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Ben S1irac Non-mentıon Fa Ezra

Chrıstopher Begg Washıngton

“The absenCce Oft 7Ya fIrom Siırach's ”"Praise Of the ers  v SEr 44 ,1-
50,24)“ POSCS perennlal exeget1ca. puzzle. date, the MOStT extended

Ot the problem remaıns that (T HÖFFKEN L1iıke PreV1lOus
tChors, HÖFFKEN EEeS Sırach's NON-MenNt1ıON OT Ezra de.  Yrate and 1de-

Ologically motivated does, however , DL ODOSE SOMewhat novel thesis

Just what Sırach found unaccep  le n the figure OT E2zra known from
the CArONIiSELIS presentatıon 1 S Sirach's priestly sympathies WeLre Offended
DV the prominence accorded the Lev1ıtes ug  u the AaCCOuUnN: O Ezra’'s under-

i1ngs 1n 7zYa /-10; Nehem1ah 8—-9 recen Cal HÖFFKEHN'S propOSa has

fIrequent y been Cited passant possible explanation for EBzra's absence
from Sırach's panegyric OowLedge, however, ONe has Vet attempted
ıtıcal evaluatıon Of the argumentation under1ying the proposal. Th1ıs er —

MC aıms then AS; provide uch Critique then proffer alter-
natıve explanation fOor the phenomenon.

FOY TNe sake OF brevıtv, hencefort sSpea. simply Of ”O PaCcCh .
In - segment SsSe ‚ MAR'TIN, Ben Sira’'s Hym] CO ‚he Fathers Mess1ia-
Nn1C Perspective, OT'S 24 (1986) 107-123; AA LEE, Studies ın the Form Otf
Sırach 44-50 (SBL SS Serıes aı Atlanta, 1986; . CR Wısdom and
the Hebrew BPLC Ben Sira's Hymın L1N Praise OI the Fathers, Chicago, 1986
Warum schwıeg esus Sırach ber sra?, ZAW 87 (1975) 184-202
HÖFFKEN res  Sses the (nOow highly controverted) Oof "Chronistic
History”" encompassing Chronıcles and Ezra-Nehemiah. shall adopt A1LSsS
presupposition (JW] L1n nhat tollows
HÖFFKEN , en 187-195 MAaYy be noted hat HOFFKEN's suggestion Wa

antiıcıpated DV THOMSON , An Inqui1ry concern1ng the Books ZzYa and
Nehemıah, SE 48 GL9.32:) 9-1 127-128 who attributes Sirach's 1919) 805
mentıon OÖf zra C the Offense caused v An1s pries sympathıes by the
reference Ezra  v  S penalizing the priests who had contacted M1Lxed mMmaAarrı-
ages ın 7ZzYa 105°
SO S A.H;: GUNNEWEG, LUr Interpretation der Bücher Esra-Nehemia,
AD Leıden, 1981, 146-161, 150, n.9; M. SAEBO, Esra/Esraschriften,

Berlin-New XOCK; 1982, 374-386,
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V1LeW HÖFFKEN ' s thesis . question £from the 1de CT the
OT 1YaC| the ”"Chronistic History” wıth the OLMer.

pOinNts CONCeEerNing ıts ”"Praise ST the Fathers lear. The SeEegment dOoes

‚gl  19l the glories ves Of the Aaronide priestly 1Ne VerLr the
COUL S@ Ot Israel's history (see ,6-26; 50,1-21, cf£. 7,29-31; 364 4795 ad-

dition, from the referenCce Aaron Ng £rOM "+he Of LeVv1ı
ın 45:6; 1L NEeEVEeL ment.ıons the VL UVUIFas" Ssuch. 15 all equally clear,
however, that under1ying these da:  gr ther'!ı  D 1S5 CONSC1OUS, pOLemica. ıntentıon

denigrating the V1 and EeNYV1INg role ın the ewW1Ss. CT
HÖFFKEN VeLrS. this cOoNNect1ıon 1 neecds kept ı89l MLIX  dl 155 Of &,
that the "Praise Ot the athers"” 15 hıghly condensed SiMplified VeL-

10N ÖOf sraei's 1s fOr WwNOSe MNUNEILOUS (MLSS1ONS Of 'X'SO] Vents

ONeEe WOUL PUt FIinNnd; ın each SVELV instance, "ideological"
explanation- 1ts non-mention OT high pries 1ikı eazar, ‚adO] AZzZa-

rıah (2 26,17-20) and Hilkiah surely does signify negative TAanCe

them addition, aa re: CONCEerNed negate”
vıtical cClaıms HÖFFKEN opines, ONE might welil S  L explicit
culation OTt that "anti-Levitism” the Lin ©% GT Ezek 44 , 10-16 where
exaltation OF "+he vV1ıtıcal priests, the SONS Of Zadok” han 1ın hand
with disparagement Ot the "Levites” The CV Of this ‚on 1S

CONf irmed by the Observatıon that, ın n1ıs references the ern INgAdOM
1n 1ts relation the prerogatives OT wvid’s Line, ‚LCAal does give CXDILECS-
SsSıon quite explicit polemic (see 47,21-25, cft 4 GS1-
rach NOwWhNere singles the Lev1ıtes OUT. for abusı1ıve treatment. S1ir 45,18 1L1S

point Here, referenCce 15 made the StOo: Of the Lev1ıte orah's

assault Oon1. prerogatıves narrated ın Numbers 16 noted, however,
15 the fact that, unLıke A1Ss "source" (see LCa( makes
mention the "„  COMpPANY OofK STATUS dSs "sons Oft Levi”, Just aS, An
tras TG;T; he '.tes Korah only SeCONd place after hıs fellow-conspi-
ators, the laymen Abıram Her then Lra wOoul have DL -

The fact TCOO that ın a Sırach SsSes the S aile erm Ooutsiders  AL (Zryum)
CO designate both the Levıte Korah and the laymen Dathan an Abıram COU.
uggest hat h1lıs "pro-Aaronide polemic LS lrected, nOot specifically
against the Levıtes, but against anYy and al  — PeEeLISONS wn' challenge
Aaron's prerogatives.



Tect OppOr tun1ty play N1S purported antı-Lev1ıtiısm, vet fails dOo

Accordinglvy, SUggeSt that Sirach's aım OT NIg the Aaronıde priest-
1S NOT. all 1' DYy den1ial Ot the 1LON: YOLGS and

ıghts Of the LevVv1ıtes- these Simply lay OIX nıs PUrV1lew ın Wwriıting
est1ıons regarding HÖFFKEN's thesis also arıse £from the 1de OT the 'O-

nıstıc 1Ss Initially, 17 acdm1i tted that, the CnHist's HI
tatıon f Ezra's inıtlatıves, considerable attentıon 1S5 accorded the Lev1ıtes.
They consistently ment.ıonecid alongside the "priests”, &Ve@elNn figure ın

wher'!ı tChe priests dOo NOT. (see 6.YJ-. 9ı 2ra 9,15-20; 8794 9,
4-5) thiıs SSIIsSe then ONE micht Sspeak OR the Chronistic EZrCa £figure
CONCeEernNed wiıth PrOomMOtiNg the ınterests O the V1tCes. What HÖFFKEN SEECIMNS

Oover lLook, however, ı that, 1N the Chronıstic History, 7zYra 1S ar unique
1n th1ıs regard- the sald C.J-. 9 Oft David (1 Chronicles 15-16;
22-26) , Hezekıah (2 Chrönic+ies 29-31 p O051. (2 35,1-19) ; zZzerubbabe.
Jeshua Ezra ,8-13 and Nehemiah (see 3.13730) 1ın their ealings
wıth the QOUuUpS , the priests the LevVvıtes. then HOÖFFKEN 's SUPPO-—-
Sit1ion a explained that S1ırach FTound difficulty Iın C1t1Ng these

Other, equally "pro-Levite” igures Ü A1Ss panegyr1ic?
Finallyv, ULE general CcCONsS1deratıon CONCEFN1ING the Dy HÖFFKEN-
3E the COMpar. ts DV other authors- traCce Sirach'’'s ON-—IteN-

L1ON f .2 ideological antagoniısm SEEINS 1n Order. The consideration

DEeAar.  Nn the "Iflexibility” eV1ıdenced by Sirach 4M the "Praise Of the athers”
SsSeveral Junctures ın that pleCe S1ırach 1ıtes igures about WhAOM h1lıs Bıblı-

cal SQOUL CS rTeCOrded features whıch he wOuld certainly have found ideological-
1y problematic. such Cases, A1Ss pL  ure 15 Simply ı1gnore the problema-
5 associated wıth gıven figure, ncen Ng rather those di-

mens1ıons he found compatıible wıth his wlıder conceptions. E, 1N 48 ,22-
25 he alluées Isaıah. &S Vel Oug] he certainly would have had

h1Ss DOLNT should He kept 1N ınd LN ne  p  S evaluatıon sr HOÖFFKEN's claim hat
Sirach's aılure C 415e the tiıthes due the LevVvites and thHheir tradıtıonal
uridiıcal ole hen speakıng Oft the P  ıe  y tiıthes an Offıce teachers
OI the Law ln 45,20-22 and O respectively bespeaks h1ıs ıntentıon Oft
"negating" the positıon Of the Levıtes L1N Jewish 114e anı worsh1ıp whYy, ın

sectıon focuss1ıng aron and hiıs Jline, should Sırach ave elt anYy eed
CO advert STAatus and claıms Leviıtes- lecocitimate Ose INnaYy
be?
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1fficulties wiıth C.Y .9 the ultfeindlich wOords recorded 1N 15a 1, 10-20
the promise O cultic 1CEe for es 66 ,21 The Of uch Of-

fending ın Sirach's sal. tradıtıon NOT preclude h1ıs recel1vVv1ng
mentıon 1LNCEe 'adition 1so LeCO:! Otn:' pO1iNtSs CONCErN1ING Isaıah

his miracle WOLrking wWwOrds Ot comtfort LOr the 15 future) 1C d1d
£fit wıth ach'’'s understanding Otf "prophecy" 9. WhYy then, evVen admitting
element e)8 ideological incompatibility between them Oof the SO Vancı DV
HÖFFKEN , should not 1Lra have PFrOC| similarly ın the Cası Oft EzYra

priest zra 1450 ‚Cr 1be (7,6) according A1s cOoulL NOT but
have stirred A1s SYMpPa:  es1

19] Of the above considerations ONE wonders the approach
plified by HÖFFKEN , ÖOft takıng ideological nflict the kevV the MySTELYV
Otf zra‘'s absence £from tChe "Praise Ar the Fathers 15 SOME’  NIg Of dead

the Oother hand, however, the Oft-ma Ve suggestion, 1,e,.
that 1YaC| dOoe! NOT. ment.ion EZI: SsSimply because the "Ezra Ta ] Otf

NOT. vet Otf h1Ss CanOn1|  v Bible  d equally the
L e sSince, HÖFFKEN poinNts QUt; Sir ab- 14 apPpPCAT’S retflect the descr1p-
t1ıon Of EZrCa ın Ezra 710 left then sSimply w1ıth ınsoLlLvable MySTE-
ry') concLuding this study, wısh briefly CAXAPDOSEC another, "intermediate"

approa the problem, elements Of S  Q found her'!  @ there 1N the
11itaratbhıre. starting point fOor this approach re: Suggests
15 'OCUS what Sirach does- and does NOTL-— have SdV CONCEFrNING those

” contemporar ies" Of EZrCa he ıte, 1.e, Zerubbabel, Jeshua and Nehe-
mıah (Sir 49 ,11-13) Doing this, ONeEe NOTE: that. LCal speaks OT the 36 (& X —

clusively Otf their actiıvıty uilders”, the 1Lrs Ot the

le, Nehem1iah Of Jerusalem's alls NOusSes. Partiıcularly 1n the Of

On Sirach'’s conception Of "prophecy”, SE H. Ben 1ra als
Schriftgelehrter ä 21067 Tübingen, 1980, 188-216 an R: OD3
On Sırach himself likely "priest-scribe"” >5&T OD GER;, 12+-=

and S E AWYER, Was Jeshua Ben 1lra Priest?, Proceedings Otf the
Eighth or Oongress of Jewish Studies, Diyision A, Jerusalem, 1982, 65-71

1 reCcent proponen GF uch V1LeW 1Ss (5- GARBINI, Storia Ideologıa ne
Israele antıco, Bresc1l1a, 1986, 208-235.

172 O GL, D .
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hemiıah, uch portrayal involves highly select1ıive, eductionist" re  NI
OT the Biblical OUL C®@ materıial nhıch reCOrds Far IMNUuLEe wide-rang1ıng actıvı

DV tN1S fiıgure (see the AaCCOUN’ Of Nehemiah's S TOLMS. An Nehemiah

Whvy, ouch, shouLld 1LaC| have opted FOYr th1Ss particular, restrict.ıive

presentation Oft the three personages? SUSgEST that he does wıth CYVC
n1s subsequent portrayal f the Hiıgh Prıest S1iımon hıch wıth A

tended escr1ıption Of Aıs building pro7Jjects behalf Of Temple GE
S0174 Specifically, Sırach w1ıshes n1s reaXders V1LEW Zerubbabel, Jeshua

Nehem1iah above all ın the1ıir CapaC1lty "£orerunners”"” OT Sımon CaAarrıes

OTWar EReSIT bullding endeavors Ln comprehensi1ve fash1ıon, Just he 1

the l1atest period OT ewWw1s. 1Ss he reCcords character1ı-

DV the "physical” reconstructıon and SeCuring Of Temple CHEyV- th1S INa -

King pOsSsible the undisturbed celebratıon Of 4:C OCCAsS1ONs described 1n

the contınuatıon O Siırach"'s epiction Gr 50 ,5-21 OT uch 1N-

tentions, nowever, the vA Sirach froam h1ıs Biblical SOUTX CS WOULd-

all Rn1Ss sympathet1ic features notwithstanding- have appearı hım sSimply
unusable  AA see1ing that those SOULCESS relate NO  NI Or building activıty DV
EZTL. Sirach's noN-ment.ıon O EZICa would then matter, nNOtT Or Od1UMm

theologicum, but OI reiuc  %} self-Lımıtatıon A1s ın V1LEW OT Nn1ıs
14

overarchıng ıntentıons 1n depicting the post-Exilic period whole

a On the problem Of the functıon Ot the interven1ing 49,14-16 Cn Her
ferenCce CO Varıous fiıgures Of early ımes, G& LE, 9R 815 10-11, 2 30—
G y
ELements Or the above proposa AaXxı DUt forward cC.UY-+ GALLING, Studien
P Geschıchte i1sraeis 1M persischen Zeitalter, Tübıngen, 1964, DA c

S EMER’TON , Recensıon OT L Nehemia.,, @ MS D (1972) 171-185,
185; S SNAL'TH, Ecclesiastıcus CBRC)}= Cal  Yrıdge, 197/4, 24 / an EL

OC D and 21  S>
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