin, ‘In the first Case
e will, before a closer reading, hardly be aware that they represent the sume work, whilst in the latter it will take him
some time before he detects their differences.” Ny .

3 The most elaborate and detailed reconstruction of the text, taking the fullest account of all refevant duta, is that
of Smend (as cited in § 10).
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Here (1) (6) (7) substantially = @: and (2) (3) and (4) = $ (see crit. note on xxxi. 23 in the fol-
lowing commentary’): (5) is a doublet of (4) and (7). It is noticeable that  does not, as it stands,
yield an exactly corresponding text either to & or S, while it provides one doublet (5) and (7) which
corresponds to neither. The simplest explanation is that  embodies variants from different recen-
sions of the original text that lie behind & and 8! Not improbably ® itself has been glossed and
emended by seribes, The variant in (7) above (*its freshness is abated ) may, perhaps, be explained
in this way (from Dent, xxxiv. 7). Asanother exampleof a gloss in ® to which nothing corresponds
in & or # xxxi, 2 may be cited. Here ® adds the following two lines:

byt e U1yl = S
P23 amx Mo Tnom

Reproack putteth to flight the faithful friend,
But he hat hideth a secret loveth (a friend) as his own soul.

As this couplet does not harmonize with the context it is probably a gloss (?from the margin of
a MS.). Ingencral @' has many scribal errors and corruptions in its text, which is also marked by
the occasional presence of strong Syriasms ? and late Rabbinical expressions.®

In the case of ' the number of marginal variants is comparatively small. There are a certain
number of doublets which exhibit features on the whole similar to those of " illustrated above. But
' diverges more from the text of & than is the case with B"—it very rarely sides with & against 8.
It has certain orthographical peculiarities of its own, and is marked by a number of errors due to
the carelessness of the copyist? In the case of B, which covers xxxvi. 2g-xxxviii. 1, and provides
(with @) a duplicate text for this section of the book, we have, on the whole, a text superior to
that of ", though there are numerous cases of corruption. In two instances it yields a text which
agrees with & apainst the common text of @&, viz. in xxxvil. 267, where it reads M23 (= 8dfav 248
and L) against mlorer of the ordinary text of &; and in xxxvii. 284 where, against 8" which = &,

it reads: Sman 1t 59 wias bab &b

which = L (¢f won omni animac omne genus placet).  In this MS. Jate Hebrew expressions are of
frequent occurrence. In the three fragments of selections which make up 8 a type of text is preserved
which is, on the whole. remarkably free from the corruptions and blemishes which disfigure the other
MSS. It agrees sometimes with &, sometimes with §, and occasionally with neither (e.g. v. 11). In
those parts of the book where it coincides with ®" it often agrees with the text of & against 3.

The relation of the Hebrew fragments to the citations of Sirach that oceur in the Talmudic
and Rabbinic literaturc" is not easy to determine owing to the uncertain state of the Talmudic and
Kabbinic texts, and also to the loose way in which such citations are often made. It would appear
that in some cases the two Talmuds had different texts of Ben-Sira before them. Thus iii. 21 is
cited in one form in T. ). Hag. 77 ¢ (agreeing with 8" in first and last word), and in another (doublet)
form in T.B. Hag. 13a (also in Aidr. rabba Gen.viii). In the latter the first couplet agrees with 3
and & (and partly with ®'); the sccond diverges considerably from all the other forms of the text
(though agrecing in one word with #*%, and in another with T.]. Hag.). The most natural inference
to draw from these phenomena is that two divergent types of text of Sirach were current in the
fifth century A.D.  The citations from Sirach in Sa'adya (Scfer ka-galuy) are of a different character.
They agree much more closely with the text of @, give the impression of being more exact citations,
and are apparently derived from substantially the same text as that represented in the Hebrew
fragments.

It is important to note, in this connexion, that collections of detached sayings derived from
Sirach were apparently in existence in the Talmudic period. The only long continuous quotation
from Ben-Sira given in the Talmud (T.B. Sankedrin 1006) is apparently made from such a flori-
L. It consists of the following passages in the following order: xxvi. 1-4; ix. 8, 9 xi. 2g-34,
and vi. 12, Another such collection is represented in the fragments denoted B, Such collections

! See further the discussion in the next subsection. .

e YRRl 5, which apparently = inf, Pael (Syr. srdwnddadya) 3 VIR0 xlil 12, “ converse "=Syr. "estaurived=
dpeheir s M'2 xlii. 12 = perhaps ‘among ' (Syr. #844).

e g, 13 N3 xxxviil. 17, Csuch as befits him* (in 7 ; also in WA x. 28); PO MA3 i, 23.

* Of differences of diction the following is the most notable: M writes 23 where " has "WD0%. See further
Taylor-Schechter, [VAS, pp. 7-12.

® This verse is wanling in |,
_ " Fora collection ol the citations conveniently grouped together see Cowley-Neub., pp. xix-xxx ; also Schechter
in JOR, iii, 682-706 (with full critical notes),
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m to have superseded the original Hebrew text of the entire book after it fell under the ban and
was reckoned among ‘the books of the heretics'. The ‘good things’ profitable for reading were
Imd. the rest consigned to neglect.' It is worth noting that some of the sayings of Ben-Sira
“are ci in an Aramaic form, which implies that an Aramaic translation of parts of the ook was
_at some time or ather made.  This factor must be allowed for as a possible source of corruption in
‘the diction of the fragments. -

(iil) The authenticity of the Hebrew fragments.!

The authenticity of the Hebrew fragments wus early ealled in question by Professor 1. 8. Mar-
_goliouth,” who, noting the decadent nature of the diction, coloured us it is by the frequent presence
of Syriasms and Arabisms, as well as of neo-Hebraisms, and struck by the presence of Persian

losses in B", propounded the theory that B is itsell a retranshtion of 4 Persian version, which was
partly on the Greek and partly on the Syriac versions of the book, The hypothesis is that
a Syriac version, which had been revised by the Greek, was used as the basis of u Persian vendering,
and that this Persian translation was rendered by an unintelligent Persian Jew, who knew neither
Syriac nor Greek, into Hebrew, * The theory is inenmpatible with the known facts ; the agreements
{often literal) and the disagreoments of the Hebrew with the primzry versions muake it practically
inconceivable that it could have arisen in the way deseribed.’® The obscuritics in the Hebrew text
alleged to be due to a misunderstanding of Persian expressions are all susceptible of a different—
and more probable—explanation* Consequently the hypothesis of a Versian basis for the test of B
may be ruled out. But in a modified form the hypothesis of retrunslation may be made much
more defensible, viz. on the basis of the Syrine - and Greeck—versions: It s not, mdeed, alleged
that the whole of the recovered Huebrew text can be explained in this way, but the Jdependence of
parts of the text on & or & is seriously maintained by some scholars, It will, theretine, be necessary
to subject some of the crucial cases adduced to examination. Nestle® brings forward a number of
cases from B in which he concludes that the Hebrew text of these passiges * cannot be explained
in any other way than by the suppesition that' it rests “on a corrupt and glossed text, sometimes of
& sometimes of 8'.  He, however, does not allege of B as a whole that it is a smwple vefrawcdiation
of &, ‘for even in M there are passiges which arve at variapee with & The passages in guestion
are iv- 30,31, v. 9 &, 13 4, vii. 25, xxv. 17. The first and last of these may be taken as crucial
i examples.
Iniv. 30 & has:
iy fofe &s Adaw v 7@ olxe (2.2, 77 niniz) aov
xal ayragokendy év Tols olxdrats gouv.
L noli esse sicut leo in domo tua;
evertens domesticos tuos et opprimens subiectos tibi,
Be not a dog (353) in thy house,
And rebuking and fearful in thy works,

u qa3 2533 'nn Sk
BT e B S TR
" qREa e n S

Pt o) U i oy ot

Herc W ‘like a dog’ (2b23) = $; and M *like a lion' (7ows) = &  *Can there e any doubt,
says Nestle, ‘that A (') agrees with S and C (8 ) with &2'  The mistake in 2 1252) may be due
to a misrcading of aba (= wabs) *like a lion'. e, however, wlmits that the coupluts as they stand
cannot be explained entirely as retranslations.  In particular, * how would a late Jewish translator
hit upon ey to render so obseure a word as dararmxomer 2’ But if the two euuplets are not
retranslations the obvious infercnce is that they iepresent two reeensions of the origingl Tebrew

A=

text, one of which lies behind 5 and the other behind & In W' 3533 is a corruption of 22 = "33
(sab3), which may be explained as a variant on the true reading (preserved in ®') mx3: 91 may
be a gloss: Jnondea has come in by mistake from the previvus verse; the correct reading is preserved

1 CI. Schechter in JOR, xii. 461, e
® The Origin of the * Original® Hebrew of Evcclesiasticus (18gg).
3 Toy in £B, i, col. 116¥,
4 For a detailed criticism of these alleged cases see Taylor-Schechter, WAS.
5 Art. *Sirach’ in Hastings's D5, iv. s47 £
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in @ JAmapa (cf. & and £); s is probably original, and trenm in ®° a corruption of Trenw a
variant on aney.  Thus the original Hebrew of the couplet may be restored :
qnras e an b
:IAMaY3 KN

Be not like a lion in thy family,
And timid among thy slaves.

[Smend, however, keeps anz in line 2: then render
And shy and timid among thy slaves. |

In the text so read gvnm afiords an excellent word-play (suggested by Amos iii. 8) on mar in line 1
—quite in the style of Ben-Sira.!

Again, in Xxv. 17 :

The wickedness of a woman . . . darkencth her countenance like sackeloth (AN, marg. ‘or like a
bear'): R.V. as a bear doth.

G . bs miwcor: & 55, 106, 155, 157, 248, 253, Syro-Hex. és dpxos: T (combining both
readings) fanguam ursus el quasi saccint.

] . . . maketl pale the face of her lusband, and
Maketh it black like the colonr of a sack.
a B ANTID Y SR N

samb yap I

From these data Nestle concludes that *all rules of textual criticism . . , must be naught, or
C (W) is here the retranstation of @ corrupt Greck teve”  The assumption is that &pxos is an inner
(Greek) corruption of @axkoer, and that B here has followed a Greek text which had the corruption.
But it should be noted that W' for the rest of the verse diverges sirongly from &, and agrees with
2 aqgainst & (1) in adding vhy, and (2) in making the following word (12) refer to the husband (fis
face). We are, therefore, driven to suppose that M has here followed & i one word ouly, viz. in
reading “bear’ for ‘sack’; in the rest of the verse it is independent of &, and approximates to
(though it does not coincide with) 3. The phenomena point in the same direction as in the other
case examined, viz. to the existence of divergent recensions of the text of B, one of which has been
followed by & and another by 3. & partly agreeing with both. At least two alternatives are
possible to Nestle's hypothesis; either of which is to be preferred to his solution : eéither (1) ndsxon
is an inner (Greck) corruption of dpsos which has affected 2, or (2) the readings pt» and 21 existed
in different recensions of 1. In cither case 217 is probably the true reading of the original Hebrew,
which may be restored from ®° thus:

ANTD R R N
1373 Ma M

Tl wickedness of a woman makcth Black her look,
And daypkencth feer countenance like a bear's.

The meaning of the couplet appears to be that wickedness makes a woman sinister of aspect and
fierce ; the alternative reading *like sackcloth” would introduce the idea of sadness and mourning,
which does not harmonize so well with the context.  Asthe previous couplet * suggests the comparison
of the wicked woman to a lion or dragon, the further comparison of her aspect to a bear’s is in
keeping.  What is referred to, apparently, is the hardening effect of a course of wickedness, which
makes a woman brazen. The context, therefore, does not really favour the idea that a woman's
wickedness makes her sad of countenance (* darkeneth her countenance like sackeloth’).  Schechter?
aptly cites in illustration a passage from the Midvask (Gen, rabéa, § 87. 4) where Potiphar's wife
is compared to a bear {* I will incite against thee the bear'). The bear is proverbially associated
with fierceness in the O. T.; cp. Prov. xvii. 12, 2 Sam, xvii. 8, Hos. xiii. 8.
The hypothesis of partial retranslation of 2 in ¥ has been urged by Prof. 1. Lévi with much force.

It may be stated in his own words: ! ‘ Certain details indicate that both A (#*) and B (8") are derived
from a copy characterized by interpolations due to a retranslation from Syriac into Hebrew. 1In a
number of passages the same verse is given in two distinct renderings, one of which usually corre-

! So Taylor in JOR, xv. 611.

BT wwould valker dwell with a lion and o dragon than keep howse with a wicked swoman.

? JOR, xv. 464. P ¢ JE, xi, 393 (ar, ‘Sirach’),
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the Syriac, even when this text represents merely a fuulty or binsed transhstion of the original.
e s, moreover, in their conformity to the Syriac, hecome at times so meaningless that they
be explained only as incorrect translations from that linguage. Such suspicious passages are
cterized by & comparatively modern style and language, by a commonplace phraseology, and by a
kin the parallelism which is affected by Ecclesiasuicus, [t may, therefore, be safely concluded that
these doublets are merely additions made to render the Syriac version more intelligible.  The <ame
‘statement holds true of certain textual emendations made by the glossarist.  In this, however, there
is nothing strange, since it is a well-known fact that the Jews of certain sections were familiar with
Syriac, as is shown by the quotations made by Nabmanides from the Wisdom of Solomon, from
Judith, and from Bel and the Dragon, and alse by the mivaduction of the Peshitta of Proverbs
nto the Targum of the Hagiographa.! The alleged cases in the doublets of B in which retranslation
from £ is assumed by Lévi have been subjected 1o close exsunination by A, Fuchs,! who his shown
good grounds for rejecting the hypothesis.  The altermative view that these doublets represent
wvariant readings derived from different recensions of B is strongly unheld by Fuchs. and may be said
to hold the field. With regard to the fimal aevostic hymn (1 13- 300, of which the version in B* is,
according to Lévi, a retranslation from 33 Levi’s hypothesis is again rejected by Fuchs, and also
by Dr. C. Taylor, who, after a eureful discussion, enneludes as follows - Further study of B has now
brought out much pesitive evidence for its independence of £, and seemingly none to the vontrary.
A word must be said in conclusion segarding the canticle which folliws b 12, und dows not appear
in‘any of the Versions, I this a genuine part of the original Helrew test of Ben=suwa?  In Gvour
of its authenticity may be urged the presence of the sentence

Give tianks unto Him that cloesetl the sons of Zadok to be pricsis,

which apparently contains in allusion to the pre-Macctbean high-priests who were descended from
Zadok: The absence, too. of any reference to specitivally Phavisaic ideas, sueh as the doctrine wf
the resurrection of the body, may also be cited in favour of its genuineness. Its omission in the
Greek translation of Ben-Sirws grandson may be explained by the veterence o the * sons of Zadek
—which might have proved a source of offence a4t i time when the high-priesthool was no longer
held by descendants of that line. On the other hand, the sentiment expressed in the line:
Give thanks unto Him that maketh the forn of the House of Daiid to bud

is dircetly opposed to that expressed in-ch. xxxvi,and in the entire © Hymo of the Fathers " jch. sliv-
xlviii). Perhaps the solution reached by Fuchs* is least open to objection. TFuchs concludes that
the Psalm, which is not a genuine puast of the origing] Book of Ben-Siea, i3 ald and origingly existal
| in an independent form ; it was inserted in the Tebrew text of Ben-Siva before the yeas 153 100 by
a reader who thought the context, which already contained pilm-pieces, a suitabde vne, It may
have emanated from the circles of the [Masedin (* the Assideains ), who bl alveady taken a <tand
against Hellenism before the Maccabean revolt.

~ Enough has been said to show that the test of B, theugh it is disfiguned by <eribal erries aned
corruptions, and—in some places—by the presence of glosses,is yet essentiglly imlagendent of & und
& the hypothesis of retranslation Breiks down, at best a plausible vase for the influence of such
a factor can only be made out for an insignificant number of verses. where, however; an alternative—
and, on the whole, more probable—explanation is possible. ‘

On the other hand, it is all-important to remember that @ constantly exypliins the varietions in
the Versions. This is one of thesurest indictions of its essential genuineness  Ohe or tw examples
will illustrate many others. Inwvi. joo M reads: A oz Sy and & has adimpos g \ptireds ere é
atrijs. Here the first word in @ can be corrected by & to ™ ¢ ommament '), thus yielding the line:

Amn oruament of gold is her yoke, '
At the same time the third word in B explains G's éx' avsys, which is ubviously due 1o n%y being

~ misread TV
i The following is an example of a different kind, In xiii. ¥ 4 1 has:
1377 b ph by mam
Aud hé that associateth woith a seorner woill leava bis eay. & has wal § xovwra fzeuiibee oumwijrera

atra. S He that associatet) with a gedless man is clothed with las way,
Here 5 reads yav7 wa for ®'s 1397 1953 & has apparently corrected the expression (ef. )4
Y Texthritische Untersuchungen sum helriischen Efklesiastibus (Freiburg i. B, 1907).
2 i The hymn, which follows the Syriuc version closely throughout, is cvidently a retranslation from the latter*
(JE. xi. 393). For Lévi's detailed arguments see his /' Ecclfviastigue, iy pp. xxi—xxvii.
* Jewrnal of Philolory, xx%, Pp 95133 Op. cit,, pp. 103-110.
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aibs and wisb may have arisen by confusion; or 1% may be a correction of an original wab. In
any case B independently throws light on the text ; even its corruptions are illuminating. Another
indication of originality in ® is the {requent word-plays. A good example of such is viii. 18:
1 yn oy o ueb.  Here 3 and m provide an excellent instance, and will serve to illustrate
numerous others.

If any further confirmation be needed as to the value and genuineness of the Hebrew fragments.
as a whole it may be furnished from the words of Prof. Lévi, who,as has been pointed out above,
fieels constrained to adopt the hypothesis of retranslation in the case of a restricted number of verses
(mostly doublets). Yet, despite these assumed ‘corrections and interpolations | he declares that ‘the
originality of the text in these fragments of Ben-Sira cannot be denied.  Besides the fact that many
scholars deny the existence of any interpolations, there are portions in which it is easy to recognize
the author’s hand, for he has a characteristic technique, style, vocabulary, and syntax which are
evident in all the Versions, 1t may safely be said that in the main the work of Ben-Sira has been
preserved just as it left his hands, while the chief variant marginal readings recorded in the fragments
and confirmed by the translations may be regarded as evidences of the existence of two separate
editions written by Ben-Sira himsel. It is self-evident, moreover, that Ecclesiasticus has undergone
some alterations at the hands of scribes, and it would have been strange indeed if this book alone
should have wholly escaped the common lot of such writings. No more conclusive proof could be
found, were any necessary, of the fidelity of the Hebrew version than its frequent agreement, in
citations from the Bible, with the text on which the Septuagint is based rather than with the
Massorah, as in the case of 1 Sam. xii. 3 as compared with Sirach xlvi. 19, or Isa. xxxviii. 17 with:

Sirach L. 2."!

(c) The secondary Hebrew recension.

The indications that point to the existence of a sccondary Greek version of Sirach are
discussed and set forth in the next section (§ 4). It is there shown that this secondary and amplified
recension —undertaken clearly in order to make the teaching of the book more acceptable to later
orthodox (Pharisaic) circles—is not fully represented in any group of Greek MSS. ; it has affected
most extensively the 248 group, and is largely in evidence in the Old Latin and also in the Syriac
versions.® Originally, however, it seems probable that it existed in a complete and independent form,
of which the readings mentioned above are traces. In other words, the secondary Greek recension
has affected in varying degrees certain groups of the Greek MSS. of the book, and also the Versions.
The question arises: was this secondary Greek version due to a purely Greek revision of the book,
or daes it depend upon a revised Hebrew text—in other words, upon a sccondary Hebrew recension ?
The phenomena of the text point unmistakably to the latter alternative ; Ve secondary Greek text
depends essentially upon, and is a translation of, & younger Hebrew recension of the book.

Traces of this younger recension remain in the MSS. of #, though there are only traces ; it has
in fact affected these MSS. only partially, and its influence can also be seen in the Rabbinic citations.
The following from among the examples cited by Smend® will illustrate what has just been said.
In xvi. 3¢ the ordinary Greek text (B, &c.), which represents the origina' Ben-Sira, has:

kpelorwy yap els 5 xiwon
For this @ has an expanded text, viz. :
goxp pyn Ay MR 2w D (so S exactly).

Chrysostom, in citing the verse, has the doublet :

Kkai kpeloowy €ls wowwy 7o Béhnun xuplov 7 pipor Tapdvojot,
N has the doublet :

kpelocwy yap els dixatos morr Béhnpa xvplov ) pipior Tapdvopor.
@ 70 248 have for 3¢
kpelaawy yap els dixavos i) xihwoe (70 + apapratol).
i Melior est enim unus timens dewm quam mille filis impii.
What Ben-Sira wrote was:
25N AN 2B 2

The addition 1y nby belongs to the secondary Hebrew recension which underlies the revised Greek

L JE, xi. 304,
_ ¥ The Syriac version, though made directly from the Hebrew, has apparently been influenced often by Greek MSS.,
which contained secondary readings; see § 5 below and cp. Smend, § 12 (p. cxxxix f.).
Y Op. cid,, xchif.
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‘text. Another example shows the same verse as it appeared in the original Hebrew text and in the
secondary recension. Ch. v. 11 is preserved in two forms in B* and H‘F‘ In B it rums

PNmD e
LOINB 3P MY N
Be swift to give ear,
And with patience of spirit retren answer,

In M it runs: }
nawy s has
N2 YR My IR
=R\
@ has: ylvov Taxis év drpodaer mou (248 + dyabi)]

ral {v parpolivpin dyyov dminpoy (244 &c. + dpthr).

Here clearly the Greek MSS. 248 &c. have corrceted the ulder text of & aceerding to the later
Hebrew recension represented in B ; the ordinary test of Gand 5 = B (except that & appears to
have read apeia for jnd, the latter being a variant of the former perhaps).

In some cases the doublets in B, to which reference has been made in the former gt of this
section, are to be explained in this way, one conplet reproducing the older TTebriw test, ansther the
younger.! It might be argued that these additions in the text of & are merely glosses and inde-
pendent amplifications made in the Greek MSS. which have affeeted the Hebrew fragments. R
Smend, after a very close and exhaustive investigation, has made it probable (@) thi the additions
as i whole—though a certain small wunount of inner Greek amplificition. perhaps under Christian
influence, must be allowed for— possess a number of striking and peguline features which point to
a common origin and their being part of a comprehensive and deliberate revision ; i unher words, they
belong to a special recension: and (4) that this recension depends upon a Hebrew basis: many of
the expressions and phrases used are fundamentally Tebrew. and are clearly tanslations of lebrew
originals.®  The difficultics of the hypothesis which wonld acenunt for the presence of such clements
in the Hebrew MSS. as due to retranslation have already been discussed.

(d) The reconstruction of the original Hebrewo text.

It has already been shown that the Hebrew frigments contain' the genuine originad test, though
with many corruptions and with a cortain amount of test-mixture due to the existence of different
recensions,  The first task of criticism, therelore, s to free the text, as it has been handed down in
the MSS,, from corruptions, glosses. and scribal ervors.  For this purpose the Hebrew text itself
offers, in the first place, the most viluable aid.  Ben-Sira's linguiere constantly echoes that of the
Old Testament, and it 15 remarkable how élearly and frequently these eminiscences display them-
selves in the text of . Then, again, the form of the text in couplets of short lines of a certain
approximately equal fength and detined rhythm is of material assistmees 1t is often possible to reduce
the lines to the normal length and rhythm by the removal of & superfluous wortd or werds,  The use
of the ancient Versions—especially of & and $—is often uf great value for reconstructing the orginal
Hebrew, though it must not be forgotten that these Versions ire thenpelves beset with many deaw-
backs. Both have suffered much from textual deterioration; both are often free and not liveral
renderings ; even the original furm of &, as it was made by the authur's ;imm-lsnn, does not, it would
seemn, depend upon the Hebrew test of Ben Sira' autograph. bt apon i Luer transcript. Yet, when
all possible rescrvations have been made, the ancient Versions constantly afford aid of inestimable
value for the work of reconstruction. Finally, the dath derived from B is often of the greatest

ssible valuc for criticizing those parts of the book for which no portions of the Hebrew text have
n recovered. These points receive ample illustration in the text and textual notes which are
printed in the following commentary, We are unable to subscribie to the verdict of I'rof. Toy when
he says:* ' In gencral the test of Ben-Sira remains nearly as it was before the discovery of the
fragments.  Oun the contrary, a carcful study of ®, and the use of it for the purpose «f constructing

b Cp. xxxive 204 6, xxxv. 22 in W5 xi. 15, 16, which appears in B, apparently belongs also to the sccondary recen-
sion, 50 xvi. 15, 16, ) i Soch: Tk D - i .

* Such uxpressions #s vruhai v (i. §), e drodde (Six. 19), wakpdrys fuepiy are of ll_us kind : "an-ﬂ,n-
dfavaoios (xix. 19)=D0"N }'¥: in some cases the renderings amount to mistranslitions, e.4. ferurs iy (Wil 2b|=
O"na NN see further Smend, p, cxv L)

* See e.g. the elaborate list of parallel passages given in Taylor-Schechter, WAS, pp. 1332,

4 58’ iv, col. 4651,
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a critical text of the book, has confirmed to us the verdict of the distinguished scholars who first
made it available for the scientific world. How far-reaching and transforming its effect on the old
currently-received Greek Sivach really has been will be apparent to any careful reader who will take
the trouble to compare the critical version of the text, as it appears in the following commentary,
with that printed in the Authorized and Revised English versions.!

§ 4. THe GREEK VERSION AND THE SECONDARY GREEK TEXT.

Among the versions of Sirach this is the most important as being the earliest. As the
Prolague tells us, the Greek translation was made from the original Hebrew by the author's grand-
son ; there awas, therefore, not a long period of time between the original writing and its Greek
translation.  The Greek form of the book was that in which it was first officially received by the
Church.  Another fact which enhances the importance of this version is that in a number of
instances the textrepresents a purer form of the original Hebrew than that contained in the manuscripts
of the Febrew text recently discovered.  This fact makes the use of the Greek version extremely
valuable, and indeed indispensable, for the reconstruction of the Hebrew text.

The text of this version, as the critical notes in the commentary will amply show, has come
down to us in a bad condition; not infrequently it defies emendation. But in connexion with this
two points must he taken into account when using the Greek text for the purpose of reconstructing
the Hebrew,  Inthe fisst place, there is in many cases of an apparently bad condition of the text
the possibility that it was always eo; that is to say, that it may be due to the initial inability of
Ben-5ira’'s grandson to give a proper translation, so that what appears now as a bad text was so from
the beginning. ‘Ye are entreated, therefore,” says the translator in his Prologue, ‘to make your
perusal with favour and attention, and to be indulgent if in any parts of what we have laboured to
mterprot we may seem to fail in some of the phrases.  For things originally spoken in Hebrew have
not the sime foree in them when they are translated into another tongue.”  And, sccondly, Ben-Sira’s
grandson clearly does not consider it the duty of a translator to give anything in the shape of
a litern] teanslation of his original; he seeks, rightly, to present as far as possible a well-constructed
Gureek interpretation rather than a slawish reproduction of what he translates ; and when, as in the
present case, it is poctry which is in question, the translator's freedom is of course increased, These
two points must, therefore, not be lost sight of. But when all allowance is made for this, the fact
still vemains that the Greek text is in a far from satisfactory state; it has suffered greatly from
corruptions made in transmission, it has often been inflated by the addition of glosses, inserted some-
times for explanatory, at.other times for doctrinal purposes, and further, marginal notes, not originally
intended to be additions, have been later on incorporated into the text,  Before proceeding, mention
may herc be made of the great displacement in the Greek text; we quote from Dr. Swete:* ‘A
remarkable divergence in the arrangement of the Septuagint and Old Latin versions of Ecclesiasticus
xxx-xxxvi calls for notice. In these chapters the Greek order fails to yield a matural sequence,
whereas the Latin arcangement, which is also that of the Syriac and Armenian versions, makes
excellent sense. Two sections, xxx. 25-XxXxiil. 132 (G5 kaXapdperos. .. pyhas 'laxd3) and xxxiii, 134~
NXNVEL 16 a (Aapm e wapble . . Eorxates gypimmea), have exchanged places in the Latin, and the change
is justificd by the result. On examination it appears that these sections are nearly equal, containing
in 13 154 and 159 avdyee respectively, whilst & exhibits 160 in each’ There can be little doubt that
in the exeamplar from which, so far as is certainly known, all our Greek MSS. of this book *are
ultimately derived the pairs of leaves on which these sections were severally written had been
trinsposed, whereas the Latin translator, working from a MS. in which the transposition had not
taken place, has preserved the true order. ?
 When the various MSS, of the Greek version are examined it is seen that they exhibit great
divergences® and these divergences are further increased when the other versions and the patristic
quotations are talen into consideration. For English readers the most instructive way of being
brought face to face with these variations found in the Greek MSS. is to compare the Revised and
Authorized versions together, for in the margin of the Revised version the following note occurs
agiin and again: ‘ Verse . .. is omitted by the best authorities'; by these *best authorities' are
meant the great Greek uncials of the fourth century A.D. (B A). In the Authorized version, on
the other hand, all the verses or parts of verses omitted by the Revised version find a place, the

' It should be noted that the displacement in chapterxxxi. 25 f., which has affected all extant Greek MSS., does not
appear in &), which has the true order.  See further on this point next section.
¢ The Uld Testament in Greek, vol. ii. p. vi,
* The solution is due to O, V. Fritesche, Kuragefissies excgetisohes Heandbuch su den Apokryphen; v, pp. 169, 170.
¢ For examples recourse must be had to the apparatus criticus in the commentary.
280




INTRODUCTION

xeason for this being that the Greek text of which the Authorized version is a translation is that
sepresented by a number of cursives helinging 1o the thireenth and fourteenth centupies, a tex
is also to a large extent represented in the Old Latin version, and in the quatations from
in the writings of some of the Church Fathers, These great divergences, then, in the
Greek MSS,, all of which, as we have just seen, g back to one copy i which the great displacement
was already present, occasion a difficult problem. Two points, however, emerge clearly ; 0 the
face of the striking and numerous divergences and additions it ix evident that all the MSS. cnnot
ultimately all go back to one original form of text; and, again, since all the extant Greek MSS.
are descended from one copy in which the displacement was already found, the divergpences and
additions must have been in existence at a very early period.  The matter cun be put in another
way : Cod. B, for example. represents one tnl:)nl' Greek text, Cidd. 248, 251 represent another type.
that, namely; which contains the additions: both have the great displacement, and therefore hoth,
presumably, must ultimately go back to one and the same copy. although in the dctual dates of
these two manuscripts there is a difference of, roughly speaking. o thiusand years  But how can it
be possible that these two manuseripts should go back 1o one wriginal copy when one of them has
so many variations and additions as compured with the ather?  Tlere let us note another factor
which is of real assistance in helping to arrive at a solution of the problom—the Old Latin versiog,
which is a translation of the Greek, has the additions, but has sor got the displacement.  Now the
Old Latin version represents i conditiom of affairs which is slder than either the grest uncial endices
or the cursives as we now have them; this. therefore, proves that the type of text represented by
Codd. 24%, 253 was-extant in some MS3, before the existenee of the grihetypal M3, which containe|
the displacement.

It seems clear that there existed at a very early period, probably as early as the last century
Bty two types of the Greek text, a primary text, which lies at the hack of all the Growk MSS., and
which represents the original translation of Ben-Sira’s grombaon, and o avendary text. The former
of these, the primary text, is represented by the great uncials WA and the group of cursives A8,
155: 157, 296, 307, 308, as well as in the Aldine and Sixtine cditions, The secondary text is
represented in varying degrees by the group of cursives 55, 7, 164, 048, 254, 254, wad in e M5,
used by the seventh-century corrector of Cid, Sintativus &% of these the forcmest representative
is 248; this type of text is also reflected in the Old Latin and the Syriac versions, as well as in
the Syro-Hexaplar (in this Litter many of the pissages belongmg to the secondiry test are marked
with the asterisk).and in the Complutensian text ; it also has the support of Clement of Alexandiia
and Chrysostom in their quotations from our book. This secondary Greek text was, like the
primary one, translated from the Hebrew.! In the Talmud, and in some other Jewish writings,
there are Rabbinical Hebrew quotations from Sirach which wary from the text of the great
uncials (the primary text), but which arc cpresented in the seeandary Groek text.  \gain, in s
citses the sccondary Hebrew text, remnants of which are preserveil i the recentl-fouml Hebrew
MSS., is represented ‘in the ‘248 group’, but not in the uncials and their followers.  And there is
this further fact that many of the additions fnund in the £ 245 cvoup” can, on scoount of thair farm,
enly be explained on the supposition of their having been translated direct frum a Hebrew originl.
These points go to show that the additions which belong to the secandary Greek text are not
interpolations, but are based in the main upon a secondary Hebrew original.

To come back again, then, to the question with which we started ; how are the two (apparently
contradictory ) following facts 1o be expliined 2 There wre great divergenves i our Greek M55,
and yet all go back to one archetype. because all have the same gregt displwement. The most
probable hypothesis would seem to be that the archetype respon=ibic fir the displicemunt was
a Greck MS. which contained the primary text represented by the uncials.  From this M5, the
uncials were directly derived, but at the same time other Greek M55, were in existence which
contained the secondary text and were without the displicement®  As copies were multi-
plicd of the former group the distorted order was adhered o, while in some cases the \-ari:ant_ text
of the MSS. representing the secondary recension was adopted wnd embadied § hence two vaneties
of text, both of which contain the displacement, come intu existence. The purest extant form of
the text of the secondary recension is represented apparently by the Old Latin version | the text
of Cod. 248 only partially embodies the variants and additions of the Greek MSS. behind the
Old Latin.

But although there are some half-dozen Greek MSS. in addition to the Syriac and Old Latin
“versions and the Syro-Hexaplar, in which the secondary (Greek test is represented, it is certain that
no one of these actually contains that text as such; all that can be said is that these authorities

1 On the primary and secondary Hebrew texts see the preceding scction, § 3 (esp. ().
G | shoul‘c,! be noted that B a;zm with &, &ec., in 181u\-i|ig the g urw’; it has not the displacement.
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have to a greater or less extent been influenced by it, Thus, apart from a great many minor
additions, the * 248 group ' of MSS, (including 8®* and the Syro-Hexaplar), taken altogether, have
about a hundred and fifty sticher which are not found in the MSS. repr ng the primary Greek
text ;! of these additions thirty-two are found in the Syriac versiun, which has, besides these, thirty-
seven more of its own ; the Old Latin version has a much larger number of its own, together with
thirty-three of those found in the ‘248 group'? The other group of cursive MSS., mentioned
above, which with the uncials represent the primary Greek text, were originally based on the
secondary text, for they still contain traces of this latter, and must therefore be regarded as the
descendants of manuscripts representing the secondary text which were corrected on the basis of
the uncials.

Although the fragments of the secondary Greck text now extant are considerable, they are but
fragments, and, as the sequel will show, it is reasenable to assume that at one time the divergences
between the two types of text must have been considerably greater. The question, therefore,
naturilly arises why it was that a secondary type of text (in the first instance, as we have seen,
existing in Hebrew) should ever have come into existence 2 The additions found in the * 248 group’
and other authorities are so considerable that they cannot be accounted for by the assumption
that they are merely arbitrary expansions of the text or explanatory glosses; they must have some
more specific purpose.  We believe that Mr. Hart is right in saying that these additions are
* Fragments of the Wisdom of a Scribe of the Pharisees, and contain tentative Greek renderings
of many of the technical terms and watchwords of the sect. As Jesus ben Sira dealt with the
carlier Scriptures, so some unknown disciple dealt with his master's compesition. He received the
deposit and added to it ;" the additions are * traditional accretions, which—so far as external evidence
testifies—descended from an immemorial antiquity ’, though ‘they do not necessarily proceed from
the hand of one individual\* In fact, the secondary Greek text represents a Pharisaic recension
of the original work of Ben-Sira. But before we deal more {ully with the subject of this Pharisaic
recension, it is important as well as instructive to indicate the standpoint represented by Ben-Sira
himself in his work ; this will help to explain and justify the existence of the later recension.

Dr, Taylor, in his edition of Pirge Aboth (18g7), p. 115, says in reference to the books of the
Sadducees: “We have no authentic remains of Sadducee literature, but it has been suggested with
a certain plausibility that the book Lcelesiasticus approximates to the standpoint of the primitive
Cadugin as regards its theology, its sacerdotalism, and its want of sympathy with the wmedern
Soferim.’ The name of Eza is significantly omitted from its catalogue of worthies. ° It remains
singular |, remarks Kuenen, ‘that the man whom a later generation compared, nay, made almost
equitl, to Moses, is passed over in silence. . ., Is it not really most natural that a Jesus ben Sirach
dicdd not feel sympathy enough for the first of the Scribes to give him a place of honour in the
series of Terael's great men?”  The modern Seribe was to Ben-Sirach an unworthy deseendant of the
primitive |l 77se, in accordance with Eli'tzer ha-Gadol's lament over the degeneracy of a later age:

+M12 ¥mBes wmsb mn v Dpen ma ahnd ove

*Ex quo Templum devastatum est,! coepere Sapientes similes esse Seribis; Scribae aedituis; Aeditui,
vulgo hominum: Vulgus vero hominum in peius indies ruit, nec quis rogans, aut quaerens, superest.
Cui ergo innitendum ?  Patri nostro coelesti?’  Dir. Taylor points out, further, the important fact
that in the Babylonian Talmud (Sawkedrin 1006) the Books of the Sadducces and the Book of Ben-
Sira are placed side by side on the * Index expurgatorius’:
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What Dr. Taylor says receives confirmation from the Hebrew text of the Canticle following . 12,
which was discovered subsequently to the publication of his book : * Give thanks unto Him that
chooseth the sons of Zadok to be priests; for His mercy endureth for ever.'® It is also in accordance
with the Sadducean theology contained in the book. There is no mention of the existence of
angels. and only the scantiest reference to demons (and even this is not certain), the central idea
being that of i personified Wisdom.®  Then, again, special prominence is given to the Law ; here we
may be permitted to quete again from Dr. Taylor's book, especially as in connexion with what
he says a further Sadducean tenct, the denial of a resurrection, is included (in Sirach belief in
a hereafter is restricted to the Sheol-conception): * The Sadducees said, py elvue drdoraow (Matt.
xxii. 23), and our Lord answers by an indirect argument from the Pentateuch, instead of bringing

! Cod. 248 alone has a hundred and twenty-three. ! See Smend, ¢ Weisheit des Jesus Sivach, pp. xciv.
L Op. city p. 374 4 Mishnah, Sofa/ ix. 5 (Surenhusius, vol. iii, p. 308).
¥ These words do not occur in either the Greek or the Syriac versions. . further § o, itk
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of a more obvious and direct kind from other parts of Holy Scripture, Hence it has been
that they accepted the Pentateuch only, and rejected the Nahiiuz‘ and Kethubim. On the

-Iaﬁm side, it is ed that this inference is wholly inaccurate ; that they accepted the three divi-
sions of the Old Testament, and rejected only the extra-scriptural * Tradition ' z;]:l(ncﬁbe-lnw. The

truth, perhaps, lies in medio. The Jews in general esteemed, and still esteem, the Pentateuch more
highly than the Prophets and the Hagiographa : i
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*And theiﬁorc I say that the Prophess and Hagiographe are called words of Qadlalah, because they
were received by Swboy, and they came from the days of Moses ; and by mo means are they apnnd
to the Five Boaks, which are all precepts and ordinances, & I the Sadducess were of the number
of those who insisted most strangly upon the superior authority of the Pentateuch, it might in
certain cases be nearer to the truth to say that they rejected the Prophets and Hagiographi than
to say that they accepted them. If a prophet were quoted in opposition 1 Moses they would
have questioned the authority of the prophet.’®  The antagonism between the Sadducees and the
Pharisces on this point is clearly indicated by Josephus (A#t. xiii. 1. 6), where he says : * The
Pharisces have delivered to the people o great many abservances by succession [ep. Dr. Taylor's
quotation above] from their fathers, which wre nut written in the laws of Moses; and it is for this
reason that the Sadducees reject them. and say, that we wre o ésteem as obligatory (only) these
observances that are in the written word, but are not to observe those things that are derived from
the traditions of our forefathers.! The prominence wiven to the Law in Sirach may, therefore,
well indicate the Sadduccan attitude. Aguin. the very meagie refrence to the Messianic hope,
which is also characteristic of our book, likewise prints to its cmanating from a Sadducean wilien,
for the Sadducees did not share the Messianic hopes of the Pharisees ; the latter, fullowing the
teaching of the Prophets, looked 10 Gad to guide the destinies of the natiom, while the Sadducess
disbelieved in such divine guidance; they - tike away fate, affirming that there is no such thing,
and that the events of human affairs ave not at its disposal, hut they hald that all our acticns are
in our own power' (Josephus, Ant xiii. 5. ; cp. Bell. fud. ii. 8. 14). Further, Ben-Sira shows
himself to be a Sadducee by his comparitively favourable attitude towards the heathen world ; it is
true that one of the main objects of his hook is to show the superiority of Jewi=h wisdom over thut
of the Greeks, but he does not show that contempt for non-Jews which was so churacteristic of the
Pharisees.

What has been said is sufficient to show that our book, in its wriginal form, reprosented the
Sadducean standpoint; and this fact offers @ prima faew presumption that with the prowth of
Pharisaic influence a book which enjoyed so much popularity as Sirach should have been later
on moulded, as far as pussiblu, into o form more in accordance with the ideas of the dominant
party, and that therefore the additions which constitute the main feature of the secondary Greck
text should reflect specifically Phavisaic teaching,  As an active movement Pharisaism emerges from
the Maccabean conflict with surrounding heathenism and only begomes quivscent after the annihila-
tion of the Jewish national life in the reign of Hadrian (from about 150 Boo-a 13eh The work
which the teachers of the Law hid begun—viz. the application of the Torih to the practical affairs
of everyday life—was continued and made effective by the Pharisees.  Ilbogen, in his Aeligtons
Views of the Pharisces, p. 2, says: ‘' The Pharisces are usually described as the party of marviw
legalistic tendencies, and it is forgotten how strenuously they laboured, against the Hellenizing
movement, for the maintenance of Wonvtheisnr; it is forgotten that they built up redigions pnitei-
dualism and purcly spivitual worship; that it was through them more especially that lelief m
a future life was deepened ; and that they carried on a powerful mission propaganda.  They are
represented as merely the guardians of the Pentateuch, and the faet is overlooked that they nu less
esteemed the Prophets and the Hagiographa. and were not loss careful to make it their duty, in the
weekly expositions of the Scriptures, to preach to the people the truths and hopes of religion out of
these books.! Fully in accordance with these religious views of the I'harisees are the three great
watchwords in reference to practical religion to be found in Pharisaic literature, viz. a7m psny maven,
ie. repentance, prayer, and almsgiving (lit. ‘ righteousness ') | these three are mentioned together as
the three things which “avert the evil doom ' In illustration of these Pharisaic religious views we

1 [Read P81 for 1 |73, Then we get the right sense: ‘though they came nat® instead of * and they came.’

Gen. Editor,
- &L ﬂ'}-, P 114 ) _
3 With what is said here regarding the Pharisees cp. Box’s ‘Survey of Recent Literature on the Pharisoes and
Sadducees’, in the Revicar of Theology and Philescphy, vrél. iv, No. 3, pp. 133 AL
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will take a few sxamples from the additions found in the secondary Greek text in order to show the:
high probability of their having been put in by a Pharisaic sciibe or scribes for the purpose of
bringing the book more into harmony with the views of what had become the dominant religious
party in Palestine.

We have seen that in contra-distinction to Sadduccan teaching the Pharisees believed strongly
in the divine governance of the world and in a close relationship between God's children and their
heavenly Father; in illustration of this we may turn first to xvi. 10, where the Hebrew text has:

Thus (did it kappen) to the six hundred thonsand footmen,
WWio were destroyed in the arrogancy of their heart.

To this 55 70 248 add :

Chastising, showing mercy, smiting, beating,
The Lovd guarded them in mercy and in discipline.

This addition is quite inapproprinte where it stands, and has evidently got out of place, but it must
evidently have been inserted for the purpese of emphasizing God's activity among His people.
A similar emphasis is found in the addition to xvii. 17, where 70 248 insert :

Whom (i.e. Isracl) He brought up as His firstborn with severity,
Vet loving them, imparting to theme the light of love, and He forsook them not.

Further, in order to assert more strongly the divine guidanee in the world, which, as we have seen
fronn the words of Josephus above, the Sadducees denied, the Pharisaic scribe inserts in the middle
of xvi. 1y (as preserved in 248), T wolole world svas made, and existeth, by His will ; the fine passage
in which Ben-Sira describes the transcendent might of Jahveh scarcely seems to require this inser-
tion, but, s a matter-of fact, it does afford a better answer to the words of the supposed sceptic which
Ben-Sira uses ; the point cannot be grasped unless the passage is quoted ; in xvi. 17 it is said :

Say not: ' I amt hidden from Ged,
And i the height woho will yemember me?
I shall not be noticed among so illustrious a people ;
At wwltat is my sonl among the mass of the spirits of all the children of men 2’

These nre the words which a sceptic is supposed to utter, and Ben-Sira answers the objector thus,
xvi. I8, 1q:
Belold the heavens and the leavens of the feavens,
And the deep, and the earth ;
When He treadetlh upon them they stand firm,
And when He visiteth them they tremble ;
Yea, the bottoms of the mowntains, and the foundations of the world,
1When He luoketh npon them they tremble greatly.

Brn-Sira’s reply is a finc one | it is probably true to say that he was i better Scribe than Sadducee
in spite of the main tendency of his book (see the cxcgetical notes in the commentary for the
Biblical references echoed in the lines above), but his answer was not sufficiently to the point for
the prictical Pharisee, whose added words offer in reality a more direct and pointed argument
against the erroncous view expressed.  Again, for practical purposes, as Hart well points out, ‘it
Wits necessary to suard against the tendency towards the Sadducean position, and to assert against
them the fict that God governed the world ”; and so the Pharisaic glossator adds after xviii. 29 (248) :

Dietter is trust (lit. boldness’) in a single Master (i.e. God),
Than with a dead heart to cling to dead things (i.e. idols).!

With a similar object the following addition is made after xviii. 2 (7o 248): Ben-Sira says, The
Lord alone shall be justified; then comes the addition :

Aud theve is none other beside Him,
Whe guideth the world in the hollow of His hand,
And all things are obedient unto His will ;
Y For Heis king of all things, and they arve in His power ;
He separateth among them the holy things from the common.
! wpricaar ta ¢v deo 8 i
ij vempa :“P o vexpiw W:v‘iﬁ. 29 Cod. 248).
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And with the same purpose these striking words are added after xx. 31 (248)

Better is persistent endurance (imopow) in seeking the Lord
Than a driver (tpoxyhdrys, * charioteer ') of Jis von life wwithout a master:

Hart gm:., p- 280) has some intcrcsthag remarks on these passiges. ' The deseription of the
typical Sadducee ', he says, * as dinging with dead heart to dead things goes little beyond the account
of Josephus, It is true he never identifies the sect formally with the Epicureans. but he describes
them both in similar terms, and indicates his conviction that their deninl of Providence leads to
virtual atheism. A God who has no oversight of the universe is eyuivalent to a dead idol  Fpi-
cureans and Sadducees might acknowledye the distant existence of the gods of their respective
nations,! but this formal ar{km;\v-l.ctlgcment could not save then from the lash of the orthodos, The
Rabbis employ the word Epicurus to denote the fool who siid in his heurt, There is no God.  And
such were dead even in their lifetime, as the rightenus live on even in death.* The picture of the
charioteer, who drives his life, which is his chariot, at random, dirccted by no master, curresponds
closely endth with one of the metaphors employed by Jusephus : = The Epicureans ”, he says. * expel
Providence from life, and do not admit that God oversees events, nor yet that the universe is guided
by the blessed and incorruptible Fssence for the permanence of the whole ; they suy that the world
is borne along lacking a chariotecr and uncared for" '

The divine unity, together with the belief in God as the unique Saviour, is brought out by the
addition in 70 248 (with slight variations) 1o xxiv. 273 '

Faint not, but be stromr in the Lovd,
And cleave wnto Him that He may strengtien you,

Cleave unto Him ; the Lovd, the Almiglty, is the one and only God' ;
And beside Him there is no Sazionr.

This passage offers one of the most striking instunces of the Pharisaic doctrine of God, both as
regards the Divine personality as well as the relationship bevween 1im and 1lis true wurshippers,
This double aspect of Pharisaic doctrine, which has not always been adequately recognized, hus
been insisted upon with some emphasis by « recent writer. *Itis well | he siys, “to lay stress ipon
the Pharisaic belicf in the neamess of God amd the directness of aceess to Thim; also to muke clenr
the fact that emphatic resistance was offered by the Pharisees to any idea of a plurality of Divine
persons. ... OF course it was never denied thit God was the Almighty, the Lord of all warlds,
supreme over everything, [ndeed, that wis affirmed over and over again, and is one of the axioms
of Pharisaic beliel. But, whatever other Jews may have done under the influence of Hellenism, the
Pharisees never doubted for & moment that God imself, the one supreme God. was actually nour to
every one of His people; “near in every kind of nearness,” as it was said (/fer. Berak. 13.a)°*

The cleaving unto the Lurd so strongly ¢mphasized in the last quoted addition leads s on
to illustrate the Pharisaic characteristic of pictism: personal religion. that religious individualisin
which did so much to foster spiritual worship. s brotght out in a number of the additions fuund in
the sccondary Greek toxt. Not that Ben-Sira was himself wanting in deep piety, but as compared
with the Pharisaic ideal it is not surprising to find that the book was considered in some réspects
wanting, and that it scemed to the more ardent religious temperament of the Phirisees as not
sufficiently expressive of the close relationship between God and His pious ones, For example,
Ben-Sira says in i. 12:

The fear of the Lord deliglteth the heart,
And giveeh gladness, and joy, and lengtl of days ;

but the Pharisee deepens the sentiment by adding (70 253):

The fear of the Lord is.a gift from the Lord,
For it setteth [men] wpon paths of love.

In the same way, a few verses further on (16 [), Ben-Sira's words:

To fear the Lord is the fulluess of wisdom,
And she satiateth men soith her fruits ;
L Cp. xvii. 17, ; ) ) )
* fer Beradh. i 3 (4 D): “ For the living know that they shall die; these are the righteons. who even in their
ﬂmh{;: c:l.rlddcl Iivl;ué.(“liu]: the 1lt:=rm.l ;n:)w #ut anytiing ; these are the wicked, whno though hiving an: called dead,
it is sai 1 ha in the death of REM. ) _
e “'154?1;’ :[:.o:ll. v “T?\: !:vl::sdu\:::::h j:nph\w uses for ‘ charioteer * is, however, not the same one which accurs in
our book.
¢ Herford, Pharisaism, p. 2591, and see also the pngcg ;hll follow,
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are supplemented by the similar thought (70 248):
And both ave gifts of God unto peace.

Few better examples could be given illustrative of the trust which a pious Pharisee had in the mercy
of God than the words added to xvii, 20, Ben-Sira says:

Thetr iniquitics are not kid from Him,
And az' theiy sins are [inscribed) defore the Lord.

To this the Pharisaic glossator adds (70 248):

But the Lord, being mervetful, knowing also (¥eat they ave made in) His own image,
Spared them, and forsaok them not, nor cast them of.

The closeness of God to those who love Him—a characteristic Pharisaic doctrine, as we have seen—
receives illustration from the following addition in 7o 248 to xvii. 26a:

For He Himself will lead (thee) out of darkness unto the light of salvation,
The religious individualism of the Pharisce is brought out again in the addition of these words to

xxiii. 5in 248 :
And Him that desiveth to serve Thee
Do Thow ever feold up.

This is added in spite of the fact that the passage xxiii. 1-6 is one of the most striking ones expressive
of personil religion in the whole book. One more example of this characteristic #rasit of the best
Fharisaic spirit may be given; Ben-Sira says in xxv. 11:

The fear of the Lovd surpasseth all things,
Fy that loldeth 1t, to whom shall ke be likened ?

The addition in 70, 248 breathes a deeper personal religion :

The beginning of the fear of the Lord is to love Him
And the beginning of faith is to cleave unto Him.

Among the characteristic watchwords of the Pharisces few, if any, occupied a more prominent Eositi_on
than ‘ repentance ' (7yn); *in their efforts to confirm the faith of their own people and to effect the
conversion of those without, the Pharisees, like the Prophets and the Rabbis, were concerned to insist
upon the paramount importance of repentance. For the latter it was the condition of reception, and
for the former it was the means of restoration. It was the function of the Pharisce to convict all
men everywhere of their need of repentance' A good illustration of this occurs in the Pharisaic
addition to xx. 2; Ben-Sira (according to thc Syriac version, which has preserved the best text
here,—the Hebrew is wanting) says :

He that reprovetle a sinner getteth wo thanks;
But let lim that maketh confession be spared kumiliation.

To this is added in 7o 248 (the Old Latin version also has the words, but in a wrong place) :

How good it is when ke who Is reproved manifosteth repentance,
For thus wilt thou escape wilful sin®

The phrase garesdoar peravoar certainly connotes more fullness of meaning than the one Ben-Sira
uses in this connexion, seifor émorpodjy (xviii. 21); the former, as Hart well puts it, ‘includes all
forms of vutward manifestation of the inner change of mind.” Again, in xvii. 22, Ben-Sira says:

The righteousness of men is fo Him as a signet,
And the merey of man He preserveth as the apple of an eye ;

but according to the Pharisaic glossator the real preciousness of man in God's sight lies in the fact
that repentance, divinely accorded, is manifested ; therefore he adds:

Granting repentance to His sons and dangleters (70 248).
' Hart, of. it pi 305, For instructive quotations from Rabbinical literature on the Pharisaic doctrine of

repentance, see Herford, ef. cit,, pp. 211-135,
# An almost identical addition occurs in 70 248 after xx. 8.
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ere are at least two of the additions in the secondary Greek text which contuin a reference tu the
 life, a doctrine the development of which the Pharisses did much to fuster.  Tn xvi. 22, where
ira puts the following words into the mouth of n supposed sceptic |

My righteous dealing, who declaveth it ?
And what kope (is there), for the decree is distant?

“The Pharisaic glossator adds what is evidently intended to be a reference to future judgement in
saying :
And the trying of all things is not until the end (70 106 244).)

But more pointed is the longer addition found in 70 248 after xix. 17

The fear of the Lord is the beginning of aceeptance (by Him),
Aund wisdom will gain love from ffm{. ! ’ :
The knowledge of the Lord is lifc-giving instruction ;
Aud they whe o the things that are pleasing wnto Him shall pluch the fouir uf the tree of
fmmoritality.

There arealso, as Hart points out (ap. ait, p. 312). one or two references among the additions to the
Future Lifc under the term * IHoly Age’, but as the references pccur anly in the Old Latin version
‘they arc perhaps to be relegated 1o a lower plice in the succession of scrbes who followed
Ben-Sira ., . but their contexts contain nothing that is demonstrably Christian . Thus in sviii. 27
the Old Latin has this addition

Go to the lot of the Holy Age
With the Living and them that offer thanksgiving to God.

And in xxiv. 32

I wwdll leave 41 to them that scck wisdem,
And I woill not leave their progeny nntil the Holy Age.

* Speaking generally, there does not appear to. be any definite demarcation of the future from the
present in these fragments.  The mercy which rewards the faithful here differs in degree perhaps,
but not in kind, from that which awaits them hereafter.'

We have dealt only with some examples of the additions found in Greek M35, which represent
toa greater or lesser degree the secondary Greek text; the character of this text could he il
further illustrated by taking the Old Latin version into consideration, for this versian has retained
a number of the additions belonging to the secondary Greck texr which have disappeared from all
extant Greck MSS.;® but cnough has been said to show that this test, translated originally from
the Hebrew, has with every justification been called the Pharisaic recension of Sirach, For
illustrations from the Old Latin version reference may be made to Hart's book, pp. 28y 1, 313, in
connexion with which should be read Herford's Pharisaism, pp. 267-281.

Turning now once more to the original translation of Ben-Siras grandson, there are some
special points to be noticed. His knowlalue of the Septudgint is very considerable | as Smend
has pointed out, he frequently utilized this for the purposvs of a lexicon. But his use of the
Septuagint varics with the difforent divisions of the Old Testament ; thus, he appears to be most
familiar with the Greek text of the Pentateuch, of which he mikes a far greater use than of the two
other divisions; for example, the words in xx. 29 d@ya dmrefdon dfdadpobs wofily are a verbal
quotation from the Septuagint of Deut. xvi. 1y ; the same is the case in xxiv. 23, which contains an
exact quotation from Septuagint of Deut. xxxifi. 40 cp. also =xiv. 15 with the Septuagint of
Exod. xxx. 23 [, 34; xlix. 1 with the Scptuagint of Exod. sxxwv. 8, &c. His use of the Greek
version of the prophetical books is considerably less, though in a variety of instances he shows his
knowledge of this (c.g. with xlviii. 1o cp. Mal. iii. 24, and xlix. 7 with Jer i 10), But he does not
seem to have had any acquaintance with a Greek translation of the Hayiographa.

[t is very probable that in his desire to attain o more than ordinuy knowledge of Greek Ben-
Sira's grandson was to some extent versed in the general literature of the Greeks ; he uses over two
hundred words which do not occur elsewhere in the Septuagint ;7 he is fond of using compound

' These words are also preserved in the Old Latin version. ¥ See further § 5, ii.
' d * Smend, Lic Weisheit des fesus Sivach, p.lxiv. '
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verbs instead of the simple forms, and he shows his liking for varicty by rendering the same Hebrew
word by different Greek oncs.  Not infrequently he expands his translation of the Hebrew by adding
an explanatory word or two (see e.g. the Hebrew and Greek of viii. 12, x1. 19, xli. 9) ; he also often
renders conerete words and expressions by abstract enes. The difference between the Greek of the
Prologue and that of the book itself is so marked that Smend is justified in believing that Ben-Sira's
grandson was helped in composing the former.!

§ 5. OTHER ANCIENT VERSIONS,

i, The Syriac Version.

It is impossible to fix the date of the Syriac version of our book with any certainty : the
earliest known MS, (Cod, Mus. Brit, 12142) belongs to the sixth century, but this MS. contains
already a very large number of scribal errors, which points to a Jong previous history; it
seems, however, to be the parent of all other extant Syriac MSS. of Sirach, for its corruptions
occur in all of them.  Wright, in speaking of the Syriac translations of the Old Testament
Apocrypha, the dates of which are quite unknown, says that ‘it seems tolerably certain that
alterations were made from lime to time with a view to harmonizing the Syriac text with that of
the Septuagint’®a process which Burkitt thinks ‘may have begun as early as the episcopate of
Palut (about A.D. 2c0)’, which would imply the existence of a Syriac version some time previous
to this date.

Although some scholars long ago sought to show that the Syriac version of Sirach was a
translation from tiie Hebrew, their contention was combated by Syriac scholars, who maintained
that it was translated from the Greck.” The discovery of the Hebrew text has, however, definitely
settled the matter  if there was reason to believe, as was certainly the case. that the Syriac text
itself presented indications of its having been translated from Hebrew and not from Greek, there is
absolutely no doubt about this now that we can compare the Syriac with the Hebrew.  Nevertheless,
the Syriac translation was not made from the eriginal form of the Hebrew, though from a form
which secims to have been in many respects nearer to the original form than that represented in the
recently found Hebrew MSS.  This fact makes the Syriac version valuable for correcting, where
necessary, the Hebrew text in the formin which we now have it; and for those large portions of the
buok of which the [lebrew text has not been found the Syriac is, of course, indispensable.  Another
fiact which makes the Syriac version valuable is that it contains a number of verses and parts of
verses which are only found clsewhere cither in the Hebrew alone, or in isolated Greek MSS,, in
some few cases also in the Old Latin version* 'In some instances the Syriac has retained the
correct text where both the Hebrew and the Greek agree in having gone astray.  But in a consider-
able number of passages the Syrinc is not a translation of the Hebrew, but of the Greek ;® it is
possible that the reason of this was that in such cases the Greek version represented what the
original Syriac translator belicved to be the reflection of a more original form of the Hebrew than
that which he had before him; or else, and this is more probable, it may be that the Syriac, as we
now have it, has been corrected on the basis of the Greek; this would have been a very natural
proceeding (even il a comparatively speaking pure Hebrew text had been available) at a time when
the Greek Bible was regarded in the Christian Church as more authoritative than the Hebrew.
That the Syriac translator of Sirach was a Christian seems more than probable. The Greek
M5, or MSS. which the Syriac translator made use of contained clements representing the
secondary Greek text, and it was a text which had undergone deterioration in other respects.’”
In any case, the Syriac version is one which has a distinct value; nevertheless it must be used with
caution, for, in spite of what has been said about its usefulness and importance, it has some grave
blemishes which must be taken into consideration when utilizing it. Smend says it is the worst
piece of wranslation in the whele Syriac Bible, though in many cases it is uncertain in what pro-

ortion its mistakes are due to the translator himself, or to the Hebrew text which he had before
ﬁim. or to some deteriorated Greek text which he utilized, or to textual corruptions which crept
in during the process of transmission. But, however this may be, the fact remains that the work
of translation has been done carelessly and without much trouble having been expended upon
it : paraphrases abound; sometimes they are of a purely arbitrary character, at other times they

! For many examples illustrating wha: has been said about the Greek translation, see Smend, op. cif.,

pp. Ixii-Ixyii, ;
* Syriac Literature, p. 4, quoted by Burkitt in £5, iv. 5026, * Smend, ap. cif., p. cxovi.
! Sece.g. il 184, xxv. 84, xIvii. 23 ¢, xlvii, 12, ], li. 11 &, 194, 264. ® See c.g. xxvi. 19-27, xliii. 1-10,

© Oesterley, Eeclesiasticus, in the Cambridge Bible, p. ci.
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_ sent v:rhl_t t‘hc translator believed to be thie general meaning of the original, which

d | ! L;aall its details; in yet other cases these paraphrases were evidently due to the
to give a Christian senseto i passage.  But perhaps the most serious blemish in this versisn

is the large number of omissions ;| Smend says that these amount 1o 370 sticker, or one-ninth of the

“whole book. In many cases it is evident that the Syviae translator had what seemed to him yood

reasons for omitting certain passages ; thus, as a Christian he felt justified in omitting such words
as these :

Thanksgiving perisheth from the dead as from onc that is not,
(But) e that livetk and is i health praiseth the Lord (xvii, 28).

It was probably owing to an anti-Jewish tendency that he omitted xxxvii. 25

The life of a man (numbers) days dut fesv,
But the life of Jeshurun days sunzomerable.

A similar reason would account for the omission of xxxviit v, xhv. 8y, parts of Looko2n, and
the litany after 1i. v2, though this last is also omitted in the Greek version.  Ouite comprehensille
are the omissions of xxxii, 26 (6 xxx, 35) and xxxvi, 21, 23 (G 26, 285 bul why such passages,
e.g., as xli. 14—xlii. 2, and most uf xliii. 11 33 should huve been passed over it is impassible to say,
cxceip'ﬁng on the suppusition that they are difficult unes to transiate, and the Syriac trapsktor did
not feel inclined to undertake the task.

It will thus be seen that while the Syriac version has a distinet value of its own and can
certainly not be neglected, it must nevertheless be used with great caution | mdeed. the student will
be wise never to utilize it without at the same time referving to the Greek, Tt should be added thae
in this version the right order of the chapters is preserved.

il. The Old Latin Iersion.

This is the oldest ' and most important of the daughter-versions of the Greeli.  Like the Syriag
version, while in some respects it is valuable for eorrocting the Greek. in ather respects it presenta
grave drawbacks, As we shall sce Liwer on {§ 8), Jertne left the Latin text ol Sirggh s lie found
it—a matter for congratulation, since as the version now stands it contains many really ancient
elements which would probably have heen lost altogether if Jerome had andertaken & translatim of
his.own. That it contains, as we have already seen (p. 281), the chapters in the right order is also
a fact of importance. But the text of the Ofd Latin version has come down to us in a deplorable
condition, added to which it has the further disadvantage of having been e o o Greok test
which was in a worse condition than that represented by any extant Greelk MS  Moreover, the
Old Latin text is full of scribal errors, and many arbitrary alterations have been introduced ;
quotations from this wersion in the writings of the Latin Fathers are af httle wse or coending its
text. Lmendation is made the more difficult in that the original translation was apparently
subjected to constant correction an the busis of different Greek texts; one example vt of & greds
many may be given: in xiii. 8§ the Greck text runs:

mpooexe pi amomiays (V 106 248 253 Syro-Hex add rj) fiavolg aor),
xai pi) ramewwnlis &1 edppordiy (248, & add kapbias) oo

For this the Latin has:

Attende ne seductus
Tn stultitian liemilieris.
Noki esse lamilis In sapicntia fua, )
e laoniliatus i stultitiam seducaris (= 7. 19, 11 in Latin).

In cases like this the question arises as 1o whethier the additions have been inseried fram other
Latin texts, or whether they are doublets due to the incorpuration ol m'.t‘r;:irml notes into the text .
in vther words, do they represent different Greek texts from which Lavin 1_mn.~al.umm were maide.
or are they merely Latin variations of one am! the sane Greek text? It is by no mt::}:gﬁ_nlﬂr-‘

possible to decide which, a fact which materially increases one's difficultics when wtilizing the
.atin version.

' Of its date nothing further can be said, but the earliest known citativns are found in Cyprian,
1108 289 13
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The question as to whether the Old Latin version was made from a MS. representing the
primary or sccondary Greck text is one of extreme complexity; at first sight one would feel
impelled to postulate the secondary Greek text as the basis of the Latin version, but the fact that
many of the additions belonging to the secondary Greek text are preserved in the Syro-Hexaplar
but not in the Old Latin yoes to show that the latter cannot have been made directly from the
secondary Greek text, And yet, as Smend has shown, the copy from which the Old Latin was
made was more influenced by the secondary Greek text than any other known Greek MS,, though
that copy did not in itself represent the secondary Greck text; for, as Smend says, ‘trotz aller
sckundiren Ilemente, die die Vorlage enthielt, und trotz aller Bearbeitung, von der der urspriing-
liche Text des Latciners betroffen sein mag, — durch Massenbeobachtung lisst sich nachweisen,
dass dic Vorlage des Latciners im Wesentlichen der griechische Vulgirtext war, den der Lateiner
nicht nur in alten guten Lesarten, die freilich auch aus Gr. II' (i.e. the secondary Greek text)
*stammen kiannten, sondern auch in hichst sckundiirer Entartung vor sich hatte * (op. cir., p. cxxiv).
The proofl of this is minutely worked out by him. The conclusion which Smend draws from this
complicated state of affairs is that the foundation of the text from which the Old Latin Version
was made was the primary Greek one, but that in that text was incorporated a later recension of
the sccondary Greek text, the offspring, perhaps, of a Hebrew original.!  And it must be confessed
that only on this hypothesis can all the phenomena of the Old Latin version be explained.

iii. The Syro-Hexaplar.

This is the Syriac version made by Paul of Tella from the Greck (e A.D. 616). If we retain
the designation Syro-Hexaplar,' says Nestle, ' we must bear in mind that Sirach had no place in
Origen’s Hexapla; but in onc particular respect this Syriac version reminds us of the Hexapla ; one
of the critical marks of Origen, the asteriscus, appears also in Sirach, at least in its first part up to
chap. xiii.”* Hart, on the other hand, remarks: ‘ Origen valued the Book of Jesus Ben-Sira, and
its text required a settlement. It seems reasonable to accept the evidence—direct and indirect—as
it stands, and to conclude that he attempted to purge the current Greek version of its accretions,
and that his disciples removed them bodily, and sometimes parts of the true text with them'
(ep. ez, p. 359). It is true we are nowhere told that Origen incorporated the books of the
Agpocrypha in his Hexapla, but the way in which he quotes from them, speaking of them as
“ Holy Scripture ' (see below, § §), would naturally lead to the supposition that he did so incorporate
them. There is also the fact that in the Syro-Hexaplar the Book of Baruch undergoes much the
same treatment with regard to the Hexaplaric signs as the canonical books. As Smend says :
“The cxcellence of Syro-Hexaplaric Sirach text would not be unworthy of Origen.' In general
the text of this version follows very closely a MS. with which Cod. 253 was intimately related, but
the translator also utilized the Peshitta when for one reason or another he found it convenient
to do so. The translation is in parts very free. There are a number of marginal notes which
were presumably taken from the Greek MS. which the translator had before him; these not
infrequently present the better reading.

iv. The Sahidic Version.

The MS. containing this version, which is based on a Greck text closely related to the Greek
uncials, has suffered a good deal of mutilation ; the Prologue is almost entirely wanting through
this cause ; in addition to this a good many stzcker are omitted, Other Coptic wersions of more
or less value are the Bohairic and Akmimic; only fragmentary remnants of these are extant, For
the published texts of them see Smend, op. ¢i2., p. exxx f.

v. The Ethicpie Version,

This version is rendered from the Greek, of which it is often a literal translation, but in his
desire to make the meaning of the original before him clear the translator often interprets, i e. he
gives a paraphrastic rendering.  Smend (ep. ¢it., p. cxxxii) gives as an example of this xxiv. 21, where
for the Greek;

ok éoblovrés pe éru mewdoovow, kal ol wlvorrés pe & buynjoovow,

* Cp. the words of Herkenne (De Viferés Latinae Ecclesinstici capatebus -7 [1899]): * Nlititur Vetus Latina
textu vulgart Graeco ad textum Hebraicum alius recensionis Graece castigato’; quoted by Nestle in Hastings's 28,

V. 545.
* In Hastings's 7005, iv. 544. There are altogether forty-five asterisks, about twenty of which are placed against

words and sentences belonging to the secondary Greek text.
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the Ethiopic has:
They that cat wme, cat me and are not satisfied,
And they that drink me, dvink me and ave not satisfied.

‘The value of this version is not infrequently marred by the fact that its renderings only partially
1 the Greek, the reason being presumably that the Ethiopic translator did sot really under-
stand what was before him and made a guess at the meaning.  Smend quotes Dillmann (whe has
edited this version, 177 Aethiopic, tom. v, Beril 1844) to the effect that the Ethiopic Liedn
subjected to revision in later times on the basis of the Greek wext; he does not believe it possibile
to restore the Ethiopic text to its original form from the MSS. which are now extant.  Upon the
whole the Ethiopic follows the text of Cod. B3 the MS. from which the version was made, however,

esented in some caxes a purer, in others a more corrupt, form of text than that of Cod. B.
Here and there the Ethiopic is of value for correcting the Greek.

vi. The Armenian Version.

This version exists in twa forms, one transhited from the Cld Latin, and the other {rom the
Greck ; the former is but of small value for texteritical purposes, The Litter is of more use, bt
a good deal of the text is wanting, viz. xxxvi. | -xxsviil. 14, xlii-1i, besides o number of isulited
passages.  On the other hand, it has some additions which are singular to it see Herkenne,
Armenischer Sirach, p. 30 .

vii. Zhe Slavenic Version
One point of importance regarding this version is that it sometimes agrees withi the Old Latin
inst all extant Greck authorities:; nmwrcover, in agreement with the Old Lot and aganst all
known Greek MSS. (with the exception of Cod. 248) it has xxx, 25-xxxiil. 132 in the right place.
According to Margoliouth it “follows  text similie to that of the Complitenslin cditun, but with
only a portion of the additions '} It has been revised from the Syro-Hexuplar.

viii. Ll Arabic Version.

This is a translation of the Peshitta (Syriac Vulgate). * The translator’, says Smend, ' was not
concerned to offer a caretul translation of his copy; he desired rather to present an elegantly-
written Arabic book.! His tianslation is, therefore, throughout a free one, and he inserts additions
of his own, The text, or that of the MS: from which it was made, has been influenced by the
Greek. But the manifold /lecunae of the Syriac version recur in the Arabic.  The version is of but
small value.

§ 6. AUTHORSIIP AND DATE,

i The name and personality of the auttwor. TIn the MSS. of the Greek Bible the author of our
book is called 'Tyrots Sepiy or more briclly Seyax *; among the liter Jows 83z =2 and 50 in the
MSS. of the Syriac Bible 87073 (or in @ less authentic form Re8 3. Q.o Som of tdy Captizel

The full name of the author is given in the bady of the book, in 1. 27, which in & appears as
Stweon the son of Jeshue (Jesus) the son of Eleazar thi-son of Séra tin Hebirew e iz e 13 mpeed
8o j3)0  For this & his: "lyroiy vidy Seguy "Exencapon & Tepomodvperyy (but 248 Comnplut. Sixtine
> "Ehealipor). In' 3 this pussage is omitted altogether; the Syro-Hexaplar ns: fosus the son of

Sirack of Efliczer.  The usual designation of the author in the Syriac MSS, of the Wible is: Jesus
the son of Stmeont

Now as the author's grandson statesoxplicitly in the Greek Prologue to his version of the boek
that his grandfather’s name was Josus (Meoiis), it is likely that the name Somn i3 an intrusion
in the text of M; this is made exceedingly probable when it is =een that the clause 1, 27, as it appears
in M, is overloaded ; by the removal of 2 ppw symmetry is restured, and the line may be read
with Smend :

(RT3 BN 13 b
Of Jesus bene Elcasar ben Sira.

} Ouoted by Nestle in Hastings's 22, iv. 544, ! ; _

2 Seyuiy (Sirach) is the Greek forni of Sira (X2, the final y being added in the (ireck form of the word w0 indivare
that it is ihd;éc.linabie': 50 "AxeNBaguly Acts i, 10, in some M55, for AwedBaua s cpe Dalman, Goommatis o jadeni-
paliistinischen Aramaisck®, pp. 137, 202. il

3 This form of the name reappears twice in the Hebrew subseription of the hook, which follews RS i

 Nestle (ADF, iv. 541 6) resarks that the name Sineun *is firmly attsched 10 the author of this boek m the
Syriac Church’.
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Thus the name of the author was Jesus, and his grandfather’s name Sira ; the use of a grandfather's
(or carlicy ancgstor’s) name as a patronymic (with Sen prefixed) was not uncommon, especially
when a father's name was not sufiiciently distinetive. The intruding Stmeon may have been derived
from 1. 1 (the name of the High- I’-riestl, and in this way may have come erroneously to be attached
to the name of the author of the book.

From the data supplied by the book itself it may be inferred that Ben-Sira was a professed
student and teacher of *wisdom”.  Asa ‘scribe’ (he is described in the Prologue as draywéoxoy =
Sap)—for by this time * seribe " and *wise' had become amalgamated—he imparted instruction to
young members of the Jerusalem aristocracy, who assembled in his * house of instruction ' (&m ma
li. 23); and there, doubtless, e lectured on matters of jurisprudence, as well as ethics, in the manner
congenial to the Teachers of the Law (cp. xxiii. 11, 23). Ben-Sira, however, belonged to the carlier
Saferim in whom the spirit pervading the Wisdom-Literature was still strong. Though possessed
with a deep sense of Isracl’s unique position among the nations, the class of teachers to which
Ben-Sira belonged was animated by a broad and tolerant spirit that could take a genial view of
lifc as & whole,  This spirit pervades the book. It is marked by sound piety mixed with a thorough
knowledge of human nature, and a sympathetic and cultivated appreciation of the amenities of the
social side of life.  Both the follies and the heroism of the fanatic are carcfully avoided by Ben-Sira.
When he sings the praise of the ideal scribe (xxxix. 1-11) we doubtless have in the description
a picce of sclf-revelation of the author :

Not so he that applictl Liwself to the fear of God,

And te set his mind wpon the Law of the Most figh ;
1Wio searcleth out the wosdom of all tie ancients,

Aund is occupied wwith the prophets of old ;
Who leedoth the discourses of men of renowon,

And enteveth into the decp things of pavables ;
Searchetl out the lidden meaning of proverds,

And is conversant with the dark savings of parables.

Court life and forcign travel are part of his experience :

Who serveth aneng great men,
Aund appeareth before prisces;

Who travelleth through the lands of the peoples,
Testetl good and evil among men.

It has been suggested that our author may have travelled as a young man, and at one time
have been in the service of one of the Greek kings (successors of Alexander the Great), perhaps
Ptolemy IV (220-204 B.C.). During these experiences, it would seem, he encountered much
personal danger :

In my journeying I have seen much,
And many things kaze befallen e :
Often was £ in danger even unto death,
Buct was preserved . . . (xxxiv. 1T-12),

The opening verses of chap. li refer, in a tone of unusually deep fecling, to deliverance from
a gricvous danger which seriously threatened the author's life. This may have been, as has been
sugoested, some peril of a political kind, possibly connected with his life at court or with his
responsible public life.  He alludes in this passage more than once to “cunning lips ' and ‘framers
of lies’, the result of whose machinations was that his

Soul drewe nigh unto death . . . . . .
And T turned about on every side, yet there was none to help me.

The author's relation 1o contemporary Jewish life, as revealed in his book, could not be better
summed up than in the words of lidersheim. ‘The book of Ben-Sira’, he says, ‘represents an
orthodox, but moderate and cold, Judaism—before there were either Pharisces or Sadducees;
before these two directions assumed separate form under the combined influence of political circum-
stances and theological controversies. In short, it contains, as yet undistinguished and mostly in

! Schechter, however, thinks that the author's name may have been Simeon (or Simen): * Probably he was so
called after the High-1'riest S whose younger cor porary he was—a custom usual enough amony the Jews at
a very carly period”’ ( .85, p. 65).
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germ, all the elements developed in the later history of Jewish religions thinking. But beyond all
Wt&a book tl\gaw-n welcome light on the period in which it was written. n?f we would know
‘what a cultured, liberal, and yet genuine Jew had thought and felt in view of the great questions of
the day; if we would gain insight into the state of public opinion, morals, society, and cven of
manners at that period—we find the materials for it in the book Feclesiasticus.'?

i, The date of composition of the Fook. The two eracial factors for determining the dute of the
book's composition are (a) the identity of the High-Priest Simon, who is the subject of the eulayium
dinch. |; and (#) whit is meant by *the thirty-cighth year " in the Prologue of the Greek translation 2

(@) Stmen £ or Simeon 4] With whom is the Simon son of Jochanan (so B: but & Onias),
mentioned in L 1 £, to be identified 2 From the glowing description which is given by Ben-Sira of
this Iigh-Priest it has been surmised, with consulerable plausibility, that our author wrote of wae
whom he had actually seen officiating in the sanctuary.  The Simon referred to has heen identified
with “Simon the Just” (3yn peei). whe, again. is identified by some scholars with Simon I, son of
Onias I, and grandson of Jaddua (he fourished 31o-201 or jec 270 ki) according to others with
Simon IT (21g-199 1.C.) son of Onias T1 As fur ws Den=Sira's deseription is concerned it would fit
either of these identifications.  The questivn o date must he determined on other g eounds.

Josephus (Am. xii. 2, 5) relates of Simon 1 that, on account of his picty, he was sornamed 'the Just’,
Reference to Simon 11 is made in Apt xii, 4. 100 Herzfeld adentifies the *Simon the Just® (pwan ) of
Prrge Aboth Wi, 1 with Simon 11, and fixes the date of his high-pricsthood as 226-198 5.0, (Zunz 221-201 8.c.);
sce Dr. C. Taylor's note on Adwsk ii. 1. Derenbourg also (Elcar sur 8 hisiore o e géopraphie e fa Palestine,
P- 46 L) argues suwongly in favour of the identification of Simon the Just, whose miemory is preserved i Kibbinic
tradition, with Simon IL. Tt is this Simon, according 10 Derenbourg, who s the subject of Sirach L Josephuy'
application of the epithet (*the Just ') to Simon I is & mistake.

(b) The date in the Prologue,  An cxplicit indication of date is given in the Greek Prologue
written by the translator as a preface to his Greck translution of the book. In this the translator
says he came to Egypt ‘in the thirty-cizhth year éni roil Edepyérov Basihdus', This, it is true, has
been taken by some scholars to mean in the thirty-eidhth year of the translator's age “under king
Euergetes’. If this were right it would be impossible to say what date is meant, as we have no
other means for determining when the tramiliator was born, or swhich king Euergetes is relerrcd to.
As there is no particular reason why the translator should have stated his age in this context, it is
natural to interpret ¢ the thivty-ciuhth under king Eucvgetes ' as eeferting to the tharty-eighth regnal
year of the king so named. This limits the reference to the two Ptolemies, among the Egyptian
kings, who were called Fuergetes: of these Fuergetes [ roigned only twonty-five yoars » 247 222 L
and is thus excluded ; Kuergetes 1L surnamed 'hyscon, reigned in all nfty-four yemrs, partly as
joint king (170-145) and partly as sole king (145 11061 Reckoning o this king's accession hus
thirty-cizhth regnal year would be 132 1. It may be concluded, therefore, that the trasshtor
reached Egypt in this year. and completed his translation of the book sume fuw years Liter (betaveen
132 and 116 ; see the note on line 15 of the Prologuc in the following commentary).

The translator calls the author of the original bouk his mdrnes, a term which may be inter-
preted in its uswal sense of * grandfither = The composition of the ongimal hook of Bensira may,
therefore, be issigned to the first quarter of the second century e (266 175 ke The author
would thus have been a younger contemporary of the High-I'riest Simon 1, and c.»y.}ul have
witnessed o service on the Day of Atonement in the temple in awhich Simon togk: part. The tone
of the references to Simon in ch | sugizests that when Ben=Siva wrote Simon had been dead for
some time. This rather suggests a date about 182 175 1o, for theactual compuosition of the book.
As there is no allusion in the book to the events that led up o the Maceabean contlict the date
cannot well be placed later than 175 B.C.

"I'he internal evidence of the book sell favorirs the suiggested Jate—especially the traces of Greck influence
on the thought ; notably the personification of Wisdom (cp. esp. ch xxiv), antl the acquaintance shown with Grook
customs, such as the vse of music at feasts (xxxv. 3-6).

Recently, however, a much earlier reckening for the date in the Prologne has been proposed
on new grounds and maintained by Mr. J. 1L A Hart® Hart thinks it incredibile that a Jew from
the outside world should have visited and stayed for any length of time to work in Egypt in the
reign of Euergetes 11, who was notoriously hostile to Jews, and, in fact, to all foreigners. He

! In Wace's Afocrypha ii. 2 (Introduction to Ecclesiasticus). o . . _
3 "Ilt Al - : . but in such vases the connexion usually indicates the wider sense' [Seligmann,

ER, i, col. 1171, note 3}
¥ Ecclesiasticus in Greek, pp. 249 .
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accordingly proposes to interpret the date in the Prologue as follows: the preposition ési—though
he allows that it is sometimes used in Greek translations of Hebrew date-specifications in a
pleonastic sense = ¢f, and that this usage can be paralleled from the papyri and inscriptions (e.g,
the Rosetta stonc)—is not. as it is used in the Prologue, without definite significance, and merely
a meaningless part of an established formula. While admitting that the words might conceivably
mean the thirty-cighth year of Luergetes I, yet the number  may equally well belong to some
familiar and therefore unspecified era’, and that this is the common Egyptian era which begins with
the accession of cach king and ends with his death. Ptolemy Philadelphus (284-247 B.C.) was
succeeded by Tuergetes 1 in the thirty-cighth year of the reign of the former, i.e. Eucrgetes I
ascended the throne in the thirty-eighth year of the reign of Philadelphus (247 B.c.). The formula
in the Prologue therefore means that the grandson of Ben-Sira came to Egypt in the thirty-?ighth
year of the era of Ptolemy Philadelphus, but after Fuergetes I had come to the throne. Thus,
according to Hart, the younger Ben-Sira came to Egypt in the year 247 51.C., and stayed there
during the whole reign of Iuergetes, till his death in 222 E.c.' These results would necessitate
placing the composition of the original book of Ben-Sira at least a century before the commonly
received date (i.¢: goo-275 B.C.).

Hurt's arguments are unconvineing.  In particular he seems to exaggerate the hostility of Ptolemy Physcon
to the Jews in Alexandria. The Jews were persecuted for a time by this king, not on account of their religion,
but for political reasons, * With the establishment of order, peace was doubtless restored to the Jews also.'®
Willriche tndved, hus given good reasons® for believing that this Prolemy was far from being hostile to the Jews in
general. [t has been shown that he possessed many Jc\\:iﬁh officials, and that the _]ews prosim—md and increased
in Lgypt umder his rule exeecdingly.  “T'he proposed explanation of the date is also anything but convincing, If
the transhitor wished 1o say that he arrived in Egypt in the year which coneluded the reign of Philadelphus and
wits tarked by the aceession of Eucrgetes (1) he might have written “in the thirty-eighth year of Philadelphus ént
rou Elepyerou Bamdhdan . Dut it is difficult to imagine him writing at least twenty-five years after the era of
Philadelphus had come to an end:* ‘in the thirty-eighth year ¢mi roi Elepyerov faohéss .  On Hart's own
showmg a new ern bad intervened (that of Euergetes 1); why then should not the first year of this era have been
specificd distinetly, if it was meant? Further, Hant's criticism of the very strong examples sddueed by Deissmann ®
of the independent use of #rf in such date-specifications cannot be said to impair their cogency. The internal
evidence of the book, as well as the character of the diction of the original Hebrew, also points to a later date than
300-275 B.C

§ 7. THE INFLUENCE OF SIRACH ON LATER LITERATURE.

The influence of our book on the later literature of the Christian Church may be measured, in
a general way, by the history of its relation to the Canon, whicl is summarized in the next scction.®
Restrictions of space will only allow of citations here to illustrate the influence of the book on
() the New Testament, and (&) later Jewish literature,

(@) The relation of Sirach to the New Tesiament. When it is remembered that the New
Testament writers, as a rule, use the Greek Bible in their citations of Scripture it is somewhat
surprizing to find so few direct quotations from the books which find no recognition in the Pales-
tinian Canon.  Not even all the books included in the latter are cited—no quotation occurring from
Canticles, Qoheleth, Esther, or Ezra-Nehemiah, On the other hand, a rich use is made of the
Pentateuch, U'rophets. and Psalms, while the historical books are referred to more rarcly. Still
some quotations from deutero-canonical and extra-canonical books do occur, such as the citation
from the Book of KEnoch in the Epistle of Jude. In view of the important place occupicd by
Sirach in the Wisdom-Literature, and the popularity enjoyed by this literature, especially
among the Jews of the Greek Dispersion, it would be surprising not to find any traces of its influence
on those books of the New Testament which markedly reflect the Alexandrine spirit.  If there are
no actual citations of Sirach in the Epistle to the Hebrews, there are at least some possible indica-
tions of dcquaintance with it (in its Greek form). Thus in Heb. xii. 12 a citation is made of
Isa. xxxv. 3 (rds mapepivas xeipas kal Tie apakedupéva ydvara) in a form which exactly agrees with
that of Sirach xxv, 23, against the LXX (which has yeipes dvespévar). Such examples are not, it
must be confessed, deeisive.  On the other hand. in the Epistle of St. James indications of direct
acquaintance with our book are abundant and clear. The more important may be given here,

Y ovyyposiras, Y1 stayed in Egypt as long as king Euergetes reigned.’ Dut sce our note on this word in the

Prologue, line 15.
* Krauss in /F, x.265 a, . ® fudaica (Gottingen, 1900}, p. 11 £
¢ This is mvolved in avsgporiroe, according to Hart's explanation, & Rible '.!igf:d‘iﬂg?g.'[?i. Pp. 339 f

 And also by the number of secondary versions based on the Greek text (see § 5 above),
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Ep. of St. James.

i, v But if any of you lacketh wisdom, It him ask
of God, who géveth fo all liberally and upbraideth noi
(i dvesdigorron).

i. 6, B: But ld him ask in faith, nothiug. doubting ;
for he that doubleth is like the surge of the sca driven by
the wind and fossed . . . a dowbleminded man (avip
BiNeuyos), unstable in all his ways (dravdararos fv mivas rais
Sdois airor),

i, 2=y Count it all fov, my Grethren, when ye fall
nlo manifold templations, &e. (cf. . 12).

iv 13=151 Lol w0 man say when he is tempied, I am
templed of God : for Gad cannot be templed with evil, anel
He Himself lempteth no man, &c.

L 19 Lel every man be swift o hear (raxie ds v
drotorar), slotw fo speak.

i. 23: For of any one (s a hearcr of the word, and not
a doery he 15 ltke unto @ man beholding his natural face
in a mirror (& dvénrpp). )

v, §: Ve hove ltved delicately on the earth, and luden
your pleasure (famuraljonre).

V. 143 Js any among you sick 2 Lt dim call for the
elders of the church; and lef Yiem pray over him, onvinting
Him woith ol in the name of the Lord.

INTRODUCTION

Sirach ().

xviii. 181 A ool will upbraid (bredic) ungraciovely,
&o.  xx.a5: Ko [the fool | will grve litile and upbrard
(Sraidari) minch.  xli. 33z After thou hust given upbraid
mof (perd vh Bobvar uh dwitife).

i 282 Disobey ol the Lord ; and eome not unio Him
with a double heart (dv capbig Boap). 1. 12 L Woe unto

Searful hezrls, and fo faint hands, and fo the sinmer fhat
Aroctl ko waye ; wwoe unlo the faint Beart, for it believeth
nof, &c. 5 ep. V. g (8 dyhwoger), Vil 1o (Be not faini-
hearted in thy prayer).

i, 8 .2 My san, 3f thou comest to serve the Lord,
pripare thy soul for Lemplation, &c. (cp. i a3

XV, Vi-201 Sav ned thow, Jt iz through the Lord that
I fell away. <. Nergnnd thow, It 75 He that cavsed me:io
erry For e hath no weed of a sinful mon, &e,

Vo 113 Be soeft do Aear (yivov rayit dv depodoen oov) :
cp. 1v- 29,

xii. wr: And thou shalt b unlo him s one that kath
wiped i mirror (s depepayie fovmrpov)

xxvil. £33 The discowrse of fiolt ix an offence, and
their laughor ¢c o e wwantonnzss of st (& emarddg
dpagrring),

XXXNUE =15 Sy rom, tn Py sickness be not nepligent,
but pray unlo the Lord ami He shall heal thee, &e.

There are also many resemblances inthought and: theme throughiony the two boidas ¢ el e the

treatment of humility (Jas. i. y, Sirach iii. 18), pride (Jas, iv. 6, Sirach x. 7), of poor and rich
(Jas. ii. 1-6, Sirach x. 19-24; cp. xiii. g), of stumbling (Jas. iii. 2, Sirach xix, 14), and of true
wisdom (Jas. iii. 13-17, Sirach xix. 18-22); and other parallels are to be noticed in the use of
figure, such as that of the crown of life (Jas. i. 12, cp. Sirach xv. 6), and of rust (Jas v. 2, 3, cp.
Sirach xxix. 10, xii. 10).!

If these examples are not sufficient to establish a relation of direct dependence, they are
sufficient to justify the inference—which 15 confivmed Ty the general chitneter of the Epistle wid it
relation to other books of the Wisdom-Literature—that the authvrof St James was well aequainted
with, and was influenced by, Sirach.

It is difficult to believe that a book that enjoyed in the early centurics of the Christian era such
popularity both ameng the Jews of Palestine and the Dispievsion coulil have boeenentivcly unlnown
to the writers of the other New Testament books.  And, in fact, possible signs of acquaintance with
it are not wanting. In this connexion the following parallels have been noted ;2

Matl. vi. 14 dw yip dpire vois dvfpomos T wpa~
wrdpara olrér, dioe kol dpiv 6 warip Gpar 6 olpdies.

Mait. vi. 1g B ) Gpoavpifere Gpiv dyravpols ¢l vos yis,
bmou oy kai Spaas depavife, kal drov ehénrac SoploTouet sk
Aimrovor Bpravpifere 3¢ dyiv Opravpnie év olparp e,

Mait, xvi, 27 xal rive dnoldoe dxdorg card v apakis

Stratch Xxviil, 2 difes adienun va mAgeioe oo, eal vire
Beyfivros rov al dpaprine oo Aulyeimas

Strach xxix. 12 odihogor INequaolime €v Toie Topeloie
oov, xai airy fediral v i mio corearar,

Strach xxxil, 24 fws drroneds drlpame eari ris wpdfos

airov. atrol KTA,
Luke i, 17 dmorpipar xapdias maripoy ¢mi rioa srh. Sirach Xlyiii, 10 dmorpifm aapdiar warpet wpis viow
(of Elijah). erh. (of Elijah);

These parallels are, it must be confessed, not very eonvincing.  On the other hand. the Parble
of the Rich Fool (Luke xii. 13 £) may have been suguested by more than one passage If\ Ben-Sira,
The theme of the parable finds an exact parallel in Sirach sxxi. 3 ésomiuse vy & Tuayoy
xpnpdrey, Kal v i) drawavme pnizAaru Tap rpugmpdrey abror.  St. Luke has parallels to some of the
phrases used here (curafw, dramador), There is aleo the remarkable purallel to the same passage,
presenting similar features, in Sirach xi. 18-19:

U See, further, Mayor, Ep. of St. Jimes?, pp. exvi-cxviii; Zahn, Efnleitung, i. 87.
¥ Cp. Nestle in 408, iv, 5308,
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There is that waveth vich by his wariness and pinching,
And this is the portion of lis reward :
When ke saith, I have found rest,
And now soill 1 eat of my goods ;
Yet hwe bnoweth not what time shall pass,
And e shall leave them to others, and die (RV.).
It will be convenient in concluding this paragraph to note a passage from the Didacke, which
looks like a real quotation either from Ben-Sira or a common source.
Sirach'iv. 31 runs:
Let not thy hand be stretcled ont to take,
And closed in the midst of giving (so W),

This is apparently quoted in the Didacle iv. 5:

Be not one that stretches ont his hands to yecerve,
But draws them in when le shonld give.

It is difficult 1o believe that our book did not exercise a considerable influence on the formation of
the Didacke as a whole, There are many parallels both in thought and sentiment.

(&) Sirach and latey Jewish Literature. In this connexion it will be convenient to note
some of the more striking parallels between our book and (i) Ahigar, (ii) Tobit, (iii) other non-
Rabbinical Jewish literature, and then (iv) to estimate and illustrate its influence on the Rabbinical
literature.

It is difficult to determine priority of date in the case of Ben-Sira’s relation to Ahigar and
Tobit. The parallels may merely imply the presence of common matter from older sources. A
strong case. however, can be made out for the priority of Ahigar. Thus the famous dictum, which
is repeated over and over again in different forms in later literature, and appears in Tobit as

Alws deliveretl from death, _
And sufferell not to come into darfness (iv. 10, cp. xii. g),
already implies the legend of Ahigar, and is only explicable by it In Sirach we meet with the
same maxim, but in a form modifed from that of Tobit:
Store up almsgiving in thy treasuries,
Aund it shall deliver thee from all evil;
Better than a nighty slield and a leavy spear
Shall (this) fight for thee against an encany.?

L. Parallels soith Akigar.  Of matter common to Sirach and Ahiqar the following are striking

examples:

Sirach iv. 26: Stand not against the stream.

Ahiqar ii. 65: Stand not against a river in its flood.
Again,

Sirach wxii. 14, 15: Wihat is feavicy than lead ¥
And solat is its name but * Fool’ ?
Sand and salt and a weight of iron
(Are) easier to bear than a senscless man.
A close parallel occurs in Prov. xxvii. 3 ; but Ahigar (Syriac version)ii. 43 contains one even nearer *
My son, I have earried salt and vemoved dead : and [ lave not seen anything heavier than thai

a man should pay back a debt that he did not borroi.
My son, I lave carvied iron and removed stones,and they woere not heavier on me than a man who

seftles in the house of his father-in-lazw’
i Perallels woaeh Tobit. The following may be cited to illustrate the parallels that oceur in

Tabit
Sirach iv. 4 Despise not the supplecation of the poor,
And turn not away from the afflicted soul,
Tobit iv. 7: Turn not awvay thy face from any poor man,

Aund the face of Grod shall not be turned away from thee.

¥ See the discussion i The Stany of Afhikar, ed. by Rendel Harris, p. xiviii, f, # xNiX. 12, 135 op. vil. 32, xil. 2.
* Cited by Rendel Harris, op. ¢i2,, p. liv: sec also Naw, Histoive et sagesse d’ Ahikar, pp. 3.
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Sirach xxxviii, 16: My son, let tears fall over the dead ;

In accordance with what is due to hime bury his body.
gmpam with this the passages in Tobit which commend the pious duty of burying the dead ; esp.
133
And wwhen thou didst not delay to vise wp . . . that thon mizhtist go anmd cover the dead, thy
Lood deed was not kid from me, &c.

iii. Parallels wwith otleer now-Rabbinical [ewish Literature.  Sitach has apparently influenced
two other important books, viz. 2 Enoch (the Slavonic Enach) and the Psalter of Salumon.

In 2 Fnoch pussuges of Sirach are sometines cited verbally; thus xWil. 5 ( Whe kas sumbered
e dust of the carth, aned the sand of the sea, wnd the drops of rain, &c.) is cited from Siach i 3
in 2 Enoch li. 1-3 parallels occur with Sirach vii. 32, xiv. 13, xxix. 20, xxix. 10, and ii. 4.

The following further praeallels Are noted by Clurles (St of B b poghi: 2 Enoch sxw. 15 = Sieh
xV, 14, 15; 2 Enoch xlii. 11 = Sicach vii. 3; 2 Enoch sliii. 2, 3 = Sirach x. 20, 22; 24; 2 Enoch lii. 5=
Sirach xxxix. 14; 2 Enoch lii. 8 = Sirach xxxi, 26; 2 Enoch lii. 12 = Sirach sxviii. 9; 2 Enoch Ixi. 2 =
Sirach xxxix. 25; 2z Enoch Ixk 4 = Sirach xxxi. 21—24, 28; 2 Enoch lov. 2 = Sirach xvif. 3, 53 2 Enoch
Ixv. 11 = Sirach xiv. 1o

In the case of the Psalms of Solamon there are many parallels, bt dependence cannot be
shown conclusively to exist. ‘The language and thought of Simch often illustrate’ these
Psalms; *actual coreespondences of expression are found, but the agrevment i penerally to be
explained by some passage of Seripture from which both writers have hovrowed ' Ryle and James).

The following passages are cited by Ryle and James in their ed. of the Psalms of Solomon (p. Ixiii £):
Ps. S. i, 19, cp. Sirach xxxii. 125 Ps. S, il 7, 02, equ Sirach i, 25; v g, xxi, 15 Vs 80w 15-17. ¢p. Sirach
xviii, 12 Ps. S, v, 14, cp./Sirach XL ryg; Ps. S, ix. 16-18, cp. Sitach xxxvii 17; Pso 8. xiih 2, 3, ep.
Sirach xxxix. 20, 303 Ps. 8. xive 3o cp. Sirach avit, xg; P S awi. 2, epe Simch 1. 63 Pa 50w 708, op.
Sirach ix. 87 Ps 8. xvii, 6, cp. Sirach slv, 18,

iv. The influence of Ben-Stra on Rablinieal Literature. That Ben-Sira's book has exercised
a considerable influence on Rabbinie literature: hardly needs any further demonstation. Allusion
has been alrendy made more than onge.in the conrse of this Introduction, v the Linge mumber of
quotations from the book thit occur in the Tilmuds, the Midrashin, and the works «f some great
Jewish scholurs and poets like Safadya amd Thn Gebirol)  Even after the work ! been banned
by distinguished Kabbinical aunthority, and so hocame suspect to the onthodos, vollections of extracts
from it were still circulated and read (in the original |ebrew) nmong the Jews®  Apgaoently, also,
it was at some time or other translated, cither in whole or in part, into Aramaic for jc-wish use, It
was onlyin the Middle Ages thit the orginal work entively vanished from Laowledge in Jewry
The extent of its influence in the carlier period can be measired by recalling one of twa important
facts. [t apparently exereised a formative influence on such important lewish works s the tructates
Pirge Aboth and Derek 'cres (rabba and, perhaps, suza).  Not only is Ben-Sira actually cited in
Pirge Aboth iv. 7 (= Sirach’ vii. 17; see note), but a whole scries of parallels can be traced
throughout the tractate.’ which shows that the book was, in the cavlier perinl, closely stidied and
much esteemed in Rabbinieal circles.  Fov paadlels in the tractate Head "erig nabba veference must
be made 10 the notes in the commentary. A gool ilustration is to bescen i the section concerning
behaviour at banquets (xxxi. 12-24 and notes).! This tractate is mainly concerned with rules
about behaviour in secial intercourse,  Ben-Siva's book al30 influenved the liturgy, At any mate, in
the prayer contained in xxvi. 117 there are some remarkable parallils to parts of the Shémdnck
“LiswEh (¢ Eighteen Blessings '), which occupies so important i position in all the synagogue services?
Of course, it is possible that an carlier form of this liturgical prayer was already in existence in the
time of Ben-Sira, and that he is quoting from or allwding to it.  This is, on the whole, the most
probable explanation.  Ben-Sira’s prayer has a liturgical ring about it which sulf,msts that it is not
his own individual compesition. The following citations will illustrate the parallelism referred 10

! Pen-Sira's vogue among the Rabbis of the period hofore the Middle Ages s well brought out (in densiled
referenices) hy Zunz, Die &Mm;hkmmdm Vortrige dev fuden, pp. 100-1058.

3 W s an example of one such forilevinm. . n .
- % Cp.e.g the notes in the commentary on the following passages, whene the parallels are cited | vil. 36, i 9, 28,
xiil. 4, 913, xiv. 10, xxxi. 12, xxviii. 24, &c.

. also xxxii, 1-10, oot ) ) g

¥ T_Ee full form for week~days can be secn in Singer's Authorized Daily Prayer ook, pp. 44-54
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Sirach xxxvi. 4: As Thon hast sanctificd Thyself (nep2) before them
So glorify Thyself in them before us.

Compare paragraph 3 of the Skomonch * Esrék (¢ the sanctification of the Name’):

Thow art holy and Tly name is holy . . .
Blessed art Thou the holy God.

The key-note here is *holy ' (sanctification).
Again, Sirach xxxvi. 11 a runs:

Gather all the tribes of [acob,
That they may receive tieir inkevitance as in the days of old.

The tenth paragraph of the Skéménél "Esrél is:
Sound the great lorn for onr frecdom . . . and collect us from the four corners of the earth.

PPossible parallels or allusions exist in this section to all except the sixth, eighth, and ninth
paragraphs of the prayer, which it must be remembered in its present form contains ninetcen
sections,  There is, however, at least one important part of the Jewish liturgy which is unquestion-
ably dependent on Sirach. This is the rapturous description of the beautiful appearance of the
High-Pricst as he officiated in the temple on the Day of Atonement, which is still recited in the
services of the day. It is largely based upon, and imitated from, the deseription of the High-Priest
Simon the Just, given in Sirach L. It begins:

In truth, how glovions was the High-FPriest as he came forth from the Holy of Holies in
perfect prace?

§ 8. Canonic1Ty OF THE BOoK AND 1Ts USE IN THE EARLY CHURCH.

As is well known, Sirach owed its place and use in the Christian Church to the fact that
it was included in the Alexandrine Canon ; before coming to speak, therefore, of the early patristic
evidence concerning our book, it will be well to draw attention to the ccclesiastical lists of the
biblical books. ‘Our carlicst Christian list ', says Prof. Swete (futraduction to the Old Testament in
Crreck, 1yco, p. 221), * was obtained from Palestine? and probably represents the contents of the
Talestinian Greek Bible. It is an attempt to answer the question, What is the true number and
order of the books of the Old Testament? 1loth the titles and the grouping are obviously Greek,
but the books are exclusively those of the Hebrew Canon.' Sirach, therefore, together with
the rest of the books of the Apocrypha, is excluded. Origen, in his Commentary on Ps. i, gives
the sccond list that we know of, which belongs to a time not later than A.D. 2313 he reckons as
belonging to the Canon the twenty-two books of the Hebrew Old Testament” But, strange to say,
COrigren includes in his list the First Book of Esdras (he treats 1, 2 Esdras as one book) and the Epistle
of Jeremiah, neither of which had ever been regarded as canonical by the Jews, Origen's list is
adopted by Athanasius, Cyril, and Epiphanius,* aswell as in the Laodicean Canon, in each case with
the addition of Baruch. Furthermore, as Dr. Swete goes on to say (op. ¢ii, p. 222), ' Amphilochius
mentions two books of Esdras, and it is at least possible that the Esdras of Gregory of Nazianzus
is intended to inclucle both books, and that the Epistle, or Baruch and the Lpistic, are to be under-
stood as forming part of Jeremiah in the lists both of Gregory and Amphilochius.” The peint of
importance which these ficts reveal is that “an cxpansion of the Hebrew Canon, which involved
no addition to the number of the books, was predominant in the East during the fourth century ',
Dr. Swete gives two other lists: one mentioned by Lagarde (Septuagintastudion, ii. 60 L), Stvoyns
€ émrdpy, in which the Wisdom of Jesus (the son) of Sirach is mentioned among the canonical
Scriptures (se, too, Tobit and Judith) ; and the other is anonymous; in it Sirach is, together with
Tobit and the Wisdom of Solomon, placed under Apocrypha, though Judith is reckoned among the
canonical books.

! This composition is the work of the Jewish mediaeval poet Meshullam bar-Kalonymus, It forms part of the

Mausap, or Additienal” Prayer for the Day of *Atonement, and can be seen in any of the Collections of Jewish Festival
Prayers (in Routledge's edition, vol. ii of Day of Atonement Festival Prayers, p. 1661.). See also T#e Religion and
Worskip of the Synagogue (Oesterley and Boy), ed. 2, p. 428.
. F Melito (e a. 1. 150) ap. Eusebius, /. £, iv. 26 énadi pafey tiy vév wakaay SifNiov édovkidns dxpiBeiar, mira riv
?uép;: kai dmoin Ty Tigw dev ., dvehBay die Ty dvarohiy kal fws Tol Tdmou yevijevos @vda denplxfn xai émpaxBn .. .
e ook,

# Eusebius, /. £. vi. 25 «lol 8 al sikooe 80 {30 xal' *ESpaiovs aide . . .

* On the evidence of these Fathers sce further below.
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__The following evidence of a more official kind may be added. Tt is conceivable that there is
the Muratorian Fragment! (which, as Westeott says, ' expresses with fair distinetness the first
nov }“:Fmﬁt of the Catholic Church on the sum of the m Secriptures ') i reference to the
Wisdom of Sirach in the words: * Et Sapientia ab amicis Salomonis in honorem ipsius seripta | * #
it has to be remembered in this connexion that, as we shall see presently, the book of the Wisdon
of Sirach, together with other books of the Apocrypha, seems from the beginning to have enjoyed

_ - esteem in fhe Woestern than in the Fastern Church.  Next, the eighty-fifth of the A postolical
Canons gives a list* of the books of the Hebrew Canon, and udds the three first books of the
Maccabees and the Wisdom of Sirach ; these lust four are not, however, included in the Canon,
though the Wisdom of Sirach is specially recommoended for the instruction of the young. Again,
in the Apostolical Constitutions, vi. 14, 15 (= Didascalin), yquotations from Sirach are given
with the same formula as those from the books of the Hebrew Canon® but in the list wiven in ii. 57
of the same work there is no mention of any of the houks of the Apocrypha®  On the other hand,
at the Council of Tlippo (A1 343) Sirach was specially mentioned as fx:ing one of the canonical
books, while at the Council of Carthage (A.p. jyr) the ‘five books of Solomon”’. ie. Proverbs,
Ecclesiastes, Canticles, Wisdom, and Sirach, are reckoned wmong the canonical Scriptures®  This
was also confirmed by the Council of Carthage in A . 41y,

Coming now to speak in some detail of what the Chureh Fathers ? say as to the canonicity or
otherwise of the book, we turn first to the Eastern Church.

In the Didache iv. 6 (. 120) Sirach iv. 31 is quoted thus: My peew spbs pér o Aoder
extelvwr Tdy xeipay, mpos de To doivar merrar, which i sufficiently near the wording of Sirach iv. 31
to show that it is intended to be a quotation, viz. Mij &rre i yede wav inveriop o vis =6 Awdvir, xal o
T@ amoidorar movertahpdm.  The sime text is quoted in the Fpistle of Barmabas, xix. g (e 1220,
lusebius, as we have already scen, quotes Aelice of Samdis (. v. 180), however, 1o 1he effecy thay
the books of the Ilebrew Bible are the only canonical omes; he excludes, thureore, Sirach.?
The evidence of Clement of Alexandrin (¢l 22¢) is conflicting ; in his Mavdagogis he guates very
often from Sirach, and speaks of it as i ypwpr) and Oeds ypadi (e.g. L1, chap. sxxiv. 3, slvifl, 4,
lix. 4; III, chap. xvili, xxiii. 4, Ixxxiii. 3), from which it would evidently appear that he
regarded it as canonical Seripture; but, according to Eusebius, Clement reckoned Sirach
among the ' Antilegomena ', for in speaking of Clement 5 works he mentiong the S gromatess, ar
‘Medleys', and says: ‘e quotes in them passages from the disputed Seriptures, the so.called
Wisdom of Solomon, for example, fnd (thiat) of Jesus the son of Sirach, and the Epistle ta the
Hebrews, and thuse of Barnabas, Clement,and Jude ' Origen, too, gives conflicting evidence ;. we

' Published by Muratori in 1740 from o manuscript in the Ambrosian Libirary at Milan, though belanging otiginally
to the great Irish monastery of Dobbio. * ltwas fuund in o velume of Latin fragntents and translations which dates
apparently from the eighth century. But the frogment itself was evidéntly copied from a manuscript of much higher
antiquity; for it was mutilated both at the beginning and end before it was transcribed, The writer claims to be
a contemporary of Fius, who was bishop of Rome in the middle of the second century : so that its dare may be fixed
with tolerable certainty between A.D. 160 and 170" (Westcott, Tie Nidle im the Chork (and ed. ), p.o 113

¥ See furtheron this G. Kuhin, Dus senratorisiie Frogmint, pp, 64, 112,

# Westcott says in reference to this: * The list of the books of the Hible in the eighty-ifth of the Apesiofial
Canons was introduced into its present place at a much later date.  Yet the hist itsell 5 remarkable, and probubly
Alexandrine in origin, . . . This canon, together with the canon of Carthage, was ratitied at the Cluinisextine Council
[of Constantinople, A.D. 553], and had a poweriul influcnce on many of the Eastern Churches ' (9f: or4., p, 176}

4 Cp. Herbst, Hist-krit. Einfestung in ie Aeitigen Schriften, i, pp. 11

8 Méqor 8 6 dvaywisrys (' {Aal Tivor dords arayiea (e ra Mwades kol lpran 1ob Navg, i vde Kprde el zir
Bagihewow, vi viv Hapaketropdvmy wai 76 78 "Emravsdor’ mls roirois v roi a8 el ol Tokepdwes xai ra v e ons
e op.  "Avd ddo 8 yooudver duiyvedudray frepor TiE vols tob Aouid fahhire Tpvovr kel o Aady i depooTigia
ir AeTi,

® The thirty-ninth canon reads as {ollows: * [tem placuit ut pmeter Seripturas canonicas nikil in ecclesia fegatur
sub nomine divinsarun Seripturarun ;s sunt aatel Canmnive Seriptarae hae "o then il the Sesics o the Pontacoch,
{Iushua. Judges, Ruth, four books of Kings. two af Cheonacles, Job, the Fsalter, after which it continies 1 Saloniens

ihri qui libri dusdecisn propliet | 5, Jeremming, Eaechicl, Pawiol, Tulmez, fudith, Esther. Esdre b duo,
Machabacorum libri duo’: and then the books of the New Tetament are emameratod,  After thes the following I«rmd.i
occur : ' Let this be made known also to our brother and feblaw-priest Bunilice. s to sther Ty Buopes of thuse parts, for the

| _arpuac of confirming that canon, because we have recvived fram our fathers that those bouks must be tead in the

Church’ gﬁemd by Westcott, Cusmin, pp. 430 1. 541 1), A3 Westeotsays further s © Retween the years 4., 300 and 41
no less than six councils were held i Africy, anid fuur of these at Cartuge.  For o time, under the inspration o
Aurelius and Augustine, the Church of Tertullin and Cyprinn was tilled with a new life hefore its fatal desolation.

. 5' A:;wns he writings of the Apastolic Fathers there is only one Citation from Sirach, vie v, 31,0 which i quoted
in Ep. Barn. xix.

f Eusebius, }[g.. E.iv.26. In Strom, 1L clap.xiv. 5 ol Stablind, however, Sirach vi. 33 is referred tn s ".".n'lmmg‘s.
And such a passage as the following suggests that Clement regarded Sirach os canonical Seripture : Strwn Vi chapn it 1
W Maxdpios & Méywv eis dra dxovdrres? (Sirach xxv. o) miere & dra oy, sal ralrge aivigoerm s mioree § Bines Ao
“J.fr!‘m dxotiew droverw ” (Matt. xi, 15).

Eusebius, /. E. vi. 13,
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have seen above that in the list of canonical Scriptures which he gives he only regards the twenty-
two books of the Hebrew Canon as the genuine Scriptures of the Old Testament, but clsawimeL
speaks of Sirach, the Book of Wisdom, and other books of the Apocrypha as “authoritative
Scripture ', or as * the Divine Word ', or as ' Holy Scripture’ (see e.g. Tei "Apxén, ii. 95, ed. Migne 5
Contra (els. vi. 7, vii. 12) ; in these works he quotes Sivach vi. 4 and xxi. 18 as * Hely Seripture’.
As Westeott says, in speaking of Origen: ¢ In his other writings he uses apocryphal books as divine
and authoritative, yet not without noticing the difference of opinion on the subject. But even in
his case the familiar use of the Greek Bible practically overpowered his knowledge of the original
Hebrew Canon, and in his famous “ Letter to Africanus " he expressly defends the reception
among Christians of the additions found in the Alexandrine Septuagint.’! Not that Origen was
ignorant of the Hebrew Bible, for Eusebius (/7. E. vi. 16) tells us that *so accurate an examinatien
wits Orizen undertaking with the Holy Scriptures that he even learned the Hebrew language, and
Acquired s his private possession original copies of the Scriptures in Hebrew characters, which were
current amony the Jews themselves'®*  The evidence of Eusebius (d. 340) has been admirably
summarized by Westcott as follows : * Kusebius has left no express judgement on the contents of
the Old Testament.  In three places he quotes from Josephus, Melito, and Origen, lists of the
bouks (slightly differing) according to the Hebrew Canon.  These he calls in the first place “the
canunical Seriptures of the Old Testament (lit. * Seriptures in the Testament’), undisputed among
the ITebrews ™ and, again, * the acknowledged Seripturcs of the Old Testament ' ; and, lastly, © the
Loly Scriptures of the Old Testament.”  In his Chroniele he distinctly separates the Book of
Maccabees from the ® Divine Scriptures ™, and elsewhere mentions Sirach and Wisdem as
“vontroverted ” books.  On the other hand, like the older Fathers, he quotes in the same manner
as the contents of the Hebrew Canon passages from Baruch and Wisdom. On the whole, it may
be concluded that he regarded the Apocrypha of the Old Testament in the same light as the books
of the New Testament, which were * controverted and yet familiarly used by many ". The books
wi the Hebrew Canon alone were, in his technical language, * acknowledged.”  One gencral charac-
teristic ol his judgement must not be neglected. It is based expressly on the collective testimony
of antiquity expressed in the works of the chiel eeclesiastical writers. There was no combined
decision of any number of churches to which he could appeal. . . . According to Eusebius the
only niethod by which the contents of the Bible could be determined was that of a simple historical
inquiry: into the belief and practice of earlier generations, and this did not appear to him to lead to
i certain conclusion in every case.’ ' The evidence of Athanasius (. 373) is likewise very important,
both on account of his high ecclesiastical position as metropolitan of Iigypt, as well as on account
of his dominating personality. In the thirty-ninth of his Festal Letters? he writes as follows: ¢ As
I am about to speak (of the divine Scriptures), I shall use for the support of my boldness the
maodel of the Evangelist Luke, and say as he does, frorasmuch as some have taken in land. to set
Fertle tu prder for themselves the so-called Apocrypha, and to mix these with the inspired Seripture
zuliicl we most surely believe, even as they delivered 1t to our fathers wolich from the beginning were
evcioitnesses and mministers of the wword; it scemed good to me alse, having been urged by true
brethren, and having learned the truth frome the first, to publish the books which are admitted in
the Canon, and have been de/ivered to us, and are believed to be divine, that if any one has been
cucvived he may condemn those who led him astray, and he that has remained pure from error
may rejuice in being again reminded (of the truth).  All the books therefore of the Old Testament
arc in number twenty-two.” e then enumerates the books of the Hebrew Canon ; these are followed
by a list of the New Testament books, after which he continues:  But for the sake of greater
aceuracy 1 add this also, writing of necessity, that there are also other books excluded from among
thuse (irepe Judhia rodrar ééwber), not canonical, which have been framed by the Fathers to be recad

Y The Bible in the Chuvoly p.136; and cp, Eusebius's words (A, E.vi, 31): ‘At this time Africanus also, the compiler
of the Ceazs [Loe. " Mystic Girdles ] as they are called, came into note. A letter of his, written to Origen, is extant, in
whicte he mtunates daabits about the Story of Susannah. in Daniel, us beiny ungenuine and fictitious, to which Origen
wrote a very full answer.' 1t is true that Sirach is not mentioned by Origen in his letter to Africanus, but since
hie defends Susannah, mueh more would he have defended Sirach if the authority of this book had been speci-
tieally culled (o guestion 3 moscover, the ohjection urged by Africanus against the reception of Susannah, viz, that it did
nptexist in Hebrew, did not apply to Sirach, the Prologue of which was sufficient to prove its Hebrew origin even
if Africanus did not know of any existing Hebrew copies.

* Cp. also the words of Jerome (£ wirds iflustr. iv), who tells us that Origen had so much hely zeal for the
Stripamn-: )'ut ctimn hebiraeam linguam contra aetatis gentisque suag naturam edisceret’ (quoted by Hart, gp. a2,

48 note).
B3 The Bible sn the Church, pp. 1531, .

¢ Mignv., Mwtr. roxavi, ol 1347, These Paschal, or Festal Letters, were pastorals issued by the hﬁa-d
Alexandric: they were ariginully written for the purpose of announcing the date of Easter, but ﬁ:ﬂl&ﬂy assu the
character of an annual metropolitan | in which topics of prominent interest were with
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those who are just approaching [entry into the Church |, and who desire to be instructed in the
vord of godliness : the Wisdom of Solomon, and the Wisdom of Sirach, and Father, and Judith
| Tobias, and the so-called Teaching of the Apostles, and the Shepherd.  And, nevertheless,

d, neither among those books which are canonical, nor amung those that are read Li.c. thase

el rated], is there anywhere mention made of the apocryphal (books).” Tt is worth nuticin
re that Athanasius uses the word ‘apocryphal * in an entirely different sense from thar in whi
‘the word is now used in reference to the books of our Apocryphia: indeed, he oN Lo say in
‘this passage that such apocryphal books are *a device of heretics’, words which in view of the
‘passage before us he could not possibly have ever applied to the books of what we now undirstand
by the Apocrypha. One example, at least, exists of Athanasius quoting from  Sirach, and
ka of it as 'Holy Seripture’ (Comtra slreanos, xii), but it is evident that, upon the whale,
Athanasius did not regard Feclesiastious as belonging 1o the canonical Scriptures, [or among these
he included only the books of the Hebrew Canen.!  Amphilochius (e, 38¢) enumerates the bouks
of the Old Testament, but includes only the books of the Hebrew Canon, aml makes no mention of
the books of the Apocrypha®  Cyril of Jerusatem (d. 3800 in bis Catecds té al Lvctirss (v, 35) quotes
the books of the Hebrew Canon (amony which hie, o, includes Duruch and the Lpistle of Jerermials
as belonging to the Book of Jeremiah] as the cinopical Scriptures of the Ol Testament, ifte:
which he says: Ta & Awma maira éfw reirfla fv horipg.  Hle, however, quotes Sirach in his Cear
chetical Lectures, vi. 3. Gregory of Nasianzus (d. 38g) divides the books of the Hebrew Canon,
which alone he acknowledges as canonival Scripture, into {hiee ro_u[m—lﬂairrrical." poctical, and

; 1ctical ; ‘in the sccond, besides Job and * David ' he includes three of *Salomen | Heclesiasies,
“anticles, and Proverbs; no mention at all s nuwle of any Lodks outside the Tebrew Canon, there
is only a reference to *strange books ', againgt which the reader is warned®  In the Prefuce 1 the
Synopsis Sacr. Script. (pseudo-Chrysostom) * there is a threctold division of Seripiture @ =6 brrvandr.
78 oupdovAerricor, and o mpopprosor, in the sceond of which are included Proverbs, the Wisdom i
Sirach, Feclesiastes, and Canticles. Chrysostom himsell quotes passagies from  Barach, Simach,
and Wisdom as “divine Seripture’, We come next to the evidence of Epiphanius (d. 401);
in three places * he enumerites the canonical books, holding these to be only those of the Hebvew
Canon: but he is not altogether consistent. for in one plice he includes the * letters of Jereaah il
Baruch ' in Jeremiah, while in another he remarks that *the letters of Tavuch " are not found in thy
Hebrew Bible. ' Ile is equally inconsistent or uncertain ', says Westeott, * with regard ti Wisdran
Ecclesiasticus. These ', he says, * occupy a doubitful place. They are useful, and still they are not
reckoned among the acknowledgud books, nor were they ever plaeed in the Aok of the Covenant,'’
i.¢. regarded as Scripture by the Jews. YVetagain, aiter enumerating summiarily «ll the books of tin Ol
and New Testaments, he adds, *and the baoks of Wisdom, thit o Satomun, and of the <ol Sirch,
and generally all divine writings,” [t i evident that he wishes 1o combine the praative of the early
Fathers with their direct teaching, [le will sierilice nothing which hul even she appoarance of
authority, and this characteristic of the man gives weight to his repeated statement that the bovkes
of the Old Testament * were twenty-seven, counted as twenty-two”.  The Hebrew Canon was that
which he, like all the ether Greek Fathors, wished o mark as definitely suthoritative, though e
admitted to a second place the books which had beon sanetioned in some measure by Christien
usage® In the list given by Leontius (J¢ Seetis, ii) and in the Stckemetris of Nicephurus no
mention is made of Sirach, though in the latter Baruch is nentioned among the canimical
books," Finally, John of Damascus (d. 736) in his Do pfide ortlend. ive 17 speaks of Wisdom and
Sirach, after enumerating the buoks of the lebrew Canune in the following way: "H b
Havdperos, rovrérrw 3 Sodia roir SoNopdarros el i Sopie ub Tyeai, e 6 marip por o8 Sy Ldlern
‘Bdpairei ‘EAqeerrl G fppijrevaar ¢ toiron i Syporus Tpaobs toi be Shiag vine EiETiL i Kl wA L
AN obk aptpolrral olbe éxewro €0 Ty Kedere In his £ fmag. § he speaks of Barpeh as * divine:
Scripture’,

¥ At the same time it §s worth nating that Athanasius clearly did not feel himsclf bound by the Hebrew Canon,
for he includes Baruch and the Letter of Jermnid mmeng the commical Seriptioes, sl esclides Esther fuin
the Canon, * Migne, Pafr. Ur. xxxvii, p. 1593,
| * Ruth is treated as a separate Dok, anid Esthes fs omittied wl her ; Nelensialy is nop sentieaed, Bt included
under Esdras among the historical books, )
¢ Haer, 1.1, 5; De mens, ef pond., §§ 4, 23 § * Migne, Farr. Gr.iii. 475 f. )
% Migne, Sufr, Grolvie 51310 Westeort regunds this as * containly a Syrian catalegue of Chrysostam's time’ | e
Bible in the Church, p. 174). . _ . .
7 jve. the ‘ark” in the Synagogue: the tolls of the cazonical Scriptures read in the Synagogue service were kept
there ; xiferds = 127 (‘chest ).
* Thke Bible in the Cirurch, pp. 172 5.
. Cp, Westcott, Zie Canen of the New Testwment (5th ed.), p. 546,
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We turn next to the Western Church. The earliest evidence is that of Irenaeus (d. 202);
although he nowhere quotes from Sirach,' he has in his Ads. Haeres, iv. 26, v. 35 quotations
from Baruch, which he cites as * Jeremiah the prophet’, and from the Additions to Daniel, which
he cites as * Danicl the prophet’, and also from Wisdom ;# presumably, therefore, he would have
recarded the books of the Apocrypha as canonical. Tertullian (d. 220), in quoting from our boek
(c.g. Contra Grostic, viii, De Exhort, Castit. ii, De Hab. Mul. iii), uses the same formula as that with
which he introduces the quotations from the books of the Febrew Canon, viz. sicut scriptum est,
Cyprian (d. 238, in his Testimonia (e.g. iii. g5, 46) * and in his letters (e.g. £p. lix. 20),* has many
quotations from Sirach, and, like Tertullian, introduces them with the formula st seriptum
est. or with the even more definite words Seriptura divina dicit. Methodius* (. 311), who was
bishop of Lycia, and afterwards of Tyre, quotes without reserve from Sirach, Wisdom, and
Taruch, treating them all as ¢ Scripture . Hilary of Poitiers (d. 368) has a list of the books of the
Ol Testament in his Prel. in Lidr. Psalm.” in which only the Epistle of Jeremiah among the books
ef the Apocrypha is included, but at the end of this list he adds the words: * Quibusdam autem
visum est additis Tobia et Judith xxiv libros secundum numerum Graecorum literarum connume=
rave ' nevertheless, he cites Lcclesiasticus and Wisdom as ¢ prophets’, an expression which seems
to imply his belief in their canonicity. Philastrius of Brescia (d. 397) gives an account of the
Scriptures in his S Haeres, Ix, Ixi, in which he says that only the canonical books, meaning
thereby the books of the Hebrew Canon, should be read in church ; in the same work (Ixxxviii) he
says that the * book of the Wisdom of Sirach ' is used by a heretical sect, but he quotes Wisdom
as the work of a *prophet’. Rufinus (e, 410), in his Comem. in Symbol. Apestol., §§ 36—38, gives
i listof the Old Testament Seriptures comprised in the Hebrew Canon as those which “ the Fathers
mcluded in the Canon ' (§ 37): he then continues, in the next section: ‘ Nevertheless, it should be
known that there are also other books which by men of old were called not “canonical " but
“ peclesiastical ) namely, Wisdom, which is called Selomon's, and the other Wisdom, that of the son
of Sirach’; he also includes other books in this category.” The important cvidence of Jerome
(¢l 420) requires a little more detailed consideration.  He was the first to make any thoroughgoing
aml successful attempt to differentiate between the canonical books of the Hebrew Bible and the
buoks of the Apoerypha in the Christian Church ; his intercourse with Rabbis and his knowledge
of the Bible in Ilebrew were the means of equipping him in a special way for his biblical studies.
Jerome was, moreover, the first to use the term * Apocrypha’, in its present technical sense, in
reference to the uncanonical books.  In the Profogus Galeatns (the '1lelmed Prologue’, with which
he prefaces his translation of the books of Samuel and Kings), after enumerating the books of the
Hebrew Canen, he says that every other book (referring, of course, to the Alexandrine Canon) is
to be reckoned among the Apocrypha (‘' quidquid extra hos est, inter Apoerypha esse ponendum’) 5
and he goes on : * Therefore Wisdom, commonly entitled (The Wisdom) of Solomon, and the book
of Jesus the son of Sirach, and Judith, and Tobit, and the Shepherd are not in the Canon.” To the
same efftet are his words in the preface to his Commentary on the Salomonic books: *Porro in eo
libro yui a plerisque Sapicnea Salomonis inscribitur, et in lieclesiastico, quam esse Iesu filii Sirach
nullus ignorat, calamo temperavi, tantummodo canonicas Scripturas vobis emendare desiderans et stu-
dium meum certis magis quam dubiis commendare ' ; and, again, in the same preface he says : * Sicut
ergo Judith ¢t Tobi et Macchabacorum libros quidem legit Veclesia, sed inter canonicas Scripturas
nom recipit, sic et haee duo voluming (i. e. Sirach and Wisdom) legat ad aedificationem plebis,
non ad auctoritatem ecclesiasticorum dogmatum confirmandam.’  But in spite of what Jerome says
herey he not infrequently quotes from the books of the Apoerypha with the same introductory
formula which he uses when quoting from the books of the Hebrew Canon ; thus in his Commentary
on Isaiah (ii. 3) he prefaces quotations from Sirach and Wisdom with * sicut scriptum est .7

Our next authority is Augustine (d. 439). whose authority over the Western Church was almost
as great as that of Jerome, The following, from his De Doctr. Clristiana, ii. 8, will show that he
regarded the books of the Apocrypha gencrally as more authoritative than Jerome did. After
enumerating the Old Testament books in the order—Pentateuch, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1—4 Kings,

' This silence does not of itself necessarily mean that lrenaeus did not regard Sirach as Scripture; it is worth
niting that some books of the Hebrew Canon are never quoted or even alluded to in the New Testament, viz, Esther,
Canticles, Ecclesiastes,

“ He also mentions this book in a work of his which is now lost ; sce Eusebius, /. £.v. 26, * Hartel's edition.
o xotin be confounded with the Methodius who, in conjunction with his brother Cyril, translated the Greck Bible
into Slavonic in the ninth century, and preached the faith to the Slavs.

f Migne, Patr. Lat, i, 241, ¢ Ed. Migne, pp. 375 iT.

| Itis worth noting that the bopks of Tobit and Judith were translated by Jerome from l'k'le Aramaic and incorpo-
rated inthe Vilgate, lut Wisdom, Sirach, the two books of the Maccabees, and Baruch as found in the Vulgate are not.
the work of Jerome, but are all ante-Hieronymian (cp. Swete, o, ¢it., p. 103). |
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es, he goes on : * Haec est historia quae sibimet annexa tempora continet atque ordinem
rerum @ sunt aliae tanquam ex diverso ordine quae neque huie ordini neque inter se connectuntir,
sicut est Job et Tobias et Esther et Judith et Nuchabueorum libiei duo et Esdrae duo, qui magis sub-
sequi videntur ordinatam illam historiam usque ad Regnorum vel Paralipomenon terminatam

e Prophetae in quibas David unus liber Psalmorum, et Salamonis tres, Proverbiorum, Cantica
Canticorum, ¢t Ecclesiastes. Nam illi duo libri unns qui Sapientia et alius gui Ecclesiasticus
inscribitur de quadam similitudine Salomonis esse dicuntur, nam Tesus Sirach eos consciipsisse
constantissime perhibetur qui tamen queninm in auctoritatens recipi meruerunt inter propheticos
numerandi sunt., Though he thus speaks with some reserve respecting Wisdom and Strach
he regards them as canonical, for at the end of his enumeration of the baoks of the Old and New
Testaments he says : “ In his omnibus libris timentes Dewm et pictate mansueti quaerunt voluntatem
Dei.! In the Speenfwomt Augustine deals in the same way with Simch as with the canonical
books, John Cassian (. 450) cites Sirachii. 1 as Scripture in his De Juat, Caeor. iv, 382 Tinoeent 11,
in a list of the Seriptural books in his Z5p. @d Lesuperdnm,” vickons five boods of Solomon (i.e. he
includes Sirach and Wisdom) ; the psowdo-Gielasian lit* includes Siach and Windom, as
well as Tobit, Judith, and 1, 2 Maccabees, amongs the cunonical books:  And, lauly, Cassiodoray
(d. 57c), in his enumeration of the books of the Bible (Dr fuse. Fliz fee. 14) % Wlso includes Sirach
andd Wisdom among the bools of Solomon, and therefore vegards them as canonical | so also Tubit,
Judith, 1, 2 Esdras, 1, 2 Maccabees. )

It is unnecessary to give further cvidence, for from this time onwards all the books of the
Apocrypha are usually found in the Old Testament undistinguished from the viber books. 5o that
the evidence of the early Chureh, taken as a whole, is in the divection of looking fivoarably upan
Sirach as being, at the very lcast, a book which was both edifying and instructive: never-
theless, it is regarded as less authoritative than the books of the Hebrew Canon,

§ 9. Tue THEOLOGY OF THE BooK.

i. The Doctrine of God. Ben-Sira's conception and teaching of the Almighty is very full; not
only his orthodox belief, but still more his religiovs mind which so often expresses itself in his
book. impelled him in the most nataral way to refer very fraquently to the Divine Personality,
His attributes, and His relationship to men. First and foremost comes, of course, his teaching
concerning the Unity of God, e.g. xlii; 21:

From coerlasting He is the same ;
and again in xxxvi, 5 (& xxxiii, 3):

That they may knowo, as woe alse Fanow,
That there 15 hone other God but Thee.

In the long section xliii. 1-264 Ben-Siva deseribes the divine getivity in: Nature and he concludes
(2. 27) with the words:
The conclusion of the matter is: He is all?

The Greek (td war éora adriv) might be thought 1o point to a pantheistie tendency. but the contest
makes it clear that all that Ben-Sira wishes to show is that God is to be diseiwered in all His works |
the very definite personality which he always imputes to God amply proves that he was entirely
free from all pantheistic tendencivs.  This teaching of Goud as the All-God lewds on naturally t
that of God as the Creator of all; heve Ben-Sira gets his miin inp‘:irmism from the Psilms. see the
fine passage xlii. 15 -xliii. 33, and cp. also xexix, 19 and s 2 i this fast passage it is said that
all created things arc the products of the divine wisdom: this is further emphasized by the
description of the all-knowledge of God in xlii, 18-25, see especially @, 18, 19 :

For Jalweh possessetle all knowledge”
And seeth what cometh unto eternity.’

He declarcth wihat i5 past and what is future,
And revealeth the profoundest scerets,

The eternity of God also frequently finds expression, e.g. xviii. 1
He that liveth for ever created all things together . . .

3 Chap. sxiii (ed. Weihrich). In the psewdi-Specaliem alinust every chapter of Sirach is quoted from. )
2 Ed. Petschenig. * Swete, of. 7L, p. 21T, * Ibid. - * 1hid.
* Cp. also xxxvi. I ¢ ‘ Save us, O God of all’ 7 These two lines are wanting in the Hebrew,
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and xxxvi. 17 (&G 22):

v o« That all the ends of the carth may know
That Thow art the eternal God.

Relonging to this eycle of conceptions is also the Holiness of God ; this is taught, e.g. in xxiii. 9

Aecustom not thy meuth to an oath,
Nor make a habit of the naming of the Holy One.

Sec further iv. 14, xliii. 10, xIvii. 8, xlviii. 20.

Aunother side to Ben-Siri's doctrine of God is that in which he deals with the relationship of
God towards Israel on the one hand, and towards the Gentiles on the other. The more usual Jewish
view that God is the God of Israel only is tanght, e.g. in xvii. 17:

For every nation He appointed a ruler)
But Israel is the Lord's portion ;1

and the fact that the Wisdom of God belongs to Israel in a pre-eminent degree shows them to be
in a special sense His people; see the whole passage xxiv. 8 ff., especially #. 12+

And I [i.e. \-Visdom} took root among an honoured people}
In the portion of the Lord (and) of His inleritance!

Maorcover, the whole section on the praise of Israel's heroes of old (xliv xlix) reveals the belief that
Israel is o particularly favoured nation in the sight of God. On the other hand, Ben-Sira is not
whally particularistic ; he realizes that God is the God of all the world, and therefore he sometimes
strikes a universalistic note, c.g. in xviii. 13, 14

The mercy of man is (excrcised upon) lits ozon kin,
Bt the mercy of God is (extended) lo all fiesh,
Reproving, and chastening, and teacking,
And bringing them back as a shepherd his flock.
He fath mcrey on them that accept (His) chastening,
And that diligently seek after His juclgentents®

The attributes of merey and forgiveness here portrayed find wery frequent utterance, and of course
the same is true of the converse; God’s wrath strikes the wicked whether they be Jews or Gentiles.
The doctrine of the divine Fatheriood also finds expression in our book. As Toy says, referring
to the older view: * The old Israclitish idea of the divine love was, so far as we can gather from the
literature, a purcly national one.  Jahveh was the father (Hos. xi. 1) or the husband (Jer. ii. 1, iii. 4 ;
Isa. Ixii, 5) of Israel, In the later psalins more individual relation is expressed ; Jahveh is said to
pity them that fear ITim as a father pities his children (Ps. ciii. 13). Gradually the paternal relation
as expressing most completely the combination of guidance and tenderness came to be employed
as the representative of God's relation to man’ ;¥ and he quotes several passages from the Apo-
crypha. among them xxiii. 1 of our book :

O Lord, Father, and God of my life)

which certainly witnesses to a real belief in the Fatherhood of God in regard to the individual.

ii. The Laz. *About hall the passages in which the Law is mentioned in this book are
wanting in the Hebrew; in those which are cxtant in Hebrew the usual word rendered rdpos in
Gireck i« nmn, but in ix. 15 the Hebrew is certainly corrupt,! in xliv. 20 the word is my» (* com-
mandment "), and in xlv. 17 it is paww (Y judgement”). With three exceptions (ii. 16, xv. 1, xlix.
4) vipos is used without the article, In the Prologue it is used with the article three times, but in
vach case it is in reference to the threefold division of the Canon (8 ropos, xai al mpodmretar, xal Aoimd
T i), On the other hand, the coneluding words in the Prologue are: . .. & vipw Jwredea
In sxsvic (BN sxxiii) 3 the article is almost necessary grammatically.'* Ben-Sira gives great
prominence to the Law both in its cthical and ritual aspects, differing in this markedly from
FProverbs, 1o which he is in other respects so much indebted ; and the stress which he lays on the
importance of the Law, and legal observances generally, marks his book out as perhaps the most
striking link we have between the older and the newer Judaisin, that is to say, the Judaism of post-

¥ Wanting in Hebrew. * The whole passage is wanting in Hebrew. ? Judassm amid Christianity,p. 83.
* But we should probably read * AMN3. ¢ Qesterley, Ecclesiasticus (Cambridge Bible), p. liii.
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times and Rabbinical Judaism. But he uses the word 'Law " in a wide sense ; and herein, too,
are able to recognize the way in which the teaching of this book leads over in so many respects
the later Rabbinism, for what Schechter says regarding the meaning of the term ™ Law’ in
inic literature applies also to its meaning in Simch: - The term Law or Nemws is not
a correct rendering of the Hebrew word " Torah ™. The legalistic element, which might rightly be
mﬂpd the Law, represents only one side of the Torah,  To the Jew the ward Tarah means a teaching
or instruction of any kind. Tt muy be either a general principle or a specific injunction, whether it
be found in the Pentateuch or in the vther parts of the Seriptures, or even c-u_ttije the Canon.  The
juxtapesition in which Torah and Mitzvoth, * teaching ™ and * commandments *, ure to be found in
the Rabbinic literature implies already that the former means something more than merely the
Law,. . . . Touse the modern phraseology, 1o the Rabbinic Jew Torah was hath an institution and
a faith.,'' Torah is, therefore, to be understaond in both an extended and in a pestricted sense
according to the general purport of the passage in which the term occurs.
We may note, then, fisst of all the yeneral emphasis which Ben-Sira lays on the observance of
the Law as being the prime duty of the people to whom Jahveh has given the Law ; he says, for
example, in ix. 15: 4

With the intelligent et thy comsmmning b,
And all thy converse in the Law of the Most High.

He teaches that there can be no honour for those who do not observe the Law :
A despicable race is that whick trawsgresseth the commandment (x. 19).

The duty of seeking the Law, of believing it. and of meditating upon its precepts is insisted on in
XXXl 15-24:
: He that secketl out the Latw shall gain fer,
But the lpocrite shall be snaved therely. . .
In all thy wworks guard tyself,
For e that so docth Eespetle the commarndment.
fe that observeth the Lawo guardetde himself,
And he that trusteth in Johivel shall not be bronght to shame ;

and sce also xxxix. 1 fl. Ben-Sira urges men not to be ashamed of the Law (xlii. 2), and reealls
how the nation's great heroes in the pastobserved it and were enfightencd by it and taught it
others (see xliv. 20, xlv. 5, 17, xlvi. 14). The observance of the commandments of the Law is the
one thing to be thought of at the approach of death (xxviii. ).

Since the Law was given by Guod itis, like Thm. eternal, and this brings us to what is peships
the most interesting part of Ben-Sint's doctrine concerning the Law, namely, his idemtification of it
with Wisdom ; for this implics the pre-existence o the Law, as well as its divine chaacter {sed
further the section on Wisdom). This conceptivm of the Law, which, as far as is known, is found
here for the frst time in Jewish literature, became later vn, with one exception viz. the dectrine of
the unity of God), the most important dogma of Rabbinical Juduism®  But the way in which the
identification of Wisdom with the Law is taken for granted in Sirach makes it clear that
Ben-Sira was not expressing a new truth, but one which had already received general dcceptance.
He says, for example, in xv. 1;

For ke that feavcth the Eord decth ths
[i.e. seeks Wisdom, which is the subject of the preceding verses |,
And e that takeil kold of the Law findeth ler [i.e. Wisdom].
Again, the Law and Wisdom are used synonymously in xxxiv. (€ xxsi) &

Without deceit shall the Lawe be fulfilled,
And Wisdom is perfect in a month that is faitlful,

So also in xxi. 11:

He that kecpeth the Law controlleth his natural tendency,?
And the fear of the Lord is the consummation of Wisdom.

\ Some Aspects of Rabbinic Theology, p. 117 1.
3 See the authors' book 7he Religion ami Wership of the Symagogwe (2nd ed.), pp. 161-177.
* See the note on this in the commentary,
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‘This identification is further implied by ‘ the fear of the Lord ® being both the true observance o{
the Law as well as the ‘beginning’ of Wisdom ; both thoughts occur a number of times in the book.
But the most direct assertion of the identity of the two is found in xxiv. 23, where it is said :

Al these things [i.c. things concerning Wisdom which are mentioned in the preceding verses] are
the book of the covenant of God Most High,
The Law which Moses commanded (as) an Jeeritage for the assemblies of Jacob.

The same is taught in xix. 20:

Al wisdom is the fear of the Lord,
And all woisdom is the fulfilling of the Laiw.

Ten-sirs taught, as we have scen, that the Law was cternal, a doctrine which is further illus-
trated by the way in which he identifies the Law with Wisdom, which is also cternal (see next
section) ; the special point of interest in this connexion is that the doctrine of the cxistence of the
lLaw before the Creation—a thoroughly Rabbinical doctrine—is seen to have been taught long
before Christian times.  As an example of the Rabbinical teaching reference may be made to the
Midrash Hereshith Ralba vin, where it is said that the Torah is two thousand years older than the
Creation: and in the first chapter (in the comment on Gen. i. 1) of the same Midrash it is said:
*Six things preceded the creation of the world; among them were such as were themselves truly
ereated, and such as were decided upon before the Creation : the Torah and the throne of glory
were truly created.’

Another important point concerning the Law is Ben-Sira's teaching on the spirit in which legal
ordinances should be observed. ‘It might seem doubtiul ', says Toy, * whether the introduction of
the finished Law was an unmixed good from the ethical point of view, The code was largely
ritualistic: it hixed men’s minds on cercmonial details which it in some cases put inte the same
category and on the same level with moral duties. Would there not henee result a dimming of the
moral sense and a confusion of moral distinctions ?  The cthical attitude of a man who could regard
a failure in the routine of sacrifice as not less blameworthy than an act of theft cannot be called
a lofty onc, If such had been the general effect of the ritual law we should have to pronounce it
an cvil.  But in point of fact the result was different.  What may be called the natural debasing
tendency of a ritual was counteracted by other influences, by the ethical clements of the Law itself,
and by the general moral progress of the community.  The great legal schools which grew up in the
sccond century, il we may judge by the sayings of the teachers which have come down to us, did
not fail to discriminate between the outward and the inward, the ceremonial and the moral ; and the
conception of sin corresponded to the idea of the ethical standard.'! Now the teaching of Ben-Sira
on the spirit in which the sacrifices preseribed in the Law are to be observed is a striking illustration
of what is here so truly said: in xxxiv. 18, 19 (& xxxi. 21-23) he urges:

The sacrifice of tie unrighitcous man is a mocking offering,
And unacceptable are the oblations of the godless.

The Most High hath no pleasure in the offerings of the ungedly,
Neither doth He forgive sins for a multitude of sacrifices.

And again, a few verses later on, he says :

He who washeth after (contact with) a dead body and toucheth it again,
What hatl e gained by las bathing ?

Seo a man fasting for his sins
And again dotng the same—

Who will listen to his prayer 7
And what hath ke gained by his lmiliation ?

SI:IC}I‘.:.OMS offer an cloquent proof of Ben-Sira's spiritual conception concerning the observance of
the W

iil. The Teacking on Wisdom.
The divine character of Wisdom is graphically brought out in xxiv, 3-5:

I came forth from the mouth of the Most High (ep. i. 1),
And as a mist I covered the earth;

Y Sudaism and Christianity, p. 186.
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In the ligh places did I fix my abode,
And my throne was in the pillar of clowd,
Alone [ compassed the circuit of heavem,
And in the depth of the abyss I walked.

"mﬂt thnm took her part in the creation of the world comes out clearly in the twa fullowing

Before them all [ie. the heavens and the canth| weas Wesdom created (i. 4);

from the_ words whi'eh follow a little later an Ben-Siva evidently canceived of Wisdim having been
created in preparation for the work of Creation which was 10 come, for he continues in verse 'L

He Himsclf created lier, and saw, and numbered her ;
And poured ker ont npon all His works . . .
Th::--existence of Wisdom before the creation of the weorlil is again, and more definitely, stater in
xxiv, ga: ol
He created me from the beginning, before the world.
This vivid personification of Wisdom is based on Proverbs, where the same thought finds expression
in viii. 22, 23 :
The Lord possessed me in the beginning of His way,
Before His works of uld, I
4 was set up from everlasting, from the Geginning,
Or ever the vart/iwvas. (Sce the whole passage, Prov. viii. 22-31.)
The intimate relationship between Wisdom and the Almighty maturally involves the etanity of
Wisdom, a truth set forth in the opening words of our book :
Al Wisdone cometh from the Lovd,
Awd is zorth Him for ever,
The same is implied in xxiv, g4 :
Lle memeorial of me shall never cease.®

The personification of Wisdom is illustrated in another way when it is said that she takes up her
abode among men, and invites them to come and dwell with her :

Witk faithful men is she, and she hath been established from ctevnsty?
And with therr seed shall she contine (i 15).
Come nnto me, ye that desive me,
And be ye filled with my produce ;
For my memorial is siceeter than honey,
And the possession of me than the honcy-coméb (xxiv. 14, 20).
It is characteristic of Ben-Sira's attitude in desiring to show the superiority of the wisdom of Tsracl
over that of the Greeks that he should represent Wisdom as having sought o resting-place amonyg
the nations of the world, but that Isracl alone was worthy of her, and thit swmnonyg thenu therefore,
God bids her abide ;4 he says in xxiv. 7,8 [, 12:

With all these [i e. every people and nation] / senght a resting-place,
And (said): In whose inferitance shall [ lodge ?
Then the Creator of all things gave vie commandment,
And He that created me fixed my dicelling-place ( for me);
And He said: Lot thy dioelling-place be in_facob,
And tn Lsrael take up thine snkeritance. . . . ge———
And I ook root among an honenred people, x
I the portion of the Lord (and ) of His inheritance.

! Cp. Ps. civ. 24: O Lord, kot panifold are Thy works ! <5
e swisdom hast Thow made then ail. %
Prov. fii. 19: The Lord by swizdop: founided the carth ; \ 5,

By umderstanding He established the heavens,
: So lﬁe Syriac; the Greck and Latin read, * Unto eiernity I shall not fail.*
So the Syriac ; the Greek text is probably corrupt. - ;
$:Cpl wijﬂhis the sontewhat smﬁh'.,u' cise of thie Faw, which, sevording to the later teaching of the Rubbis, vas
originally intended by (iad ta be a revelition of Himself and of His will to all nutiens, but that Isracl wis the only
nation tgat accepted it {see Oesterley and Box, af. cit; p. 164).
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The thought of Wisdom dwelling among men is already taught in Proverbs (e.g. viii. 31, 34 ff.), but
Ben-Sira claborates it, and in such a passage as that just quoted treats it with great poetical beauty.

Further, it is characteristic. not only of the Wisdom of Ben-Sira, but also of the Wisdom-
Literature generally, that the term Wisdom is never used in the sense of pure knowledge ; in its
cssence it connoted originally the faculty of distinguishin_g between what is good and what is bad,
or, perhaps more aceurately (in so far as earlier times are concerned), between what is advantageous
and what is harmful. But in any case, regarding the nature of Wisdom, it is true to say that in the
Jewish conception it had primarily a reltgions content from the beginning ; that is to say, that it
was in its origin essentially a divine attribute, the possession of which made man in some measure
like God. In comparatively carly times it must have come to this, that to be able to differentiate
between good and evil, i.c. the exercise of the moral consciousness, cnabled man to stand in a closer
relationship to God than the mere external observance, however assiduously carried out, of
a ceremonial law; this, at any rate. would have been the essence of the teaching of the prophets:
It is in following such teacling that Ben-Sira inculcates the truth that the way to lead a wise life
is to live according to the divine commandments; in contemplating the wisdom of God, as set
forth in the commandments of Ged, and acting accordingly, man makes his human wisdom
approximate to the divine, and worldly, practical wisdom, in its many and various forms, is
thus of the same kind, only less in degree. as divine wisdom, It is thus casy 1o see, one may
remark in passing, that the identification between the Law and Wisdom, referred to in the previous
section, was inevitable.  * Human wisdom comes from the communion between the mind of man
and the mind of God. The unity of the divine and the human attributes (implicitly contained in
the book) appears to involve the conception that the divine wisdom fills and controls all things,
including man’s mind, and thus manifests itsell in human thought;'? this is true, but it needs to
be emphasized that Ben-Siva's strong insistence on human free-will makes it a matter of man's
choice whether his mind is filled with divine wisdom or something clse.

Wisdom is, therefore, in the first place, of a religious nature. How essential an element this
was in Ben-Sira's conception of Wisdom will have been seen by what was said above as to the
origin of Wisdom, namely, that it was an emanation from the Deity. This truth is further
emphasized by the dictam, common to all the books of the Wisdom-Literature in one form or
another, that:

The fear of the Lord is the beginning of Wisdomt (i. 14).

Though Ben-Sira takes this thought over from carlier sages, he nevertheless makes it thoroughly
his own, and elaborates it in such sayings as:

The erezon of Wisdom is the fear of the Lord (i. 18);
To fear the Lord is the voot of Wisdom (i. 20).

But besides this specifically religious content, Wisdom has, according to Ben-Sira, another
element in its nature, While the knowledge of God may be said to describe its most exalted
characteristic, it has also a less exalted, but extremely useful, further characteristic in that it
connotes knowledee of the world 3 not that this would imply a non-religious clement in Wisdom,
for the man with knowledze of the world has aequired this lower form of Wisdom, too, by his
observance of the divine commandments; so that it need cause no surprise to find that it is this
latter element in the nature of Wisdom to which Ben-Sira devotes most attention in his book. Nor
is this an unnatural thing when it is remembered that the writer, having none but the vaguest ideas
about a life hereafter, is mainly concerned with the affairs of this life.  So he says of Wisdom that:

They that love her love life (iv. 12);
and again:
The wisdom of the poor man lifteth up lis lead,
And causetle hiim to sit among princes (xi. 1)

The large number of precepts which Ben-Sira offers as to general conduct of life are the utterances
of a sage whose whole life has been spent in the acquisition of Wisdom ; they form part, at least, of
the result of his labours in her service; and the contribution which he has to offer his fellow-
creatures is to teach them what in very large measure is worldly wisdom, These moral precepts
differ widely, of course, from divine wisdom, but, as we have seen, both emanate from the same
source, and both are ultimately to be traced back to the Giver of all good things.,

! Toy, in EB, ii. 1175.
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owing to this practical nature of Wisdom that Ben-Sira insists on i . ;
] m exhibited among men, so he says: insists on its being not only

Hidden wisdom and concealed treasure,
What profit is there in cither ?
Better is the man that fideth his folly
Than a man that kideth kis wisdom (xx. 30, 31).

_ To those who are desirous of acquiring Wikdom, Ben-Sira gives n picce of advies which well
illustrates what has already been said above as to the religioug ulé‘me'n_l hIPBWI'}‘ frrm of Wisdin ;

If thow desive Wisdom, kecp the commanidments,
And the Lord soill give her freely unte thee (i, 26).

That Wisdom is the gilt of God is again declared to be the case in i 10:
Without measure doth He grant ler to them that leve Hint,

W.i!_‘d?m i?..t'h“ﬁ lhc'_ frec gi[t of ﬁ_ﬂd ;. but-this does not mewn to <oy that man has not his part to
play in arder tocnjoy this free wift ; he has a discipline to go through which is irksume, and which
will test the sincerity of the secker: '

Bue 4wl coalk woith Jim in diseuise,
Aud at first | woill dry hime <with tomptations.
Fear and dread woill T bring wpon Jiim,
And [ will tormient i with chastisements (iv. 17).

Wisdom wlll also make great demands upon those that would be her servants; it is a hard
course of instruction through which they must go:

oo Brivg thy feet into her fetters,
And thy neck tnte fer chain;
Lot down thy shoulder, and bear fier,
And ehafe not wnder Jier bonds (vi. 24, 25).

But if Wisdom can only be acquired by earnest and sustained effort, if to possess her requires
concentrated zeal and self-denial, the reward of those who persist is great in proportion, In
a beautiful passage Ben-Sira describes this great reward :

For at length thou weilt fond ler rest,
Aud she shall be turned for tue into gladness.
And her fetters shall become a stay of strengtle for thee,
And ler bonds for robes of glory.
An ernanicnt of gold &5 ker yoke,
And ler fetters a cord of blue.
Thon shalt arvay thee woith ev-(as sith) vobes of glory,
And crozon thee with ker (as wwith) a crozen of beauty (vi. 28-31).

Clearly such a reward cannot be for the many = vnly the best types of men are able 1o obtain her g
s0 Ben-Sira says: _
For Wisdom is accerding to fer nanie,
Anid to most uten she is not manifest (vic 22).

Indeed, Ben-Sira holds that humanity is divided into two categories, the wise and the foelish; or
the good and the evil—to him the two terms are respectively synonyis | Wisdim's attitude to
each is thus expressed :

As a prison-lonse is Wesdom to a fool,
And the knozoledye of the swise as coals of fire.

As chains on (their) feet is instruction to the foolish,
And as manacles on thetr right hand.

As a golden ornament is instruction to the wise,
And as a bracelet upon their right arm (xxi. 18-21).
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So lasting is the power of Wisdom among those who truly possess her, that the possession is
regarded as hereditary :

If hie trust me, he shall possess me,
And Jis posterity shall hold me fast (iv. 16, see also i. 15).

Yet even he who possesses Wisdom may lose his treasure by sinning, so it is said :

If ke turn away ( from ), I will forsake him,
And will deliver lim over to the spoilers (iv. 1g).

The only truly blessed are they who persistently follow after Wisdom (xiv. 20-27) ; yet for this
leisure is required ; the ordinary occupations and callings of men are all good and necessary, but
none are to be compared to that in which a man devotes himself wholly to the secking out of the
Wisdom of the ancients, which is none other than the fear of God and the Law of the Most High
(see the whole of xxxviii. 24-xxxix. 11).

iv. The Doctrine of Sin. The great problem of the existence of sin had, of course, exercised
the minds of men for ages before the time of Ben-Sira. How was one to reconcile the facts of daily
experience with the belief in an all-righteous, all-powerful Gaod, who governed the world? ‘The
ancient mythical religion had certainly connected physical evil with Adam's sin; but when, after the
Exile, the individual, as contrasted with the nation, became more prominently an object of
consideration, difficulties doubtless began to appear to which the answer of the old theology was
felt to be incomplete.”t A suggested explanation of the difficulty is expressed in Ps. xxxvii, where
it is said that the destruction of the wicked comes suddenly, while he is in the midst of his
prosperity (v 33, 36) 3 and again, in the same psalm the Psalmist seeks to explain the difficulty by
contrasting the ‘latter end’ of the righteous and the wicked respectively :

Mark the perfect man, and behold the upright :
For the latter end of that man is peace.
As for iransgressors, they shall be destroyed together ;
The latter cnd of the wicked shall be cut off (ve. 37, 38).

In neither case was there any real solution of the problem. Later thinkers were impelled to offer
another explanation ; so, for example, the writer who explained that everything had been made for
its own purpose:
The Lord hath made everytiiing for its own end :
Yea, even the wicked for the day of eml (Prov. xvi. 4).

Ben-Sira was on safer ground when, in re-echoing earlier teaching, he said :
He that seeketh God will receive discipline (xxxii[xxxv.]14),

i.e. any misfortune which befalls the rightcous is looked upon as a discipline, and is, therefore, in reality
for his benefit. - None of these attempted solutions could. however, have been regarded as satisfactory’,
for they did not account for the divine acquiescence in the prosperity of the wicked, however much
they might satisfy men as to the necessity of adversity for the rightcous. In one passage Ben-Sira
does strike out a somewhat original line of thought in secking a solution of the mystery, though
within the limits of the present life; a wicked man may, he says in effect, enjoy prosperity all his
life, but so tervible may God cause his last hours to be that all his former enjoyment of life becomes
whally obliterated, and thus the apparent contradiction between the facts of life and the divine
justice is harmonized ; his words are :

For it is easy in Jalkvel's sight
At the end to requite a man according to bis deds.
An evil timie causeth forgetfulness of delights,
Aud the last end of a man 1will tell of him.
Pronounce no man happy before his death ;
For by lis latter end a man shall be Enown (xi. 26-28).

This attempted solution, if it does nothing clse, witnesses at any rate to the very earnest desire
to try and explain a grave difficulty ; and if, as a matter of fact, no advance is made in our book
towards a satisfactory solution of what must have constituted a cruel mystery to the God-fearing of

! Tennant, in the fournal of Theological Studies, ii, p. 209.
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- days, it cannot cause surprise; with their lack of knowledge concerning the general laws upon
which society is based and by which it exists, with their absolute ignorance concerning the laws of
nature, with their very hazy conceptions concerning a fuller spiritual life heveafter. it was whally
ible for the ancient Hebrew thinkers to frame any really satisfactory warking theory wherehy
to | onize the seeming contradiction between belief in the existence of an almighty. just God
and the facts of human experience. Nevertheless, Ben-Sirn had very definite ideas upon the
existence of sin and its universal prevalence among men; he had also cearly thought and taoghe
much about the nature and essence of sin, and the speciul importance of his book in connexion
with this subject is that it is the only non-apocalyptic writing which unguestionably reflects hight
upon the Palestinian thought of its time concerning the introduction of sin and death into the
world. “It is a unique link', says Dr. Tenmant, © between the Obd Testament and the ancient
Rabbinism. It is also important as a guide to the views of the time from the fact that it author,
though perhiaps conscious of the inadequacy of his inherited thealogy by solve all the probléms ind
?]i‘ﬂ'mu]tim: which presented themscelves to an educated mind, allows himsell but Hatle liberty of
ought.'

Vith regard to the origin of sin; Ben-Siea's treiament Is haghly instructive. for it reveuls the
difficulty in which he found himsell involved as soon is he begam o grapple with the subject.
He mentions altogether three theories regarding the orvigin of sin: ene of these he eombats as
erroncous. The first is that the existence of sin s due te God ¢ this s the thenry which he cumbats.
though he does not seem to walize the difficalty in which he involves himself in doing so. The
passage in which this is dealt with is xv. 11 20, where Ben-Sira veplivs v those who trace back the
origin of sin to God ; he says:

Say wot: * From God is sy transgression,
For that sokick He harcth made He not.
Say not: ' (1t is) He that made e to stumble,
For there is no need of cvil mien.
Ewil and abowiination doth the Lord hate,
And He doth not let it come nigh to them that fear Him (xv. 11-13).

e says further in the course of his argument rand here his teaching v human freeswill comes
strongly to the fore):
God created man from the biginning,
And placed liine in the hand of lis Yeser.
If thou (so) desivest, thow canst kecp the commandment.
A (it ds) woisdom to do His good pleasire,
Poured out before tlce (are) fire and water.
Streteh forth thine hand wite tat swlticl thow desirest,
Life and death (are) before man,
That which fe destretl shall be given to Jim. .
He contmanded ne man o sin,
Nor gave strongth o men of lies (xv. 14- 30).

With regard to the word Ve it nuy bie noved in passing that i ity primary meaning it
denotes *form ' or * framing ', hence what is formed or framel in the mind, amd it therefure comes
to mican *imagination” or ‘ purpose . [t is used in w good sense in Tst. xxvi. 3, 1 Chron xxix. 18
on the other hand, in Gen. vi, 3, viii. 21 it is used of the evil imuggination, In Iul_c-r times tlugre
arosc the doctrine of a "wood = Veser as opposed to the ‘evil” Viger; two npposing tendencies
which, it was taught, were constituent elements in man's spiritual nature, Prof. Schechter says:
“The more conspicuous figure of the two Vegers is that of the evil ] e I.ndel‘!cl, it is not impos-
sible that the expression good }esor, s the mni:lwsi_s- of the evil Veger, is a creation of later dat_t.'. ¢
1t is, therefore, probable that Ben-Sira, when making use of the expression in the passage just
quoted, had the evil ¥eger, or ‘ tendency ', in mind ; at any rate, the context shaws that even if the
word was used in a neutral sense it was at least potentially the evil Yeser to which he referred ; but
as this tendency or inclination to evil was part of man’s nature it was created by God, so that
Ben-Sira shows himself to have been in danger of falling, liy implication. into the very error which
he combats in the previously quoted passage (xv. 11-13); indeed, further on in his book he comes
perilously near to a direct assertion that (God created evil ; see xxxiii. (& xxxvi) 13-15. sxxvil 3.

1 O, it p 207 * Some Aspeits of Rabbinic Theology, p. 243
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So that, at least by implication, Ben-Sira might well be convicted of imputing the origin of evil to
God, though he refrains from doing so explicitly.!
A second theory which Ben-Sira brings forward is expressed in xxv. 24:

From a woman did sin originate [lit. is the beginning of sin],
Awnd because of her we all must die.

Dr. Tennant, in writing on this verse, says: ‘It has to be borne in mind that when, in the
second clause of the verse, the writer passes to the thought of death, to the relation of Eve's sin to
our universal mortality, a causal connexion is distinctly asserted. The use of #hillal [! beg-inning'-']'
in the former clause does not perhaps in itself preclude the thought of such connexion, in the case
of sin, having presented itsell to Ben-Sira’s mind, but it certainly does not suggest any such con-
nexion. . . . II Ben-Sira intended to imply that Eve's transgression was the cause or origin of
human sinfulness he was venturing further than was his wont beyond the letter of the Scripll.lm-l
narrative which he had in mind, and was already in possession of a much deeper view of the frst
transgression than is to be met with in Jewish literature until we come to St. Paul’s Epistles, the
Slavonic book of Enoch, and 4 (2) Esdras."® In any case, this second theory of Ben-Sira's only
traces the history of sin from the time that it existed in humanity without following it further back.?®

Finally, a third theory, though not expressed in definite form, can with much probability be
shown to have been in the mind of Ben-Sira. In xxi. 27, 28 it is said :

When the fool curseth Juis adversary [lit, Satan],
He curseth fits own soul ;

The woluspever defileth lus own soul,
And is hated wheresocver le sojonrneth.

This is a difficult passage; but it scems clear that by the words ‘ The whisperer defileth his own
soul’ Ben-Sira meant to express the truth that the evil in man is of his own making; it is also
evident that the words arc intended to be an illustration of the truth enunciated in the preceding
couplet.  Whatever is meant by ‘adversary "—whether ‘ Satan' in the sense of the devil, or an
adversary in its ordinary meaning—the words which follow (* He curseth his own soul’) show that
whitt Ben-Siva intends to teach is that the - adversary ' is synonymous with the ungodly man's own
selfy or, as Hart explains it, ‘ not Satan, but the man himself is responsible for hissin.'? The
verse, as Cheyne has pointed out, can be illustrated by Ps. xxxvi. 1 (R.V. marg.) : * Transgression
saith to the wicked within his heart . ..'" To explain the words by saying that when a man curses
somebody else who is his enemy he curses himself, i.e. that the curse recoils upon his own head,
would not enly be contrary to the ideas of the times, but would also be out of harmony with the
words which follow. The Syriae translator evidently saw the difficulty of making * the adversary
refer to somebody other than ‘the fool’, but not perceiving the point of the words he put in
a negative, thus giving a different turn to the whole, and rendered : * When the fool curseth him
who sinned wof against him, he curseth his own soul.’ The gist of the passage may then be taken
to be that man is his own ‘ Satan ' ; in other words, that the origin of sin is to be sought in man
himsell. This may be illustrated by another passage:

What is brighter thaw the sun? Yot ths faileth;
And (loww mucl wiore) man wwleo (hatl) the inclination of flesh and blood !™ (xvii. 31).

Dir. Tennant paraphrases the Greek thus: * Even the sun darkens itself—the brightest thing in the
world; how much more, then, frail man!’ He says, further, in connexion with this verse, that if

! Some later Rabbis had no hesitation in directly asserting what Ben-Sira here implies; in the Midrash Bereshith
Rabha xxvil it is definitely stated that God created the evil Veser; and in Qaddushin 306 ('T. B.) the following words
are put into the mouth of the Almighty : * [ created the evil Feger; 1 created for him [i.¢. for man, in order to overcome
the evil Feger] the Law as a means of healing. If ye oceupy yourselves with the Law, ye will not fall into the

wer of it."
A Op. cits, pps 210, 211,

* It is interesting ko note that in a later, but pre-Christian, book the writer believes in the existence of sin before
the creation of the human race; in the * ook of the Parables' (1 Lnoch Ixix. 6), in reference to the evil angels, it is
suid 'I{\nd Ih? third was named Gadreel ; he it is who showed the children of men all the blows of death, and he led
astry Eve. ..

‘y'l'he Hebrew of these verses is not extant.

5 Op. it p. 154, * The Expositor, series xi, p. 346.

* The Hebrew is not extant ; the first clause of the above represents both the Syriac and the Greek; the second
is based upon the CGreek and the Syrine; the Greek runs: *And an evil man will think on flesh and bloed.” See the
critical and exegetical notes in the commentary on this verse.
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1 offers any excuse for man's depravity * it is that of his natural 2nd essential frailty, referred
such passages as xvii. 30-32, but never traced to an external cause . Difficult as the verse is,
y be concluded that its meaning illustrated Ben-Siva’s teaching in the previously consileresl
passage that thie origin of sin is to be sought in man *  That this belwd was held in certuin Jewish
circles may be gathered from the following wurds which oceur in 1 Enoch xeviii. 40 ' 1 have sworn
unto you, ye sinners, as a mountain has not beeome a slave. And a hill does not besome the handmaid
of a woman, liven so sin hath not been sent upon the earth, But man of himself hath ereated i, And
under a great curse shall they fall who commit it.'*

The three pussages discussed suggest. thevelore, a beliel that sin vriginates within man, and s of
his own making, irrespective of any extermil agency ; but there are other passages which puoint
distinctly to a belief that sin 75 external to man; see, for example, xxi, 2, xxvii. 10.

Su that Ben-Sira’s teaching on the orgin of sin may be sumamed upin the olowing way: Ie
implies, though he does not definitely assert it that the creatium af sin is due to God ; yet in nne

of considerable impurtance he strongly combats this theory. e teaches, further, thit se
ar as the human race is concerned the vrigin of sin s to be sought m the fall of Eve ; but he does
not attempt 1o trace its history further back ; this: however, was from lis point of view unnccessary
if, in accordance with hix thind theory, sin odgisates i each indiedoal | nevertheless, he invalves
himself in a contradiction heve in saying that becase of Fve's sin all men must die. 1o addition ta
this, however: there is the further inconsistency revanding his third theo v for while teaching thit sin
originates within-man, he speaks of sin as something external to man.  These contradictory thoughts
bring into clear relief Ben-Sira's inability to formulate a consistent and lggical doctrine as to the
origin of sin; and o this he but shows himsellto be g forepunner of the Rablis, fram whose writings
it can be seen that later thinkers were involved in precisely the s ineonsistencies 4 subh s they
attempted to construct a working theory on the subject,

But the theoretical difficulties in which Ben-Sira was involved did not in any way detract from
his deep realization of the existence and universal prevalence of =in; he witnesses 1o this in many
passages, is may be seen by areference to the following passages amony many pthers . v, 24, vii. N,
viti. 5, xxiii. 4-6,

v. The Doctrine of the Futnre Life. In the main Ben-Siri's belicl concerning the Herealter
was that of the normal teaching of the Psalms; such passages, for example, as Ps vio 5 (' For in
death there is no remembrance of Thee: In Sheol who shall give Thee thanks?'), and exx. 17, 18,
evi. 2, cp. Isa. xxxvili. 18, 19, are clearly the pattern on which he bases his teaching in xvil. 27, 28:

For what pleaswre hatle Gud in all that perish en Hades,
I place of those soho leve and gove Him pragse?
Thanksgiving perisheth from the dead as from one that is not,
(But) ke that liceth and is an Jealth praiscth the Lord.

~ Although death, as a rule, marks the end of all things and is usually connected with caryuption
(x. 11, XVii. 32, Xxviii. 6), yet Ben-Sira does not speak af it as necessarily a cause of terror; indeed,
under certain circumstances, it is preferable to life; he says e g, in xli 21

Hail ! Death. how wodleome 15 thy deeree

To the luckless wman, and that lacketh streagth,
That stumbletl and trippeth at everything,

That is broken, and hath lost hupe.

See also xxxii, 11, xxx. 17, x1 28, On the other hand, death is terrible to him who is in prosperity
and in the enjoyment of health (xl. 7). Sometimes death is spoken of as a punishment (vii. 17,
xk g, 10); but there is nowhere any mention of punishment after death. The unly sense i which,
accarding to Ben-Sica, i man can be siid 1o * live” after death waes by mcans of his wisdom which
he had acquired in his lifetime:

s understanding many do praise,
And ngwrr shall lis name be lotted ont:
Hes memory shall not cease,
And Jis namic shatl live from generation fo gencration (NXXix. g).

1 UOp. vity, pi 212, ’ »

# On the question as to whethier the evil Fiser s exvternal 0 man oF ot there is uch division in Kabbinial
writings ; see Schechter's very instructive chaptors xiv, v, xvi i o dagedt of Kabdens Phosegy.  Furthyt psetal
information on the Jewish ductrine of smwill be fond i chape vie ¢ The Doctrine of Divine Retmbution i Rabbinieal
Literature ') of the same writer's Studics in Judaism (First Series),

¥ Churles, 1 Enoci®, p. 242, :
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Or, again, in the following fine passage (xli. 11-13):

Vanily is man (concerning) his body,
But the name of the pious shall not be cut off.

Be in fear for thy name, for that abideth longer for thee
Than thousands of precions Ireasures.

Life's goods last for limited days,
But the reward of @ name for days without number.

In some few instances there seem to be the beginnings of what might naturally have developed
into a somewhat fuller conception of life hereafter, the adumbration of a belief in something more
than a mere shadowy existence beyond the grave, The instances are those in which the dead are
said to ‘rest’, an idea very different from that of death being corruption and the end of all things,
which is the more usual one in our book. The conception of the dead ‘resting ' must involve some
sort of a beliel beyond that of the bare existence of the spirit in the future state; thus, in xxii. 11
Ben-Sira says:

Weep gently for the dead, for ke hath found rest (cp. also xxix. 17, xxxviii. 23).

Tt is of particular interest to note, in view of the development of ideas concerning the luture
life which took place during the second century 1€, that in at least two instances the Greek shows
an advance upon the corresponding Hebrew conception ; in vii. 17 the Hebrew has:

Humble (thy) pride greatly,
For the expectation of man is svoris.
IFor this the Greek has :

Humble thy sonl greatly,
For the punishment of the ungodly man is fire and the wormn.}

The other passage is xIviii. (1, but for the details of this recourse must be had to the notes in the
commentary.
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PROLOGUE =

Sixct: many things and great have been delivered unto us through the Law and the Prophets
and the others who followed after them—for which things’ sake we must give Isracl the praise of
instruction and wisdom—and as not only must the readers themselves become adept, but also the
lovers of learning must be able to profit them which are without both by speaking and writing ;

5wy grandiather Jesws, having given himself much to the reading of the Law and the Prophets and
the other books of our fathers, and having acquired considerable familiarity therein, was induced
also himsell to take a part in writing somewhat pertaining to instruction and wisdom, in order
that those who are lovers of learning and instructed in® these things *might make so much the
more progress® by a manner of life (lived) din accordance with the Law®. Ye are entreated,
1o thercfore, to make your perusal with favour and attention, and to be indulgent, if in any parts of
what we have laboured to interpret we may secem to fail in some of the phrases. For things

& For the spurions Prologue found tn cod. 248, o the Complutensian fext and in the * Synopsis of Holy
Sqripture’, falsely attributed to St Athanasius, see Edersheim (in Waee), p. 255 an English franslation of it is given
i the AV biefore that of the genwine Prologue.  Hpodoys B A3 mp. owpay C: om. R | The wwhole o5 omilted in §
Lith and 1 157 248, sohich have the spurious Profogue] b Reading emyo: Syro-Hex xe-8 AV a5y &c. for
evaxm 10 e Reading with B mode pahor emimporfuoiy: 8 e (= Syro-Hex) npoefyooveis 4~ Reading

1. the Law . . . after them. The threeiold division of the Hebrew Canon is here explicitly mentioned for the
first time ; it is noticeable, however, that the third division is referred to in a somewhat vague way (as again below),
namely,as ‘those that followed after them’, *the other books of our fathers ", and ‘the rest of the books'. Itis clear that
a third division was already in existence by the side of the Law and the Prophets: but the indefinite way in which it
is referred to suggests that this third collection had not yet been delimited, and that it may still have been incomplete.
The tripartite division of the Canon is also clearly indicated in Luke xxiv. 44, ‘all things . . . which are written in the
Law of Moses, and the Prophets, and the Psalms concerning Me ' ; but this isthe only passage in the N. T, which makes
explicit mention of it.  See further Ryle, 7he Canon of the O. 7., passim 3 Buhl, Cason and Text of the O, 7.: and
Box, Skost futvoduction to the Lit. of the Q. T., p. 4. The expression * followed after them " may imply chronological
sUGCEssIon,

3. instruction and wisdom. Perhaps the order of cod. 253 “ wisdom and instruction”’ (= =Dwy q0an) may be
more original ; the foundation and first principle of true life is the moral culture implied by the term “wisdom® (= the
fear of the Lord), of which instruction, or discipline, is the specific application, Israel is worthy of praise because it
has made the Law, which was graciously bestowed upon it by God, a means of imparting wisdom, and a means of
discipline, to itself.

readers . . . lovers of learning. Hoth terms refer to one and the same class; perhaps, as Smend suggests,
primarily teachers of Lhe Law (i. e. Scribes) are meant ; for ‘reader "= scribie (dvapsworns = “B0) cf. 1 Esdras (3 Ezra)
viil. &, 9, 19, ix. 39, 42, 49 (these correspond to Ezra vii. 11, xii. 21, Neh. viii. 1, 4,9).

4. them which are without. i.e. either those that are 'in the land of their sojourning’ (see below), or the laity ;
the latter, perhaps, suits the context better, as the original writer, Ben-Sira, wrote for the Palestinians, not for the
Diaspora (so Smend).

by speaking and writing. Oral instruction was, of course, one of the most important departments of the
Seribes! activity ; the reference to writing in this connexion is interesting ; doubtless other works besides Sirach were
produced by members of the seribal class which were not embodied in the Canon; a specimen of sach has recently come
o light in the Armmaic version of the ' Sayings of Alikar' from the papyri of Elephantiné, — a work which reminds one of
the Wisdon Literature ; the ook of Tobit may also be thought of in this connexion. The literary activity of the earlier

scribes, aswell as the Liter,is alsoimplied in a number of references in the Rabbinical literature ; see Strack, £inleitung
an den Talmud (ath ed.), pp. 12 fi.

&, instructed in these things. For the reading sce critical note.

¢. & manner of life (lived) in accordance with the Law. This expresses the practical aim which governed all
the activities of the teachers of the Law; a gool commenton this point may be read in Josephus (Comtra Agion. ii.
& By ¢ But, as for our people, if any do but ask one of them concerning our laws, he will tell all more readily than his
own nate, and this because of our Jearning them at once, as soonas we could understand anything, and h
Wire, as I wete, graven upon ow souls*; cp. also Philo ap. Eusebius, Pracp. Lvangel. viil, 7 (Migne); the expression
@vrnpos By may be illustrated by fioe véupos, which occurs in 4 Mace, vit, 15, ' .

i1, to fail in some of the phrases. For things originally spoken ... The younger Sirach is acutely con-
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SIRACH 1. 1,2

‘originally spoken in Iebrew have nat the same force in them when they are tranalated fnta
another tongue : and not only these, but the Law itselt, and the Prophecies, and the rest of the
~ books, have no small difference when they are spoken in their onginal form, Now®. in the
ﬁw thistieth year under king FEuergetes, having come into Fgypt and eontinued there,

I | opportunity ! for no small instroction. T, thereore, deemed it most necessary mywelf to
devote same zeal and * love-labour ' to (the task of) interpreting this beok | devating, tndeed,
much sleepless care and skill in the interval in order, having brought * the book 1 an eod, o
_ publish it for them also who in the Lind of their sajouning desire to be lovers of learming, bicing
‘20 already prepared in respect of their moral culture to live by the Lawh. ' o

(a) 1. 1-10.  The Origin of Wisdom (= g +4 distichs),

1 1 All wisdom cometh from the Lord,
And is with Him for ever.
2 The sand of the seas, and the drops of rain,
And the days of cternity,—who can number (them) ?

wilfe B emvopov t but ROV wx vopon : 10 253 o ipios 050 R qap DA C { Reaiting apoppny seeth 254 ond
fwo other cnrsives: agopoion B A C & Reading aynyoven soeth 80 X C (ST ayoyorrns) and some carsies -
aymra B BB vop 8 B emoger A C*V 253 Sero-Hoy

scious of the difficulties which beset the translation of one langunge into another; he is thinking nnt so much of the
original sense and meaning as of the wording of the Hebrew text, which he feels that he rendess inadequately, The
reference to the Greek translation of the lible which follows is interesting ; the Siracide wrote at a time when the
work of translating the Scriptures into Greek was still unfinished, and he feels at perfect liberty to criticise it freely.
The expression *in Hebrew ' ("Fdpuior) ocours here far the first time.

& 12, rhm they are translated. The Greek word here used (prriyw) occurs nowhere else in this sense, according to
Smend.

13, not only these. ‘ These” refers 10 the present work,  For the characterof the Greek wranshation of llen.Sira
see Introd. § 4 (end). _ )

14. in the eight and thirtieth year. The rest of the Prologue states the translitor's reasons for undertaking his
work. The date refers to the year in which the younger Sirach actually came into Egypt, probably the thirty-cighth
regnal year of Euergetes [1, viz. 132 b.C, ; for a different view see Inteod. § 6, 1ih.

and continued there, The Greek word used (voy ypiivay) seems to imply that he contmued there il the end
of the reign of Fuergetes (*synchronize'l, i.e. 117-116 it c.; the Prologoe was. therefore, in all probability written
between the years 132-116 &.C.  For a full discussion of the question of date see Introd. §6, i b.

16, Ifound opportunity for no small instruction. Tl waernative peading dfups cson eithoal poe, -\-r.s._h haw
the weight of manuscript evidence inits favour, is difficult tointerpret. The word means *unlikeness ", *diffierence’, and,
if read, the sentence would run : * 1 foond no small difference of cultuve,” namely, between the Palestnian and Egyptian
Jews, with i depreciatory reference o the Luter: hut the pontest negatives such o mvamog.  The Bt anderstands
oy s eqivident Lo dafinpeionn, * copy”’ or ookt e AV, bk of me sl g | RV s ey affurding
no small instruction'; but it is best to adopt, with Smend, the reading ddoours, in spite of inferior attestation.  This
affords an excellent sense which harmonizes admirably with the context; the younger Sirach found lange opportunities
in Egypt for mstruction in the wisdom of the Seribes. As inlater tises, thee synagoguns of the I-Ig“-ll.nln Dawspiin
were {Ee centres where such instruction was given, cp. Philo, 156 Mo il 168 : ' For what are the jewash_pmytr—
houses in the cities.other than places of instruction, and wisdon, caution, o oderation, and ighteniisnes.. in piety atnl
haliness, in short, in every virtue which recognizes ard aceeps both human and divine godness 7 Tn salier passage
Philo (De Septen, ii.282) says: * The listeners sit in pereet codvr and absolute stiliness, vagerly deiking m test
excellent doctrines. For here one of the most experienced puts forth the most perfect and most wseful teaching by
which human life can be adorned in the most beautiful way.'

17. love-labos i iav, R. V. “travail )

18. sleepless care. aypumods, cp xxxi, 1 (G xxxive 1), xxxviii, 26

in the interval. i.e., ns siggested above, in the interal between the yours 133- 116 B

19. for them also . . . sojourning. i c. for tse abwoud m the Dispersion. The wond mupaea 14 userh of 4 Mlv.'ull
in a strange land, as in Acls xiil. 17,1 Peti i 177 so also the verh and adjective, e.g. Luke xxiv, 18, Acts vil. 6, 1 ety
ii. 11, &c., and frequently in the Septuagint and in Phile.

I.1—IV.10. The general theme of this section is Wisdom regarded as the fear of Cod in its various relations,
The subsections are indicated by (a), (4}, (), &c.
() L. 1-10.
1. 1. wisdom. See |;Im£.§3, iiii .
maﬁ m au::: r:r ;ver?‘ IM“ Lls;-um illo Fui semper et est ante agvam’, Cp. Job xii 13, Provoviti. 22,23,
30, Wisd. vii, 26, John i. 1. 2.
2. The sand of the seas, Cp.Gen. xxxii. 12, ¥ Sam. siii, 5, F's. baxviil, 27.
the drops of rain. Cp. xxxvi, 27 (Sept.h _
the days of eternity. n&iy 92\ in the O, T.=1the days of eld" (ep. €. Tsa Ixiii. gl but aceording twthe lites
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SIRACH 1. 3-10

& 3 The height of the heaven, and the breadth of the earth,

And the deep?® —who can trace (them) out ?

4 Before them all was Wisdom created,
And prudent insight from everlasting.®

6 The root of Wisdom, to whom hath it been revealed ?
©And her subtle thoughts, who hath known them 7+

8 ¢One there is!, greatly to be feared®,
The Lord¥ sitting upon His throne ;

o He himself created her, and saw, and numbered her,
And poured her out upon all His works;

1o Upon all flesh ¥in measure ®,

But without measure doth He grant her to them that love Him.!

o 4 tand wisdom '@, >S R D2yB Syro-Hex L Sah+41. 5: * The source of Wisdom is the word of God
in the heights, and her ways are eternal commandments’  ©¢>Arm d Several cursiver (not 248) Syro-Hex
L Sale add W pilliceing dadidet (= 7. 7) : *'T'o whom hath the understanding of Wisdom been manifested, and
who hath realized the wealth of her experience ?'  v-¢ One (there is) who hath dominion over all her treasares
EAr ! 4-'whois wise' & ® & (exe. B) places this in the follnving clause bW Lif, “according to His
pilt" T dice cnrsives (nof 248) Syro-Hex® 4+ The love of the Lord is glorious wisdom ; He imparts it to those

e the expression means (cp. axiv. ¢) the time eternal to come.  In Rabbinical literature ﬁ?‘lﬂ' (RD%‘) 15 generally

wsed of this world or the next, cp, e.g. Chullin 44 b (T.1.) = 837 859 m ehy (*this world and the world to come?) 3
though this is not always so; in Beraldoth 1x. 5 (Mishnah), for example, the word is used in reference to the
eternal past.

who can number. Cp. 7.

3. The height of the heaven. Cp, Ps. ciii. 11,

the breadth of the earth, Cp. Ps. xix. 4

the deep. @3urgor = DIAA, the subterranean waters; cp. the phrase, ‘the waters under the earth” (Deut, v, 8).
* It must be remembered that to the Hebrews the earth was not a large globe, revolving through space round the sun,
but a relatively small flat surface, in shape approxi ly round, supported partly, as it seemed, by the encircling sea
out of which it rose, but resting more patticularly upon a huge abyss of waters underneath, . (Driver, (GGenesis, p. 8).
Cf the Greek 'Qreavis.,

who can trace (them) out. Cp. xviil. #, Rom. xi. 33.

4. Before them all... Wisdom is identified with the Law both by Ben-Sira (see i. 26, xv, 1, xxi. 11, %xiv. 23,
sxxive &) and by the Rabbis: cp, in view of this, the Midrmash Bereshith Rabba, § 8, where among the comments on
Gen. i, 260t is said: * According to R, Simeon ben Lagish the Torah was in existence 2000 years before the création of
the world '; the same is said in the Midrash Pesigfa 10g9a.  Cp. Prov. viii, 22-30.

prudent insight. oisaie gpovirens 3 in Job xxviil. 20 atwems (= N13'3) is also vsed as a synonym for Wisdom,
The addition of dporarews here seems unnecessary (bt ep. Prov. viil, 12); 8 ‘And firm faithfulness from of old ',
reading perhaps 72328 (‘faithfulness '), for which @ apparently read NH2n (Y understanding '), After this 7. a number
of cursives, including 248, add <. 5, see crit. note; with it cp. Wisd. ix. 17, Bar il 11,12. The verse is a later
imsertion, added probably to explain how it was that Wisdom existed before all things; Hart (p, 285, note) thinks
it is a Pharisaic doublet to 7.4,

6. root.  The source, not the erigin, of Wisdom, cp. =. 20 and Job xix. 28.

her subtle thoughts, The Greek word occurs again in xlii, 18, where the corresponding Hebrew js DMV
in reference to hidden thoughts of the heart ; the exact form is not used in the 0.7T., but B oecars in Prov. xiv. 18
of ‘prudent men . This clause is wanting in A, On the doublet to this verse (= 2. 7) see critical note.

. One there is, (Cp. xliii. 29; the words * To fear the Lord is the beginning of wisdom' (2. 14, Prov, ix. 10,
xxviil 28, Ps. exi. 10) must be understeod in the light of this «.; wisdom and awe-inspiring might are correlative ideas
{ep. Smend v o). r

he Lord.  See critical pote,
sitting upon ... Cp. Ps.xlvii. 8 (9 in Hebr,), Is. viv 1.
¢ saw. Cp. Prov, viil, 22,1 Cor. ii. 7.

numbered. Cp, . 2, Job xxviii 27. L adds * et mensus est’. : 5

poured her out, .. ¢ixeer, cp. Acts it 17 ff. (Joel ii. 28 L), where the same word is used of the pouring-out of
the Spirit upon all flesh. In Beradkoth 58 6 (T, B.) oceur the words ; * Blessed art Thou, O Lord our God, King of the
Universe, who hast imparted of Thy wisdom to flesh and blood.' In Wisd. i. 4-7 the Holy Spirit is identified with
Wsdom ; this is also the case in Rabbinical literature, e, g. in the Midrash Zereshith Rabba (§ Ixxxv, to Gen. xxxviii.
201 ity swd that the Holy Spirit wis present in the judgement-hall of Solomon when he displayed his wisdom; the
reference given is to 1 Kings 1ii. a7,

1o, Upon all flesh . .. That Gentile rulers were believed to have some share of Wisdom is seen from Prov, viii.
15, 16,

in measure. xord viv ddoww alrod, cp.xxxii. 10 (= G xxxv. 12), =WRNLI; and with the whole . cp. Prov. iii,
13-17, as illustrating the richness and pleasantness of the gift of Wisdom. _
to them that lowe Him. 1e. the Jewish people ; @ particularistic note, characteristic of the book generally ; in
the luter Rabbinical literature this is, of course, still more emphasized: see e. g Oididushin 496 (T. B.), where it is
=aid : “ Ten mensures of Wisdom came down from heiven, and nine of them fell to the lot of the Holy Land’ (quoted
n S




SIRACH 1. 11-17

(8) L vi=20. The Fear of the Lovd is the true Wisdom (= 342424 240 distichy).

The fear of the Lord is glory and exultation,
 And *gladness, and a crown of rejoicing®.
‘12 The fear of the Lord delighteth the heart,
¥®And giveth gladness*®, and joy, and 'ength of days’.
13 Whoso [eareth the Lord, it shall go well with him at the last,
And in the day of his death he shall ®be blessed =,
14 *To fear® the Lord® is the beginning of Wisdom,
And with the faithful Pwas she created” in the womb?,
25 "With faithful men is she, and she hath been established from eterite® |
3 *And with their seed shall she continue. '
k16 To fear the Lord is the fullness¥ of Wisdom,
And she satiateth men with *her fruits.
17 She filleth all her house with *pleasant things™,
And her garners with her produce®,

to:whom He appears. in order that thev may Deliold hm 'L B wade the e #0011, bR piveth gliudniess,
and joy, and length of days*, added from v, 320 Wk > 253 & Syro-Hex  'eternal life”: fwo curtives
(not 248) Syro-Hex*+4 ' The fear of the Lord is a gift from the Lord, for it seis [men | wpon paths of love'
w=m *find prace’ B renThe fearof ' C SR oGad BB 1-9>5 4 4ol their mather * 2 15 8,
the text of G i3 probadly corrupl; W comjecturally omended, according to Smond, tAmong faithful men hath

she been established (€& * nested hersell ) from eternity Y-t N probably Bz the rendering of &, ' shall she be
hiad in trust,” 55 diee do.a misunderslanding of the force of RN, wohich teas moct likely the word used s the Hebrew.
L adds another verse which 1s a combinlion of v, 1y, 1z # homnning ' 2 * 4 the muitiwde of ' &

w-w Cwisdom ' &, ‘from generations (of old)' 1L = reasures ' By 40 And both [ve. the fear of the Lord and

in J#, xii. 538 1), Forthe addition to this o, see critical note. “The first elause of this addition (Gyarnme spiuw fadetes
corj;‘n)lis quoted in the anthology of Antonius and Maximus (see Hart, p. 364).

(#3 1. 11-20.

11. The fear of the Lord. As fiequently in the Q0T this connotes in the Wisdom of len-Sira true piety; the
Law has for its object the instilling of fear in the hearts of the Israclites (cp. Deut, iv. 1o, * Assemble Me the people,
and 1 will make them hear My words, that they may ledrn to fear Me all the days that they live upon the earth '), and
therefore the observance of the Law, which is the manifestation of divine Wisdom, 15 the visible proof that the fear of
the Lord is in the heart of a man (ep. Pz cxiit0).

is. it brings with it
exultation. xadynua, cp.x 22 (Grk.),
a crown of rejoicing. Cp. 24 18, vi. 51, xv. 6. Prov, iv. g
12. delighteth the heart: Cp. Prov. xxvii 9 (Sept.). )
length of days. Cp. Deut. vi.2; itis characteristic of the book (the same halds good of Prov,, see e i 2,
16, ivi 19, %, 27, 30) thal attention is concentrated on this life; the rendering of £, ‘cternal Lify) shows Christian
influence.  For the addition 1o this 7. see critical note. Ay

13. at the last. ¢ doyiras; the reference is to the end of life in this world, cp. 5 *at the last of his days’; in il

26, where the same expression accurs, the Hebr, equivilent is 7R § see also xasviil 20, Provov. 1, Wisdl i 1.
he shall be blessed. Cp. 1 Chron. xix. 28, *And he died in a good old age. full of days, riches, and honour *;
the reading of If, ' he shall find grace,’ is due apparently to Christian wmfiuence,

14. To fear the Lord. Cp. Ps. exi. 1o, Prov. i 7, bx 1o, xxviii 28, .

the beginning. dpyy (= UN7) means either the starting-point of a thing, as e g in xv. 14, 08 the most important
Eari of something, as ¢.g. In xxix, 21, xxkix, 26, or the essence of a thing, i.e. 118 best part, agin % 35 in the passage
cfore us the meaning is that the fear of the Lord is the starting-point as well as the essence of trie Wisdom,
H the faithful, D2EN25 (cp, P8 QENI Ps o, 6) = 2'PY747, “the righteous * (cp, Job xvii. ) .
was she created in the womb, Tlie later Jewish doctrine of the Feser o6 (‘the bias towards good ') was
based on passages like this, cp. Gen. viii; 21, An interesting passage occurs in Nedargut 32 0 (T. B.), where, in discuss-
ing the pirable m Eeckis, is b4, 15,00 15 saiel that the oot wise st b by s wisdom defidered the Gty means the
Yoger dob, “for he delivered the city through lis wisida, Mlm-a‘, pepentande gt good works® (see Weber, futom
Theologie, p. 217); Wisdom is thus identihed with the Yeger o8, which is implanted in man when hie is created (see
the Midrash, Bemadbar Kabbu, § 22),
15. See critical note.  For this . and its addition, as found in ¥, see Herkenne, pﬁ' 46-49. - _
faithful men... Smemb, on the lessol S, suppeses with el prababiiny that the original Hebrew tan
nan DO R MmN SN DY 1= Amone men of trueh lesth she been established for ever)” e frum of wlds
shall she continue. So critical note.  Cp. iv, 16, xxiv. 7-49 i »
16. satiateth. uefioxe, lit. *intoxicates', cp.xxxii, 13 (= & xxxv. 13), P& i 1), xxii. 7 (Sept),
her fruits. Cp. Prov. viii. 19, xi. 30, . . i
17. She filleth all her house ... Cp. Prov.ix 1-6. For the addition to this 7, see cntical note.
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SIRACH 1. 18-23

18 The crown? of Wisdom is the fear of the Lord,

*And increaseth peace and *life and health®®.
19 bShe is a strong staff and a glorious stay®,

And “everlasting honour to® them that hold her fast.
20 To fear the Lord is “the root of Wisdam4,

And her branches are length of days®

(¢) L 22=30. [Wisdom is showon forth by the exereise of paticnce, self-contvol, and lumility
(= 3+3+3+2 distichs).
22 *¥ [Inrighteous wrath" cannot be justified,
For the wrath® of his anger (will prove) his ruin.
23 He that is patient “controlleth himself? until the (proper) time,
And afterwards joy springeth up for him.
24 He suppresseth his words until the (proper) time,
And (then) shall the lips of many® tell forth his understanding.
23 In the treasures of Wisdom (there are) wise proverbs’:
But godliness is an abomination to sinners?,

Wisdom | are gifts of God unto peace” 70 248 7 ‘beginning ' 8 =280 3 @ it * Making peace and
health of cure to flourish’; + ¢ He increaseth glorying to them that love him’ 248 a-a peed fife eternal’ (awvios
Sorwaoiws) Db 8o 85 BRAC read: * He both saw and numbered her ( > 248 253 Syro-Hex Sah); he rained
down skill and knowledge of understanding’ e @& /i, *exalted the honour of’ d-dteternal life’ 5
# 7o 248 257 Syro-Hex® add swiih sligh! varialions =, 2t : " The fear of the Lord driveth away sing ; and he who
abideth therein will avert all wrath'; +*In the treasures of Wisdom is understanding and reverence of
knowledge ; but Wisdom is a curse to sinners' 3 '
™ 8 has in place of v, 22-27% fwelve distichs wheek differ almosi enterely from & ; if they swvere (ranslated from
Hebrew, which &5 probable, they belong to a tater recension of Wand nof fo the orizinad farm ; thev run as follows :—

DBlessed is the man who meditateth therein, Hear me, ye who fear God,

For Wisdom 1s betuer to him than all treasures. Hearken unto, and mark, my words!
Blessed is the man who draweth nigh thereto, He who will inherit life,

And who occupieth himself with her commandmenis. As an eternal heritage and a great joy—
She prepareth (for) him an eternal crown, Hearken unto all my words and do them,

And eternal righteousness among the holy ones. And thou shalt be inscribed in