CHAPTER THIRTY-SEVEN

THE "'LUCIANIC’ TEXT OF THE CANONICAL AND APOCRYPHAL
SECTIONS OF ESTHER: A REWRITTEN BIBLICAL BOOK

The so-called Lucianic (L) text of Esther is contained in manuscripts 19
(Brooke-McLean: b’), 93 (ep), 108 (b), 319 (y), and part of 392 (see
Hanhart, Esther, 15-16). In other biblical books the Lucianic text is joined
by manuscripts 82, 127, 129. In Esther this group is traditionally called
‘Lucianic” because in most other books it represents a ‘Lucianic’ text,
even though the ‘Lucianic’ text of Esther and that of the other books have
little in common in either vocabulary or translation technique.! The same
terminology is used here (the L text). Some scholars call this text A, as
distinct from B which designates the LXX.?

Brooke-McLean? and Hanhart, Esther print the LXX and L separately,
just as Rahlfs, Septuaginta (1935) provided separate texts of A and B in
Judges.

Despite the separation between L and the LXX in these editions, the
unique character of L in Esther was not sufficiently noted, possibly
because Rahlfs, Septuaginta does not include any of its readings. Also HR

1 Scholars attempted in vain to detect the characteristic features of LXXLUC in Esther as
well. For example, the Lucianic text is known for substituting words of the LXX with
synonymous words, and a similar technique has been detected in Esther by Cook, “A
Text,” 369-370. However, this criterion does not provide sufficient proof for labeling the L
text of Esther ‘Lucianic,” since the use of synonymous Greek words can be expected to
occur in any two Greek translations of the same Hebrew text. Furthermore, the tendency of
Atticism, which is characteristic of the Lucianic recension, has been recognized by Hanhart,
Esther, 89 also in the L text, of Esther but the evidence is not strong. For other characteristics
of the L text, see Hanhart, Esther, 87-95.

2 Thus Moore, “Greek Witness” and Cook, “A Text” on the basis of earlier editions. In
his commentaries on Esther and the “Additions,” Moore employs the abbreviation AT (A
Text).

3 In distinction from the principles used elsewhere in the Cambridge Septuagint, the
edition of the L text of Esther is eclectic, reproducing P.A. de Lagarde, Librorum Veteris
Testamenti canonicorum pars prior graece (Gottingen 1883). The L text of Esther has been
printed as a separate text ever since the edition of Esther by Usserius (London 1655).
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does not quote the readings of L in Esther, since it includes only A, B, S,
and the Sixtine edition.*

The L text differs greatly from MT in omissions, additions, and
content. An analysis of its nature is of importance for understanding the
Greek translation(s) of Esther and possibly also for the textual and
recensional history of the Hebrew text. Three explanations suggest
themselves: (1) L reflects an early recensionally different text of the book
of which the Greek translation is a reliable, though not a literal,
translation;® (2) L is an inner-Greek rewriting of the biblical story. (3) L is
a Greek translation of a Hebrew (or Aramaic) rewriting of the story as in
MT. By implication, the assumption of a recensionally different book (1)
bears on our understanding of the literary history of the biblical book of
Esther, while (2) and (3) bear only on the history of its interpretation.
Although the original language of L cannot be determined easily,
possibilities (2) and/ or (3) are to be preferred.

I. The dependence of L upon the LXX

L is closely connected with the LXX of Esther and even depends upon it
as shown by idiosyncratic common renderings and errors in L
depending on the LXX. While Hanhart, Esther, 88 demonstrated the close
relationship between the two texts with examples from Additions C and
E, we turn to the canonical sections of Esther.

Examples of renderings common to L and the LXX:

1:20 R T DrTnb
LXX  &no mtwyod £éng tAovoiov
L Ao TTeXOV €ng TAovo{wy
9:3 oYM DR Q'RWIRA
LXX  &tipov tovg “Tovdaiovg
L étipov Tovg “Tovdaloug

4 Hanhart, Esther, 90, n. 1, mentions a hand-written concordance of L (without Hebrew
equivalents) by P.H. Daking Gooderham (1957).

5 Thus Moore, “Greek Witness,” Cook, “A Text”, C.B. Paton, Esther (ICGC; Edinburgh
1908) 38, and C.C. Torrey, “The Older Books of Esther,” HTR 37 (1944) 1-40. Torrey
described in detail the importance of the two Greek versions of Esther that, in his view,
reflect Greek translations of the original Aramaic text of Esther, from which MT was
translated and adapted.

The possibility that L reflects a recensionally different text of Esther can be supported by
the omission in L of several elements which are problematic in MT (for example, see some
of the minus elements of L described on pp. 540-541). In that case, L reflects a stage of the
development of the book that preceded the expanded text of MT. However, this view
cannot be supported by the other minus elements in L, nor by the known features of that
text. Therefore, the alternative explanations are preferred.
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9:3 TPk wx ToKRDRT wm
LXX 01l BoGIALKOL YPOUUOITELG
L ol BagLAikol ypappaTelg
10:3 DITMWAR '['7?3'7 32 YN DT D
LXX 08¢ Mapdoyaiog d1ed€xeto Tov pacirén AptatépEnv
L 0 8¢ Mapdoyaiog dtedéxeto Tov Baciréa Acoviipov

(for a similar rendering, see 2 Chr 31:12).

Corruption in L shows its dependence on the LXX text:

9:7-10 AT N2 DwY ]15‘77 ORY XO72092 OXY ...
LXX  1év1e Dopoavvestoy Kol AeA@v ... TOVG dEKOL VIOVG
Apov
L kal Tov @apoav kal TOV ddeddor abTob ... kal Toug

8éka viovg Apav
The name of Haman's son, AeAgwv, was corrupted in L to Tov d8epov avTov (i.e.,
Farsan’s brother). This reading makes little sense because all the men listed were
brothers. The corruption must have occurred at an early stage because
subsequently the Greek context has been changed: since the list starts by
mentioning ‘Farsan and his brother,” it could not any more have the summary
line, ‘the ten sons of Haman.” Therefore, by the addition of xai which is
necessarily secondary since it depends on the corruption of Aepwv to adekpdv,

the six names® were separated from the next phrase —and the ten sons of
Haman.
8:17 [=ia i y/al gahigial /sl spuig)]
LXX Kol TOALOL TOV EOVAV TEPIETELOVTO
L kal mol\ol Tov lovdalwv mepLeTépovTo

The most simple explanation of 2°71nn would be that the Gentiles ‘became
Jews’ out of fear of Mordecai. It was thus understood by the LXX and L: ‘they
were circumcised.” According to the LXX, this refers to the Gentiles (06vm);
according to L, to the Jews, but the latter makes little sense. L’s dependence on
the LXX shows in the verb mepletépovro (‘were circumcised’) which derives from
the LXX; Tov Ioudaiwv probably reflects a second rendering of 27 mi (YIN7 “non
of MT is not represented in L).

4:8 LXX+ ..d81011 Apav 0 devteped®v 1M PAUGIAET ELAANCEY ...
L+ ... 6TL Apav 6 SevTtepedov he dAnke TH Bactel ...

The separation between the translation of the two elements of the phrase mwn
7515 (cf. MT 10:3 [not in LXX or L]) in L is secondary. In 4:8, the Greek phrase

6 L mentions only five sons of Haman as well as ‘Farsan’s brother.”
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which has no counterpart in MT refers to Haman, while in the MT of 10:3 it refers
to Mordecai.

The few instances adduced here and the data apud Hanhart, Esther, 88
and B. Jacob, “Das Buch Esther bei den LXX,” ZAW 10 (1890) 261,
demonstrate L’s dependence upon the LXX.” The exact relationship
between L and the LXX (and MT) is discussed in the next section.

II. The relationship between L and the LXX

Taking into consideration significant agreements and disagreements
between L and the LXX, we cannot avoid the conclusion that L reflects a
revision of the LXX, as was suggested by most scholars. We focus,
however, on the many differences between L and MT.

Since L is based on the LXX, the many deviations of L from MT must
have resulted either from the translator’s free attitude to his Hebrew
and/or Greek Vorlage or from a different Vorlage. Prior to this analysis it
should be examined whether L had independent access to a Hebrew text
different from MT. That this was the case is evident from the many
syntactic Hebraisms in short additions to MT. Here are some examples of
such additions in L, tentatively retroverted into Hebrew:

3:5 + kal élfTeL dvekelv TOv Mapdoyatov kal TdvTa TOV
Aaov avTod év fuépa pLd
= TMR O3 MY 55 (AR) DTN IR 3975 P
Cf. 2:21 LXX kal €{fTow dmokTelvar = (TH23) 7° Mmow5 wpan and further 1:12
(below).

6:4 (2) + elc mapadviakny The Ppuxfe pov = wo1 mvawnk
6:4 (2) +8L6TL avTOC émoinaé pe (fiv dxpt Tob viv
=51 /MY T I R D
Note the representation of the hiph’il by moléw + inf., frequently found elsewhere
in the LXX; see Tov, “Hiphil"*.

6:5 (3) + évékelTo yap poPoc Apav év Tolc omhdyxrols adTdv
=D237p32 a7 M2 S22 D
cf.9:3 orby >7m M DE1 D
Note the different renderings in L and LXX.

7 The relationship between L and the LXX is more complex than is implied here, but our
remarks are limited to the canonical sections. It has been recognized (e.g., Cook, “A Text,”
371) that in the sections which have been translated from a Semitic Vorlage (the canonical
sections as well as some of the Additions), the LXX and L reflect two different translations
(see below), whereas the sections which have been composed in Greek (at least Additions B
and E) relate to each other as two recensions of one Greek text.
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6:13 (10) + (0 8¢ Eyvo Apav 6Tt ok N adTdS 6 Sofaldpevoc
AN 8711 MapSoxatoc) cuveTpipn ) kapdla adTod
od68pa  (kal petéPare TO Tvedbpa avTol év

éx\loel)
= TN 125 712wl
6:17 (11) + ... kal 1 kapdla adTod mpde TOV kipLov =11 DX 127
7:2 +... (kal yoviacev Eolnp év 16 dmayyékewy &t 6

avtidikoc) év ddbOalpolc attic kal 6 8edc ESwker

avT 0dpooc év T4 admy émkalelofal avTév

= 10K IXIP3 Mo 17 1 ooy sl
The assumption that L is based on a Hebrew text may be supported by
renderings which represent MT more faithfully than the LXX:

1:3 1| MR W ..
LXX ... KOIL TOTG GPYOVG LV TOV CUTPUT DV
L ... Kal ol dpXOVTEG TOV YWwpaV KaTa mpléowTov
avTov
1:12 12 IR WM TR ORI AP
LXX Kol EAVTN 0N 0 PaotAeng Kol dpyicon
L ENvTON 0d6Spa kal opy1 EEeckalfn év adTd
1:14 TR v KD
LXX 01 £€yY1g 10D PAGIAEWDG
L Kal ol 6pdvTeS TO Tpdowmov Tob Baci éws
2.7 RT2 N2 NN D0
LXX KOAOV T@ €idel
L KaAT) TO elSel odp6Spa kal wpaia TH Set
3:1 o DT TTORT D27 NN
LXX UeTd 8¢ TadTol E86Eatey
L Kal €YEVETOo PeTa Tove AOyous ToUTouG
Epeydlvvev ...
3:1 o™wn 55 Sun NeD Nk oYM
LXX KOl ETPOTOPGAOPEL TAVIOV TAV @IAOV 0DTOD
L kal €0nke TOV Bpdvov adTol vmepdro TOV

didwv atvTod!0

8 This phrase is known only from biblical contexts. See LS], s.v.

9 For further examples, see Moore, “Greek Witness,” 355-58.

10 For further examples, see C.A. Moore, The Greek Text of Esther, unpubl. diss., John
Hopkins University 1965, 51; Cook, “A Text,” 375.
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III. The Hebrew text underlying L

L had independent access to a Hebrew (or Aramaic) text which differed
from MT and it probably revised the LXX towards that text. The nature
of this underlying text is investigated here by turning to the so-called
apocryphal Additions to Esther. The two Greek versions of Esther
contain six major additions, traditionally named A-F, besides many
minor additions. The location of Additions A-F at the end of the
canonical sections by Jerome led to misleading conclusions because
scholars usually did not ascribe these Additions to the translator himself.
Although the ‘canonical’ and ‘non-canonical’ components were mostly
studied separately, the combined investigation improves the
understanding of both the LXX and L.

L differs from MT not only with regard to large expansions, but also
with regard to extensive omissions, inversions, and changes. The
question of the original language of the Additions bears on the issues
under investigation. If they were translated from Hebrew or Aramaic,
their fate is closely connected with that of the canonical sections;
however, if some were originally in Greek, they could have been
composed by the translator himself. In this case, the fate of these
additions is closely connected with the Greek version. Scholars believe
that the original language of Expansions A, C, D, F was Hebrew or
Aramaic, and that of Expansions B and E was Greek.!!

We submit that the translation of the canonical sections in L and the
so-called Expansions should be regarded as one organic unit (thus also
Langen, “Esther,” 255):

1. The canonical sections in L contain several references to the
Expansions. For example, in 1:1, kal éyéveTo petd Tovc AGyoue ToUTOUC
(= mBXRT 2277 MR ™; note the Hebraic diction) was added after
Addition A had been prefixed to chapter 1. kal 8effnTe Tob Beod
(4:11[15]) and oc émavoaTto Eobnp mpooevyopérn (5:1) both refer to
Expansion C (similar connections with the Expansions are found in the
LXX to these verses, and in 2:20; 4:8).

2. When the Expansions were attached to the canonical sections, there
resulted a certain redundancy which still shows in the LXX. In L this
redundancy was avoided by omitting some components of the canonical
text. Presumably, the author of the Hebrew (or Aramaic) Vorlage of L

11 gee Langen, “Esther,” 264-266; A. Scholz, Commentar iiber das Buch “Esther” mit seinen
“Zusdtzen” und iiber “Susanna” (Wiirzburg 1892) xxi—xxiii; C.A. Moore, “On the Origins of
the LXX Additions to the Book of Esther,” JBL 92 (1973) 382-393; R.A. Martin, “Syntax
Criticism of the LXX Additions to the Book of Esther,” JBL 94 (1975) 65-72.
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was responsible for these omissions, just as he was responsible for other
omissions and additions. Since both the minor additions (for examples,
see section 5 below) and the large Expansions A, C, D, F were originally
composed in Hebrew (or Aramaic), also the omissions vis-a-vis MT
derived from that Hebrew (or Aramaic) text, rather than from the Greek
translator. Three examples follow:

2:6 om L. The content of this verse (genealogy and background of
Mordecai) is given in Expansion A 2(3).

2:21-23 om L. This section tells of Mordecai’s discovery of a plot
against the king which he subsequently foiled. In the canonical book this
section is of major importance; in L it was omitted, probably because the
matter had already been mentioned in Expansion A 9 (11) -17.

5:1-2 om L (also in the LXX). Expansion D elaborates on 5:1-2 of the
canonical text; hence, the parallel verses in MT were omitted.

Two other omissions concern expansions originally written in Greek:

3:12 om L. The content of this verse is covered by Expansion B.

8:7-13 om L. The greater part of these verses were omitted because
they are covered by Expansion E which contains the decree which
allowed the Jews to take revenge on their enemies.

3. In a few cases, the expansions share vocabulary with the canonical
sections, e.g.:

A 18 L: kal é/1ter 6 Apav kakomolfical TOv Mapdoxatov (similar to
the LXX); cf. 3:5 L kal é(rjter davelelv Tov MapSoxatov (different from
MT); cf. also 2:21 LXX and E 3, L and LXX.

A 14 L: kal OpoloyfoavTec ol evvodxoL dmixfnoar (similar to the
LXX); cf. the use of this verb in 7:11 drax0iTew Apav kal pn (Mt (differ-
ent from MT).

The ‘canonical” and ‘“apocryphal’ sections of L should be considered as
one unit, although the translation of the latter does not depend on the
former. An illustration is 2:6 which is quoted in A 3 in a wording which
is closer to MT than to the LXX and L of 2:6. A 3 mentions ‘Jechoniah
king of Judah,” as does MT of 2:6, whereas the Greek versions (or their
Vorlage) omitted the words between 1937 v and 7227 WX, possibly due
to homoioteleuton (resulting in the strange construction of the LXX).
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IV. The nature of the Expansions in L

If the canonical and non-canonical sections of L (with the probable
exclusion of Expansions B and E)!? indeed formed one unit, we should
now turn to a characterization of the L text as a whole.

1. The additions in foto and in many details are secondary when
compared with MT. The contradictions in content between the
expansions and the canonical text of Esther have been amply illustrated
by Paton, Esther (see n. 5) 43; Moore, Additions, 179.

2. In its revision of the LXX, L often follows the Vorlage closely, and at
times represents it more faithfully than the LXX (see section II). At the
same time, the revision often deviated from its Hebrew and Greek
Vorlagen as is shown by a comparison of the three texts in the following
instances:

1:4 021 nRan e
LXX kot thv 80Eav Thg e0@posHVNG 10D TAOVTOL KVTOD
L  «xal Ty Tipny s kavxfoens adTod

3:2 12 "D 1> oUmnwEY DPID TORT PR3 WK ToRT Tay o
MY X2 P70 KD DT Thnt b mx
LXX kol wdvteg ol €v Tf 0L TPOSEKHVOLV ADTRH. 0VTWOG
YOop TPocETaEev 0 factieng wotfical 0 d& Mapdoyaiog
00 TPOGEKVVEL OVTEH
L  wdvTov oty mpookuvolrTev alTov KaTd TO TpOoTAYLA
Tob Baogt éwg Mapdoxalos ol mpooekivel avTd
5:13 217 "I DT AR IRD IR WK DY 502 h mw neR M 5
7o w2
LXX kol TodTé pot 00K Gpéokel OTov idw Mapdoyaiov Tov
"Tovéoiov v T 0L
L TobTo 8¢ humel pe pévov étav {8w Tov Mapdoyatov Tov
"Touvdatov év T abA{} ToD Bao éwe kal PN Tpookuvel e

It seems impossible to conciliate the literal and the free elements in L.
Moreover, the LXX reflects renderings of both types throughout the
canon. Accordingly, their juxtaposition in the L text of Esther is not
surprising. Furthermore, one should pay attention to the proportions.
The non-literal elements in L seem to be dominant. Finally, the literal
elements are found more frequently in the former than in the latter part
of the book (see below).

12 At least Expansion E was added secondarily. A short version of the original text of the
letter is found after 8:35 in L (before 8:15 of MT), while an expanded version of that letter
(Expansion E) is found after 8:12.
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3. The author of the text which underlies L (or simply L, as he will be
called in the following discussion) felt free to rewrite the biblical story.
He added, omitted and rewrote many details. Approximately half of the
biblical book was omitted in L. While in chapters 1-7 L followed at least
the framework of the biblical text, little was left of chapters 8-10. The
editor appears to have been more interested in the first two thirds than
in the last third of the biblical story. It is of interest to note here that in
Midrash Abba Gurion,'® chapters 8-10 are not represented, and in b. Meg.
10b-17a (a running commentary on Esther), they are commented upon
very briefly. Possibly the account of the Jews’ revengeful killing of their
enemies was not to the liking of the authors of L and of these midrashic
collections.

4. The introduction (Expansion A) and subscription (Expansion F)
provide the framework into which the author integrated the rewritten
story. One of the main features of the text behind the LXX and L is the
emphasis on the role of God behind the events.!* God informs Mordecai
in a dream (A 4-10) what he plans to do. The meaning of the cryptic
dream is clarified in the postscript (Expansion F).!> In the biblical story,
Esther is not concerned about dietary laws when she dines with the king,
but in Expansion C 27-28, she is extremely concerned about this issue. D
8 mentions God’s intervention (kal petéBalev 6 8eds TO mvedpa Tod
Baoiréws [then God changed the spirit of the king]) and C 20 refers to
the temple (oBéoatl 86Eav olkov oov kal BuotacThpLéy cov [to quench the
glory of your house and your altar]).

A conspicuous feature of the biblical story is the absence of the name
of God.16 However, in the LXX and L God is mentioned often, both in the
Additions and in the canonical sections.!” Thus, in a free rendering of the
Hebrew (2:20) of Mordecai’s instructions to Esther, the LXX adds:
doPetobal Tov Bedv kal morely Ta mpooTdypata avTtob (to fear God and
execute His commands). A similar addition is made in another
instruction of Mordecai to Esther (4:8): émikdAecar Tov klpLov (to invoke
the Lord). An addition of klUpios (the Lord) is found in 6:1, but the
textual status of this verse is unclear. Likewise, in L, Mordecai says to
Esther in 4:14 (9) a\\’ 6 8eds €oTar avTots Bonbis (but God will help
them). There are similar additions in L of 8e4s (God) in 4:16 (11) and in

135, Buber, Sammlung Agadischer Commentare zum Buche Esther (Wilna 1886) 1-42.

14 gee Moore, Additions, 158-159; W.H. Brownlee, “Le livre grec d’Esther et la royauté
divine—corrections orthodoxes au livre d’Esther,” RB 73 (1966) 161-85.

156ee E. Erlich, “Der Traum des Mardochai,” ZRGG 7 (1955) 69-74.

16 For the background of this and related issues, see S. Talmon, ““Wisdom’ in the Book of
Esther,” VT 13 (1963) 419-55.

17 See Brownlee (n. 14).
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7:2: kal O Beds €dwkev avT Odpoos (and God gave her courage).
Noteworthy is the translation of 7rx mprn (from another quarter) in 4:14
as 0 6edc and the mention of God in connection with the reference to
fasting in 4:16. For the text of 7:2, see section II above.

5. L embellished the story as he saw fit. The subjective nature of these
embellishments precludes any consistency. Such expansions are found in
Expansion D (the appearance of Esther before the king, parallel to 5:1-2
of MT), Expansion B (the first letter of the king, after 3:13 of MT) and
Expansion E (the second letter of the king, after 8:12).

The canonical sections contain many expansions of MT, e.g.:

1:12 + 67 Nkdpooer OuaoTLv T BovATy avTod
=KD DX DYy 798RT "D

cf. 1:16 + 8T kpwoe TO TpdoTaypa Tod BactAéns
:'[‘7?)'[ YL AR 7957 D

dkupdw does not occur in the canonical books of the LXX. It is known from
Aquila’s revision where it frequently equals ="27. Hence, it is plausible to
retrovert here the phrase 12 75877 which occurs often in the Bible.

4:8 Contains a long addition which is partly based on the
LXX. The mention of 2127 13052 in MT probably
prompted L to dwell on its assumed contents.

5:14 +¢émel ovykexdpnké oe 6 Bacievs abavical Tovg

"TovSaiove kal €8wkdy ool ol Beol elc ékdiknoLy abTOV
Nuépav OXéBpLov

6:2-3 Long addition. The king stresses that nothing was done
for Mordecai. His servants hesitate to answer him
because they envy Mordecai. L draws a parallel
between Mordecai’s and Haman’s fear (for the text,
see p. 538).

6:10 Short expansion, see p. 539.

6:11 Long expansion, see p. 539.

72 Long expansion, see p. 539.

75 Long expansion. Esther pities the king, soothes him and
asks him not to be angry. The king makes Esther swear
to tell him who is the evildoer. The addition adds
much dramatic effect to the story.

6. In the rewriting of the biblical story, the author was guided by his
understanding of its major points, so that details were often omitted.
Again, no consistency should be expected. It could be argued, e.g., that
the genealogy of Mordecai and the historical background as depicted in
MT (2:6, not in L) fit the religious tendencies of L, and therefore should
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have been retained. However, L may have omitted the verse because he
considered it of little importance for the main thread of the story,'® like
many other seemingly less relevant or unnecessary details. Further
examples follow:
1:3 wbw nwa
In L the symposium is not dated.
1:10 (Npaw ©572) TNT XNIANY KNI K27 KO ]DTHD)'? AR
(@Mnx 77T 1D NX oRweT) o°eTon
The names of the seven eunuchs are not mentioned in L.
1:14 (hvaw 19WA RO 072 WD RORTIX N X3ID) 1OX 29pmM
T 098 W
The names of the seven princes are not mentioned.
1:17-18 om. These verses interrupt the sequence of vv. 16-19.
The suggestion that the rebellion of Vashti could cause
other women, especially princesses, to rebel, is a mere
afterthought.
1:22 Omitted. V. 22 contains two elements: (1) the king sends
a letter to all provinces; (2) the gist of the letter is that
every man should rule in his own house and be
permitted to talk in his own language. This verse some-
how continues vv. 17-18 which are also lacking in L.
V. 22ais not needed in the context since v. 21 already
mentioned that the king accepted the advice of
Memuchan.
2:7  moim (@X) 2K 75 K °D) 177 N2 NOK (X7 10T) X RK T
(M35 15 57w AMPS AR AR A1) AR N A 0D
The sections in parentheses are missing in L.
2:8-18 L condensed the long and detailed description. A large
part of the section is lacking in L: 8a, 9b, 10-13, 14b, 15—
16, and small segments of vv. 17-18. As a result, the
ceremony of assembling the maidens is missing, as well
as details of grooming the maidens for their meeting
with the king. L knows that Esther was chosen from
among many maidens (v. 17 o¢ 8¢ katepdvBavev 6
Baoiheve mdoac Tac mapdévous). In the rewritten text

18 The verse presents an exegetical problem when compared with 1:1 ff. If Mordecai was
deported with the exile of Jechoniah in 597 (2:6), and if vy is identified as Xerxes who
reigned from 486 until 465 BCE, Mordecai must have been over 100 years old when the
events described took place, and his adopted daughter must have been too old for the
biblical Esther. Moreover, 2:6 contains the only allusion to the history of the Jewish people.
Since the book of Esther lacks a religious background and contains no references to either
Palestine, the temple, or Jewish history, L may have omitted this verse on purpose.
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(in which vv. 10-13 are lacking), v. 14a X2 X°7 2702
72w X7 P22 refers to Esther (cf. the added phrase
w¢ 8¢ elonxdn Ecbnp mpoc Tov Baciaéa), rather than
to the maidens in general.

2:19-20 Omitted. Exegetes consider these verses as contextually
very difficult, especially v. 19a (which is also lacking
in the LXX). After Esther has been chosen as queen and
the symposium was held (v. 18), there was no need for a
second assembling of the virgins (v. 19). For this reason,
this section may have been omitted.

4:3 Omitted. This verse describes the situation in the
Persian empire. It disturbs the connection between vv. 2
and 4, which concern the personal fate of Mordecai.

4:4-11The section is much shorter in L. Inter alia, vv. 4, 5-7
are lacking. There also is a difference in subject matter;
according to MT, Esther sends Hatakh to Mordecai,
but in L Hatakh is not mentioned. The section which
reports the sending of messengers is condensed in such a
way that the initiative seems to come from Mordecai.
For further omissions see 4:13b; 5:11, and chapters 8-10,
where little of the biblical story is left.

7. The author felt free to make changes and revise whole sections:

1:13-15InL, v. 13 is followed by v. 15 and then v. 14. The syntax
of MT in vv. 13-15 is difficult. L gives the only correct
interpretation of this text by connecting the verb of
v.13a with v. 15 (v. 13b as well as v. 14 contain
subordinate clauses). The order vv. 15, 14 probably
resulted from the syntactical rewriting of the passage.

3:1-5 Much of vv. 1-5 differs in L from MT, but the message of
both texts is basically the same. There are several
omissions and additions. Note especially the addition
in v. 5 (mentioned above, p. 538) which reflects Hebraic
diction.

3:6-13 Vv. 613 occur in L in the sequence: 6 8 911 10 7 13. The
most important result of this change vis-a-vis MT is
that the choice of the 13th of Adar succeeds Haman’s
coming to the king. In a way, L’s sequence is more
logical. Haman would not have chosen the day for the
attack on the Jews before permission was granted by the
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king. The sequence in MT has caused some exegetes to
explain the throwing of lots as referring originally to
the choice of the day on which it was most suitable for
Haman to come to the king.

3:15 121 jww oM
These words occur in L after “‘and Mordecai knew all
that had happened’ (4:11).

7:10 om. The idea in MT was expressed differently else-
where in L: kal éodpayiodn év adTd 6 Bloc adTod (7:13).

8:1 om. L does not explicate that Ahashverosh gave
Haman'’s house to Esther. Instead, he has the king
complain to Esther that Haman wanted to kill
Mordecai, and adds that the king did not know that
Mordecai was Esther’s relative (7:14).

8:2 According to MT, Esther gave Haman'’s house to
Mordecai; according to L, the king himself gave him
the house (7:15).

8:3-6 om. Instead, L has Mordecai, not Esther, asking the king to
annul Haman’s edict (7:16).

8. L reflects midrash-type exegesis of the biblical story, adding and
stressing elements in a way that resembles techniques of the Targumim,
Genesis Apocryphon, and rewritten compositions among the Apocrypha
and Qumran compositions. Occasionally L also agrees with actual
midrashim on Esther in the Targumim and in the collections of midrashim
(see n. 13). The clearest example is the above-mentioned feature of
placing the story in a religious setting. For agreements in details, unclear

5 cotipta in L, and Yalqut Shimoni ad

see 4:15 in L and Targqum sheni, 1:
loc.: mMwR WY XD qWIADWDY JWADD IOM MDD DY 1TRLY DUWAR Y
Esther’s concern for dietary laws in Expansion C 27-28 is also attested in
b. Meg. 13a, Midrash Panim Aherim 11, 63,64, and Targum sheni 2:7. In all
these sources God is the main agent behind the scene and his existence is
felt in all sections of the book.

In 1:16 L equates 2% with Bovyatoc (LXX: Movxatoc), the equiv-
alent of ‘the Agagite’—Haman (thus 3:1; 9:10; E 10). The equation of
1213 and 127 is found also in b. Meg. 12b and Midrash Abba Gurion 1.

The words amx o are taken to refer to God in L, Targum rishon and
Targum sheni.

9. Like L, the LXX is in the nature of a rewritten story, with large-scale
deviations from MT.! Like L, the LXX contains large expansions, and

19 5ee my study adddd
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also minor additions and omissions. However, on the whole, the LXX
does not deviate from MT as much as L (the greater part of chapters 8-10
which is lacking in L, is found in the LXX).

To summarize, L is a translation that is based on the LXX but corrects
it towards a Hebrew (or Aramaic)?° text which differs from MT. This text
was a midrash-type rewriting of the biblical story. Clines and Fox go one
step further since according to them, L reflects a different and pristine
text, which helps us to reconstruct the development of the book.?! If that
view were correct, the L text of Esther would be of major importance for
the literary analysis of that book. Clines, for example, believes that the
original form of Esther ended at 8:17 (7:17 in the L text). Also Jobes
believes that the L text of Esther is based on a Hebrew original, much
shorter than MT, but very similar to that text where the two overlap.??
On the other hand, de Troyer believes that L presents an inner-Greek
revision not based on a different Hebrew Vorlage.?

20 The issue of the language underlying L must be studied in greater detail. Torrey’s
arguments (see n. 5) in favor of an Aramaic Vorlage are not convincing, but this possiblility
cannot be discarded. One is struck, e.g., by the sequence of the words in 1:16 kal
éveTtellato O Baoileve mepl Tod Mapdoxalov Bepamebelv avtov ... kal Tdoav 6lpav
emibavde Tnpelv; 6:17 kal €86kel Mapdoxatoc Tépac Bewpely, which is neither Hebrew nor
Greek, but Aramaic.

21 D.J.A. Clines, The Esther Scroll—The Story of the Story (JSOTSup 30; Sheffield, 1984);
M.V. Fox, The Redaction of the Books of Esther (SBL Monograph Series 40; Atlanta, GA, 1991).

22 K H. Jobes, The Alpha-Text of Esther—Its Character and Relationship to the Masoretic Text
(SBLDS 153; Atlanta, GA, 1996)..

28K, de Troyer, Het einde van de Alpha-tekst van Ester (Leuven, 1997).



