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350 LANGUAGE AND METRE OF ECCLESIASTICUS.

dent application of the authority of the will, does not exclude doubt
and fear.

10. On the other hand, the absolute and perfect certitude of Divine
faith does not appeal to ratiocination or to human motiva, but simply
to this one fact, that God, the eternal Truth, has spoken, who can
neither deceive nor be deceived.

11. So that, as has already been pointed out, Divine faith is not based
upon ratiocination or on human motiva, but depends on the will, which,
moved by Divine grace, commands the intellect to yield a firm assent
to things which, so far as the motiva which go to prove them arc con-
cerned, can claim only credibility, and not certainty.

12. And herein Hes the merit of faith, that it is an act of the free
will, aided by grace, and not the mere admission of conclusions which
the intellect is forbidden by sheer logic to reject.

THE LANGUAGE AND METRE OF
ECCLESIASTICUS.

(Tue following review of Professor Margolioutl's Essay on Ecclesius-
ticus, by Professor Th. Néldeke, of Strassburg, which appeared in the
Literarisches Centralblatt of July 12, 1890, has been translated, with
permission of the author and of the editor of the Literarisches Cen-
tralblatt.—EDITOR.)

THE present Inaugural Lecture must be taken in con-
junction with the article on * The Language and Metre of
Ecclesiasticus ”’ in TEE ExXPoSITOR, 1890, pp. 295-320, 381-
387, in which the author develops and defends against his
critics the views expressed by him in it. In both he seeks
to show that the original Hebrew text of the Book of Sirach
consisted of verses exhibiting a quantitative metre, and that
its language approached much more closely to the ‘‘rab-
binical ’ idiom, and in general displayed a later character,
than the books of the Old Testament which are commonly
supposed to be the latest. Antecedently now it cannot but
cause some surprise to be told that a North-Semitic dialect
possessed an original metre, with definite quantities, such
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as in the case of Arabic, with its abundance of short
syllables, is quite natural. Nor at the same time is confi-
dence particularly inspired by the fact that Professor
Margoliouth assumes for this ancient period the same
prosodical principle which enabled the Jewish poets at a
much later date, in the Middle Ages, to produce an imi-
tation, though an imperfect one, of the Arabic metre, by
treating, viz., a consonant with Shwa mobile as short, and
all other syllables as long. The metre discovered by him,
consisting of a threefold or fourfold repetition of the foot
S <3, is certainly sufficiently comprehensive ; and inasmuch
as Hebrew gnomic poetry (as is well known) is composed,
as a rule, of lines of three or four words (very short words
not being counted), instances conforming to the scheme
proposed may no doubt be found, if one only searches long
enough, especially as, by the use of longer or shorter
suffixes, the insertion or omission of the article, or of NN,
ete., considerable latitude is obtained. And the task be-
comes still easier when the liberty is taken—which, it is
true, ought not antecedently to be excluded—of reckoning
or not reckoning, as circumstances may require, certain
helping-vowels, such as the compound Shwa in FWYD, and
of allowing the imperfect with ) (convers.) to interchange
indiscriminately with the perfect with ).

The more elastic the rule, however, the more difficult is
the proof of its correctness! And this proof the author, in
our opinion, has altogether failed to produce; indeed, his
own instances tell in great measure against him. In the
first place, he deals arbitrarily with the Shwa mobile. The
punctuation of the Old Testament shows that, even till a
tolerably late period, in cases like JJ"DJ ’D5D ete., a Shwa
mobile was heard as the survival of an or1g1na.lly short
vowel. That the medixval Jewish poets no longer mea-
sured these forms correctly proves nothing with regard to
a date some 200 years before Christ. It follows that the



302 LANGUAGE AND METRE OF ECCLESIASTICUS.

vergses with mJIDUJ p. 317 of THE ExXposiTor (xlii. 9);

WDDDZH ibid. (111 21)—where moreover 7212 disturbs the
metre, for 7131 in the middle of a sentence would be out of
place ; XYM, p. 819 (vi. 6) ; IR, p. 381 (1. 8), do not agree
with the s{]pposed metre. INDID also, p. 381 (i. 7), ought
strictly to be scanned as - -, the D being properly doubled.
Even, however, though it were granted that all these Shwas
might, as in the later Jewish poetry, be ignored, such a
license could in no case be extended to the case of a Shwa
following a consonant at the beginning of a word: accord-
ingly the metre is destroyed by MNP, p. 317 (iii. 22);
1IN, p. 817 (xlii. 9—this verse is also in other respects
unmetrical) ; ; 2903, p. 882 (x. 9); TP, ebed. (x. 10). In
the insertion and omission of ), Margoliouth proceeds arbi-
trarily. Thus in xvi. 16 (p. 12 of the Lecture), ) before MW
is required by the Greek and the Syriac texts, as well as by
the sense., IKven however without the 3, the verse is still
unmetrical ; DN moreover belongs to the second line of
the couplet: here therefore a simple enumeration is suffi-
cient to show the incorrectness of the author’s theory. And
yet on p. 383 he boldly claims the lines containing enume-
rations as on his side! DBut in these cases also each must
be considered upon its own merits. In xxxix. 26 (p. 383)
the ) before WN cannot be dispensed with. In the same line
also 1 before MM is certainly to be read with the Syriac,
though even so the metre is not secured. It is further of
questionablé legitimacy to read at pleasure ) for 9, as in ')
xl. 9 (p. 383) and 2V ibid. (DWW DIV, on the other hand,
would naturally be quite in order). In xxxvii. 18 (p. 384)
the metre requires O™ ; but the Greek and the Syriac
texts show that here no ) existed. Extremely doubtful also
is the assumption that in such a book, in the simple
proverbs, the names 1 and M would be used. It is a
question whether even the use of "8 ought to be assumed.
In no case however can Ben-Sira for the sake of his metre
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have had recourse to such incorrect forms as 'D.‘!R: for
378, xxxviii. 1 (p. 318), or 71 for 7o, x. 10 (p. 382).
Not much better is 192, xxxix. 29 (p. 3835—and that close
beside 772 —since 193 (Job v. 22, xxx. 3) is of exactly the
same formation as 773 (J;). To be sure the monstrum
NI (p. 15 of the Lecture), which according to our author
means ‘“the years,” is a great deal worse: if a purely
Aramaic form were here permissible, it must at least have
been N2 (though NN is found in the existing text of the
Targum on the Psalms).

To pass to another point, only upon stringent grounds
could we at all attribute to this book such Aramaic words
as are equally unknown to Ancient Hebrew and to New
Hebrew. MWH, “to find,” MY, “sickness,” and even
NI, ““ very,” accordingly drop out of its vocabulary. Inli.
16 also (p. 310), '(;7:_:, ‘to pray,” cannot have been the word
used; the Greek text has here the true reading: in the Syriac
[£el;is a later addition, and originally the Peal A.é 3=
éxlwa was intended. To be sure, the author credits Ben-
Sira and his readers even with a knowledge of Arabic: he
supposes him, for instance, to have used D‘?jr?, “learned” =
pds (p. 16 of the Lecture), and DY = r,xp (p. 20), MM=
)lel (p- 18); and in 39, a presumed corrup]:ion of .'.ﬁ;, the
ancient translators saw, it is argued, the Arabic S, which
is alleged to occur also in New Syriac (p. 19). In reality,
the Syriac translator has rendered iv. 30 correctly ; naturally
oo does not mean ““dog” (p. 15), but ““raging, mad”
(* 3(??) ; see 1 Bam. xxv. 3. Similarly the Greek translator
is credited with a knowledge of the Arabic 3 ‘‘ to enter-
tain” (p. 802), a word with which the author somewhat
strangely does not seem to be particularly familiar. He
is also supposed to have understood DM in the sense of
Juwsle, and to have represented it by ém{BovAos (p. 19),—
which by the way is not at all the meaning of dwle.

YOL. IL 23
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How uncritical - Margohouth is appears however most
clearly from the fact that the word MY*)9, “ sense,” which
he attributes to Ben-Sira, although it will hardly have
come into use before the Middle Ages, is derived by him
from the Sanskrit ragas (p. 20). From the same source
will then of course be derived 14.\\3‘, u.\\i], the New Hebrew
oo, ete. !

Naturally it is only out of regard to his metrical hypo-
thesis that Prof. Margoliouth’s translations are often different
from what they would have been, had he been translating
quite freely. In the first example of all, for instance,
xii. 8 (p. 8), there is no other reason for deviating from
the order of words presented by both the Greek and the
Syriac versions (10! which is expressed equally by seaaia,
‘is known ”—not doctus sit—and by the reading émiyvewo-
Onoerar, would in any case leave his metre intact). ii. 5
(p. 3804) the Syriac confirms xal wevig as the right read-
ing. =xxvii. 9 (p. 818) the form attested by the rabbinical
quotation is completely supported by the Syriac, in par-
ticular 192 MY by fhias %L The case is similar
with xxxviii. 1 (7bid.), where at most N5 might be read
for TNDT (the Greek text had originally mwpo Tis ypelas).
xxxviii, 9 (p. 319) 50 W7 of the rabbinical tradition
is in agreement with the Syriac .w\e <\ls, and in the
second line TMD with .15, ix. 8 (p. 320) o.o] corresponds
with YANWT in the rabbinical quotation: % too is fairly well
assured by j;ay, and the Greek variant. vii. 16 (p. 382) it
appears from the line rawelvwoov, k.7.\., omitted by Pro-
fessor Margoliouth, that the Syriac text at least expresses
the 'sense better than the Greek. A Jew Would scarcely
have said 5NW ’395 for ““before death,” xi. 28 (p. 307);
and a Syrian would haldly have translated these words by
““ before examining’ (\L. moreover, means not ‘ to exa-
mine,” but “to ask”). In all these instances the metre
is ruined, in most cases irretrievably, and many another
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specious assumption falls at the same time. We should
like, lastly, to ask how i. 1 could be translated except by
DTN M AnOM YD or DTONM?  Whether, now, N or
some other Divine name be substituted, the first sentence
of the entire book disagrees with Margoliouth’s metre.

We have placed more details before the reader than
he will care for, in order to avoid the objection that we
reject the new theory only upon general grounds. We
could readily adduce more; but what has been said will
suffice to show that it is confirmed neither by Prof.
Margoliouth’s own re-translations, nor by the proverbs
preserved in the rabbinical tradition. Of the ¢ rabbinical ”’
words, also, which he finds in the book, the greater part
must be treated as not proven. Such as are in some
degree certain, as for instance P¥Y, are not more surprising
than the expressions which Esther, Chronicles, Eccle-
siastes, and the Hebrew parts of Daniel, have in common
with the post-biblical literature. Even, however, though it
could be shown that the Book of Sirach contained some-
what more of this kind than the books just named, it
would by no means follow that it was later, or even con-
siderably later, than they are. In points of detail, also,
Margoliouth’s philological observations contain much that
is questionable. The engine which he has constructed
against the well-ascertained results of Old Testament criti-
cism falls to pieces so soon as it is handled with any force,
even before it is brought into use.

The approximate restoration of the original Hebrew
text of Ben-Sira as a whole is hardly possible, if only on
account of the great differences subsisting between the two
versions, both made directly from the Hebrew. With many
individual verses the re-translation may be accomplished ;
in the case of longer passages it will only be success-
ful occasionally. Even the attempt made by Bickell
(Zeitschr. fir Kathol. Theol., vi., p. 326 seq.) with li. 13-30
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is not free from objection, however valuable his discovery
is, that we have here an alphabetical poem. Undoubtedly
our author’s acuteness and boldness are adequate to such
a re-translation; but he needs a far greater measure of
sobriety as well. To be frank, we foresee from the con-
tinuance of his present project no further gain to science
than perhaps here and there a clever remark on a par-
ticular passage.
Ta. NOLDEKE.

ADDITIONAL NOTE TO “ECCLESIASTICUS.”

By the kindness of the editor of THE ExrosiTor I am
allowed to say a word on Prof. Noldeke’s article on the
Ecclesiasticus question in No. 29 of the Literarisches
Centralblatt. 1 willingly allow that where I am at variance
with Prof. Noldeke the chances are very greatly in favour
of Prof. Noéldeke being right and my being wrong; yet
this violent review does not seem to me to really touch
the vital points of my essays. For the question whether
AoWT and RINY could have been used by Ben-Sira we have
on his side merely an @ priori assertion; whereas on mine we
have in the first case three indicia, and I may now add the
express assertion of the Syrian translator in xi. 27, where
for kdrwois dpas émehyopovyy wowel Tpudis he gives RNWNI
NRNIYB mOWN NOYT; and since MW does not mean forget
in Syriac, the Hebrew must have been here 172U1, and the
Syrian by rendering it find shows that he thought it could
have that meaning. And if it be clear that MS. 106 re-
presents a partly independent recension (and this has not
yet been denied), then its reading alvéce: in vi. 16 should
be accounted for; and MIW" with MW" gives that account;
for these two words are certainly confused in xxxvii. 6, p7



