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Preamble 

 

 

The theological ‘discomfort’ experienced by some ‘modern’ scholars with regard to the 

Hebrew text of Esther (hereafter MTE) was shared by the translators of the Septuagint 

(hereafter LXX) and Josephus (hereafter J) texts. The discomfort is firstly due to the fact that 

no reference is made to God in the Hebrew text in any way; and secondly there is no mention 

of ‘religious specific’ practices. It is thus clear that the Esther narrative distinguishes itself 

from other Old Testament (hereafter OT) documents because of its unique, seemingly non-

theological character. This theological character has been altered by the translators of both the 

Septuagint and Josephus texts because of certain theological perceptions that existed at that 

time. Some of these perceptions persist until today. The theological interpretations made by 

the translators of the Septuagint and Josephus hold implications not only for the Esther 

narrative itself, but also for modern readers of the Hebrew text. These implications need to be 

accounted for and that is the reason for and the objective of this proposed research.       
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SBL  Society of Biblical Literature 

TR  Teologische Rundschau 

TZ  Theologische Zeitschrift 
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Notes 

 

The name Mordecai is the English translation of his Hebrew name, and Mardochaeus in turn 

is the English translation of its Greek counterpart. Both these names will be used in this study. 

Two types of Greek fonts were used in this study. First is ‘Odyssea’
1
 which corresponds, in 

terms of Greek accent symbols, to a great extent to the NAV27, whereas the second type of 

font called ‘Palatino Linotype’
2
 corresponds with the Septuagint text presented by Robert 

Hanhart. Two types of Hebrew fonts were used, ‘Ezra SIL’ and ‘Hebraica II’. The latter type 

was implemented when reference is made to Hebrew words used by scholars (particularly in 

pages 73-77), whereas the former is applied when the biblical text is quoted.   

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 The NAV27 was used as controlling mechanism when the Greek text was typed using this font.   

2
 This font is the default Greek font supplied by Libronix Digital Library (Silver Edition), which is based on the 

Septuagint text prepared by Alfred Rahlfs. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 
 

 

 

1.1. FIELD OF RESEARCH 

 

When one reads the LXX and J
3
 renditions of the biblical book of Esther, one is instantly 

struck by its theological interpretations. These renditions not only added terms like qeov~ or 

kuvrio~ to the biblical book of Esther, but they also implemented religious ideas, practices and 

concepts to ‘save’ or ‘rectify’ the theological character of the MTE. One could also argue that 

the LXX and J texts have contextualized the Esther narrative for a different audience, and 

therefore one would expect variations between the texts. If one accepts that the biblical book 

of Esther is placed in the late early fifth, late fourth century BCE, the LXX version in the 

second century, followed by Josephus in the first century CE, then an argument based on 

contextualization is indeed plausible. The problem with such an argument is that it cannot 

account for the similarities between these versions of the text referred to. Therefore, it is 

assumed here that the biblical book of Esther is the earliest and the Josephus text the latest, 

but that the variations between these texts are due to theological interpretations to make what 

is implicit in the MTE, explicit.  

 

Some passages from the MTE tend to be more open to theological re-interpretation than 

others. Passages
4
 with such a possibility are Es 2.20; Es 4.8, 14; Es 6.1, 13; Es 7.10 

(especially because God, as active agent, is explicitly mentioned in these passages by the 

translators of the LXX and J texts). These passages will therefore be the main focus of this 

study. Although the above-mentioned passages and their parallels will be the primary focus, 

reference will also be made to other sections in the LXX and J texts that show signs of 

theological reworking, particularly the so-called additions taken up in the LXX. A re-

investigation into these passages individually and as a whole is indeed necessary, because on 

the one hand many ‘modern’ scholars, as will be seen later in this study, dealt with some of 

these passages only in its Hebrew form and on the other hand, other scholars dealt with the 

Greek versions of the Esther narrative in general.  

                 

                                                 
3
 Jewish historian Flavius Josephus (37 CE – 100 CE). 

4
 The passages under investigation were identified studying the expositions by scholars and the Greek versions 

of Esther. 

Esther 2.20; 4.8, 14; 6.1, 13; 7.10 and its parallels in the LXX 

and J texts, as well as the ‘theological’ additions made by the 

LXX, will be the field of research. 
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1.2. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

   

The MTE
5
 avoids the ‘traditional’ names for God found throughout the OT. The religious 

language frequently used in the OT is also absent from the MTE. Furthermore, the Esther 

scroll is also the only OT document of which copies were not found in the caves of Qumran.
6
 

If one takes into account that the Esther narrative was among the last books to be accepted as 

part of the canon,
7
 it becomes quite clear why the translators of the LXX and J texts felt 

discomfort with the MTE. Thematically there is very little doubt that the Esther narrative is 

about deliverance in some way or another. It is therefore noteworthy that ָנַצל [deliver] or ָיַׁשע 

[save] is not once used in the whole narrative. From a theological or religious point of view 

this is quite significant, because of the theological weight carried by the above-mentioned 

terms in the OT. 

 

From the above, one can deduce the very nature of the problem at hand, namely the 

theological character and integrity of the MTE. Two questions can be formulated which 

define the core of the problem. They are: How did the translators of the LXX and J texts alter 

the MTE in terms of references to God? What is the theological significance of these 

alterations for the understanding of the Esther narrative? Two examples will briefly be 

presented to demonstrate the dynamics of the problem. The examples (Es 2.20 and 6.1) will 

be presented in the form of a table beginning with Es 2.20.   

 

Es 2.20  
 

MTE Translation LXX Translation 

    

ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה  ַּכ
ָעֶליָה ָמְרֳּדָכי 

ַמר ְוֶאת�ַמֲא
ָמְרֳּדַכי ֶאְסֵּתר 

ֲאֶׁשר  ֹעָׂשה ַּכ
ָהְיָתה ְבָאְמָנה 
  ִאּתֹו
 

as Mordecai 

ordered her not 

to say, Esther 

has done as 

when she was 

with Mordecai 

οὕτως γὰρ 

ἐνετείλατο 

αὐτῇ 

Μαρδοχαῖος 

φοβεῖσθαι 

τὸν θεὸν 

Because 

Mordagaios 

ordered her to 

fear God 

 

 

                                                 
5
 The constructed Masoretic text used in this study is taken from the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (3

rd
 

improved edition 1987). 
6
 See R. Gordis, “Religion, Wisdom and History in the Book of Esther – A New Solution to an Ancient Crux,” 

JBL 100 (1981), pp. 359-388. 
7
 See B. W. Anderson, “The Place of the Book of Esther in the Christian Bible,” JR 30 (1950), pp. 32-43; W. L. 

Humphreys, “A Life-Style for Diaspora: A Study of the Tales of Esther and Daniel,” JBL 92 (1973), pp. 211-

223; Gordis, op. cit., p. 358.  
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In 2.20 it is clear from the MTE that Mordecai ordered Esther not to say that she is a Jew. 

This is an important aspect in the plot of the Esther narrative. In the LXX it reads that 

Mordecai is ordering Esther to fear God. The alteration made by the LXX has the implication 

that the plot of the Esther narrative is being jeopardized for the sake of theological perceptions 

or explicitness. The line between theological interpretation and narrative effect has been 

crossed and the implication is that the plot has lost its dramatic tension. It is my opinion that 

the theological understanding of the MTE is taken up in the tension of the plot.  

 

Es 6.1 

 
MTE Translation LXX Translation J Translation 

      

ּוא  "ְיָלה ַהה! ַּבַּל
"ת ַהֶּמ&ֶלְך ה ְׁשַנ  ָנְדָד)

In that night 

the king’s 

sleep fled 

Ὁ δὲ 

κύριος 

ἀπέστησεν 

τὸν ὕπνον 

ἀπὸ τοῦ 

βασιλέως 

τὴν νύκτα 

ἐκείνην, 

but the Lord 

took away 

the king’s 

sleep that 

night 

oJ de; qeov~ 
kategevla th`~ 
jAmavnou 
ponhrà~ 
ejlpivdo~......toù 
ga;r basivlew~  
dia; nuktov~ 
ejkeivnh~ 
ajfaireit̀ai 
tovn u{pnon 

But God 

mocked wicked 

hopes....because 

that night he 

took the sleep 

away from the 

king 

 

In 6.1 the active agent is not mentioned in the MTE, but the LXX added κύριο~ as the agent 

responsible for the sleep that was taken away from the king. Josephus goes even further by 

adding oJ de; qeov~ kategevla th̀~ jAmavnou ponhra`~ ejlpivdo~......tou as a causal clause for that 

which is to happen. God is not only made the subject of the events, but J also states the reason 

behind God’s action. Each of these variations presents a different theological meaning. It also 

alters the narrative to such an extent that the reader’s participation is limited in a way. The 

problem and its implications are clear and need to be dealt with. The proposed research will 

thus focus on this very issue at hand.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The problem statement in short is: 

How do the theological alterations made to the MTE, in terms of the 

references to God, influence the theological understanding of the 

Esther narrative? 
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1.3. HISTORY OF RESEARCH
8
 

 

The above formulated problem has not yet been dealt with satisfactorily. Day
9
 did an almost 

similar study as is pursued here. She did a comparative study between the MTE and the Greek 

texts A and B. She used the comparison to indicate how Esther as a character was portrayed in 

each account. Various articles and essays appeared dealing with the theological character of 

the MTE, and they will be looked into first. In an article written by Morris and Lampeter,
10
 

they tried to formulate a purpose for the Esther narrative. According to them, the purpose of 

the Esther narrative was misunderstood by later readers, and therefore the ‘theology’ of the 

MTE was misunderstood.
11
 Anderson in turn is of the opinion that the Esther narrative is an 

emphatically Jewish book with the purpose of authorizing and regulating a purely Jewish 

festival called Purim.
12
 Talmon provided a different, and one might add valuable, approach to 

the problem of the theological integrity of the MTE.
13
 After discussing whether the MTE is 

the original and only form of the story,
14
 Talmon proposes to define the MTE as a historicized 

wisdom-tale.
15
 He then suggests that the recognition of the wisdom-nucleus of the Esther 

narrative may assist one in understanding the more salient features of this canonical book, and 

thus also the lack of Jewish religiosity.
16
  

 

Humphreys in turn wrote an essay with the main objective to indicate that the books of Esther 

and Daniel are tales of a particular type and that they developed a particular theological 

emphasis addressed to the emerging Jewish communities of the Persian and Hellenistic 

Diaspora.
17
 This ‘new’ style of life for the Jews calls for a new theological self-

understanding.
18
 Cohen, again, is determined to save the spiritual dethronement and demise of 

the MTE. He attempts this by establishing the unmistakable Judaic religious character of the 

MTE by suggesting that one should interpret the MTE as referring to God who acts behind the 

                                                 
8
 See H. M. Wahl, “Esther-Forschung,” TR 66 (2001), pp. 103-130, for a detailed account of research done on 

Esther over the past twenty years. 
9
 L. Day, Three faces of a queen: characterization in the books of Esther (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 

1995). 
10
 A. E. Morris and M. A. Lampeter, “The purpose of the book of Esther,” ET 42 (1930-31), pp. 124-128. 

11
 Ibid., p. 128. 

12
 Anderson, op. cit., p. 32. 

13
 S. Talmon, “‘Wisdom’ in the Book of Esther,” VT 13 (1963), pp. 419-455. 

14
 Loc. cit., pp. 424-426. 

15
 Ibid., p. 426. 

16
 Ibid., p. 427. 

17
 Humphreys, loc. cit., pp. 211-223. Humphreys is also of the opinion that Joseph, Esther and Mordecai, Daniel 

with his companions, as well as the tale of Ahiqar, when compared, have a common literary type which he 

names: the tale of the courtier, p. 217. 
18
 Humphreys, op. cit., p. 213. 
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veil of causality and chance on behalf of the people of Israel.
19
 He bases the latter 

interpretation on the assumption that pur is the lot and the symbol of chance-fate.
20
  

 

Littman approaches the MTE from the perspective of Xerxes’ religious policy in his 

(Littman’s) return to the search of the historical material.
21
 Littman deduces from Lewy’s 

theory that the followers of Marduk and Ishtar were persecuted according to the MTE, and 

this occurred in the reign of Xerxes I.
22
 Thus Littman states that the narrative, as it is 

presented in the MTE, was all about Xerxes’ hostility towards Marduk and his followers and 

not about the Persians against the Jews.
23
 He therefore argues that the latter is the reason why 

there is no reference to a Jewish ‘specific’ religious language in the MTE.  

 

Meinhold in turn states that there is a dominating Jewish consciousness to be found in the 

Hauptpersonen Mordecai/Esther, which serves as an indicator of the existence of the Jews in 

the Diaspora.
24
 Loader tries to solve the ‘theological problem’ of the MTE by presenting a 

‘different level of meaning’ system.
25
 He calls the deeper level of meaning a ‘chiastic thought 

pattern’ or ‘x-pattern’.
26
 When Loader makes a comparison between Mordecai-Haman’s x-

pattern with the song of the sea (Ex 15), and the song or prayer of Hannah (1 Sam 2.1-10), it 

is clear to him that it indicates that God is responsible for the reversing of threatening 

situations.
27
 Loader thus deduces that God’s intention is suggested and it is veiled at the same 

time.
28
 God thus intervenes in a concealed manner.

29
  

 

Miller elaborates on the levels of meaning proposed by Loader.
30
 He points out that the 

theological or religious suggestions, such as are found in Es 4.13-14, are good examples of 

conventional understanding of symbols as metaphor in a pre-critical ‘first level thought’ and 

that the chiastic pattern would demonstrate divine intervention. This shows that God is active 

in a rather anthropomorphic manner.
31
 Miller concludes by stating that the intervention of 

God in the MTE is veiled, as it is experienced in reality.
32
    

 

                                                 
19
 A. D. Cohen, ““Hu Ha-goral”: The Religious Significance of Esther,” Jud 23 (1974), pp. 87-94. He mentions 

that the understanding of the book’s religious character demands alternative explanations to some of the faulty 

historical and literary perspectives which have achieved wide acceptance in the modern study of Esther, p. 88. 
20
 Idem. 

21
 R. J. Littman, “The Religious Policy of Xerxes and the Book of Esther,” JQR 65 (1974-1975), pp. 145-155. 

22
 Ibid., p. 152. 

23
 Ibid., p. 154. 

24
 A. Meinhold, “Theologische Erwägungen zum Buch Esther,” TZ 34 (1978), pp. 321-333. 

25
 J. A. Loader, “Esther as a Novel with Different Levels of Meaning,” ZAW 90 (1978), pp. 417-421. 

26
 Ibid., p. 419. 

27
 Loader, “Levels of Meaning,” p. 419. 

28
 Loader, “Levels of Meaning,” p. 419 

29
 Idem. 

30
 C. H. Miller, “Esther’s Levels of Meaning,” ZAW 92 (1980), pp. 145-148. 

31
 Miller, op. cit., p. 148. 

32
 Idem. 
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Berg in turn mentions that the Zion-orientated view, a view associated with restoration, posed 

two theological problems for some post-exilic Jews.
33
 First, not all the Jews wanted to return 

to ‘Zion’, and second, the promise of divine grace did not materialize.
34
 Gordis

35
 is of the 

opinion that the miracle of God’s deliverance of his people need not be spelled out for the 

reader or take the form of interference with the normal processes of nature or history.
36
 Even 

without any reference to God, the Guardian of Israel does not let his people perish.
37
 Wiebe 

mentions that the reader will detect a veiled reference to God’s providence working behind 

the scenes with the question posed in Es 4.14.
 38
  

 

Goldman presents a fresh approach to the narrative of Esther and the problem surrounding its 

theological integrity. He does this by illuminating ethical ironies in the MTE.
39
 For him, the 

ultimate irony is that Haman’s attempted genocide brings about a Persian religious 

conversion.
40
 Thus, irony is implemented by Goldman to better understand the purpose of the 

MTE as an ironic exploration of Jewish-Gentile relationships and to illuminate various 

aspects in the text that could be related to ‘chance’ or ‘divine intervention’.
41
   

 

Huey agrees with Goldman that irony is the key to understanding the Book of Esther.
42
 He is 

of the opinion that the absence of God’s name in the Book of Esther may be intended to show 

disapproval of the acts of the Jews. Segal, in turn, focuses his attention on human anger and 

divine intervention in Esther.
43
  

 

Segal writes, “…underlying the author’s symmetrical construction of the events stands a firm 

theological conviction that God, while generally allowing the events to take a natural course, 

is also assumed to be tweaking at the strings at strategic moments…”.
44
 Hel concludes by 

stating that the issue of anger in the Esther narrative, in comparison to the Joseph story, 

clearly indicates that God is at work behind the scenes.
45
  

 

                                                 
33
 S. B. Berg, “After the Exile: God and History in the Books of Chronicles and Esther,” in The Divine 

Helmsman – Studies on God’s Control of Human Events, Presented to Lou H. Silberman, (ed. J. L. Crenshaw 

and S. Sandmel; New York: KTAV Publishing House, Inc., 1980), pp. 107-127. 
34
 Ibid., p. 108. 

35
 Gordis, op. cit. 

36
 Ibid., p. 364. 

37
 Idem. 

38
 J. M. Wiebe, ‘“Will Relief and Deliverance Arise for the Jews from another Place?,”’ CBQ 53 (1991), pp. 

409-415. 
39
 S. Goldman, “Narrative and Ethical Ironies in Esther,” JSOT 47 (1990), pp. 15-31. 

40
 Ibid., p. 24. 

41
 Ibid., p. 23. 

42
 F. B. Huey, “Irony as the key to Understanding the Book of Esther,” SJT 32 (1990), pp. 36-39. 

43
 E. Segal, “Human Anger and Divine Intervention in Esther,” Prooftexts 9 (1989), pp. 247-256. 

44
 Segal, op. cit., p. 250. 

45
 Idem. 
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Snyman
46
 mentions that the impression one gets from the Esther narrative is that God is also 

concealed in real life, and that belief in God is the preferred option.
47
 It is also clear that Fox 

is well aware of the problem concerning theological integrity presented by the MTE.
48
 He 

provides the reader with four types of evidence adduced to demonstrate God’s presence and 

activity in the Esther story, namely: Allusions, Coincidence, Reversal and Themes.
49
 Fox then 

says that the religious attitude of the book of Esther is an optical illusion that shifts orientation 

as you stare at it.
50
 The ‘religious’ hints in the book are not enough to strip away the veil 

concealing God.
51
 The narrator of the MTE is thus not certain about God’s role in history, and 

he teaches a theology of possibilities.
52
 Van den Eynde poses the question that if God is truly 

king; will the kind of injustice as is immanent in the Esther narrative (and in the rest of the 

OT) persist?
53
 She suggests that God is also present in the replacement of Vashti with Esther 

as queen,
54
 as He was in the replacement of Saul with David as king.

55
 Van den Eynde is 

further of the opinion that the fasting of the people is a religious activity which can be 

interpreted as a cry to God for help.
56
  

 

In two articles written by Wahl, he zooms in on the very core of the ‘theological-religious’ 

problem surrounding the MTE. In his first article
57
 on this matter he poses the question: 

“Jahwe, wo bist du?” which triggers three problems and how the MTE dealt with these 

problems, “Theologisch nach der literarischen Epiphanie Jahwes, anthropologisch nach dem 

antwortenden Glauben und (religions) soziologisch nach der jüdischen Gemeinde der 

Diaspora.”
58
  

 

The goal of his study is thus clear; to show that the author of the Esther narrative 

simultaneously reflected God and faith against the background of the Jewish community.
59
 

Wahl writes in his second article
60
 in this regard, “Jahwe, der Gott Israels, erscheint in Esther 

                                                 
46
 G. Snyman, “Bybellees en wederstrewigheid – lesersreaksie op God en Ester,” Koers 61 (1996), pp. 37-55. 

47
 Ibid., p. 43. 

48
 M. V. Fox, “The Religion of the Book of Esther,” Jud 39 (1990:135), pp. 135-147; cf. M. V. Fox, Character 

and Ideology in the Book of Esther (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1991), pp. 235-247. 
49
 Fox, “Religion,” pp. 139-144. 

50
 Ibid., p. 146. 

51
 Idem. 

52
 Ibid., p. 147. 

53
 Sabine M. L. van den Eynde, “If Esther Had Not Been That Beautiful,” BTB 31 (2001), pp. 145-150. 

54
 Ibid., p. 146. 

55
 Idem. 

56
 Ibid., p. 147. 

57
 H. M. Wahl, “’Jahwe, wo bist Du?’ Gott, Glaube und Gemeinde in Esther,” Jud 31 (2001), pp. 1-22. 

58
 Wahl, “Jahwe, Wo Bist Du?,” p. 2 

59
 Idem. 

60
 H. M. Wahl, ““Glaube ohne Gott?,” Zur Rede vom Gott Israel im hebräischen Buch Esther,” BZ 45 (2001), 

pp. 37-54. 
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hinter dichtem Schleier, aber er erscheint.”
61
 Because of the er erscheint, Wahl tries to 

indicate the presence of Yahweh in the Esther narrative by discussing the religiöse Praxis, 

Anspielungen auf religiöse Phänomene, wichtige Motive and Begriffe und Topoi religiöser 

Rede in the Esther narrative.
62
  

 

The history of the research presented above is but one side of the perspective on the 

theological integrity of the MTE. Over the past fifteen years, the emphasis of research of 

Esther has shifted to the reconstruction of possible sources and redactional processes. The 

first to be mentioned is the work of Clines
63
 in which he tries to reconstruct a pre-Masoretic 

text. He also deals with the Septuagint translation as well as the Alpha text. Fox
64
 in turn 

focuses on the redactional process of the Masoretic and Alpha texts. Dorothy
65
 pursued a 

detailed structural analysis of the Greek and Hebrew versions of the Esther narrative and De 

Troyer
66
 tries to account for a possible original ending of the Esther narrative by comparing 

the Masoretic text with its parallels. Kossmann’s
67
 extensive study on the redaction history of 

the Esther narrative and the traditions structuring the narrative indicates to the reader the 

smaller building blocks of the Esther narrative and how they where put together.  

 

In a fresh and necessary approach, Baird looked at the Esther narrative from a socio-historical 

perspective.
68
 The last fifty years or so, the research shifted towards other versions, especially 

the Greek versions, of the Esther narrative. It seems that the research done so far on the MTE 

and that was discussed here, opens a vacuum. This vacuum exists because of the focus of 

scholars on the theological integrity of the MTE, on the one hand, and on constructing the 

Greek versions of the MTE, on the other hand. One could call this vacuum the theological 

implications of the interpretations of the LXX and J texts and the proposed study is an attempt 

to fill this vacuum.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
61
 Wahl, ““Glaube ohne Gott?,” p. 40. 

62
 Idem. 

63
 J. A. Clines, The Esther Scroll – The Story of the Story (JSNTSup 30; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987). 

64
 M. V. Fox, The Redaction of the Books of Esther (SBL – Monograph Series; Georgia: Scholars Press, 1991). 

65
 C. V. Dorothy, The Books of Esther – Structure, Genre and Textual Integrity (JSOTSup 187; Sheffield: 

Sheffield Academic Press, 1997).  
66
 K. de Troyer, LXX – The End of the Alpha Text of Esther – Translation and Narrative Technique in MT 8:1-

17, LXX 8:1-17, and AT 7:14-41 (SBL – Septuagint and Cognate Studies Series; Atlanta: Society of Biblical 

Literature, 2000).  
67
 R. Kossmann, Die Esthernovelle vom Erzählten zur Erzählung – Studien zur Traditions- und 

Redaktionsgeschichte des Esterbuches (Leiden, Boston, Köln: Brill, 2000). 
68
 C.A. Baird, “‘n Sosiaal-Wetenskaplike Analise van die Boek Ester,” (Unpublished M.A. mini-dissertation, 

University of Pretoria: Pretoria, 2004). 
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1.4. PROPOSED SOLUTION 

 

Various solutions to the theological integrity of the MTE have been raised. Furthermore, the 

integrity of the text was also investigated in an attempt to understand the Esther narrative and 

to account for its peculiarities. The question being investigated here is how the alterations 

made to the MTE influence the theological understanding of the Esther narrative. By 

comparing key passages, those frequently employed by scholars in the past, from the MTE 

with the LXX and J texts, the alterations made to the text and the implications for how it has 

been interpreted with a specific theological framework in mind can be described. Many other 

versions of the Esther narrative are available and could be similarly discussed, but the focus 

here will be on the LXX and J texts. The next step would be to really look into the theological 

significance of the interpretations reflected in the translations. Thus, the solution proposed 

here is merely to provide a textual base through the key passages to evaluate and test the 

theological re-interpretations and their implications.  

 

 

1.5. PURPOSE OF RESEARCH 

 

The purpose of this study is to establish and define the theological alterations made to the 

MTE by the LXX and J texts with the focus on the explicit references made to God or Lord 

inserted in these texts. Some theological implications for the understanding of the Esther 

narrative will be deduced from the latter.   

 

 

1.6. OBJECTIVES 

 

The purpose of the study could be refined further by means of listing a few objectives: 

 

a. comparison of key passages from the MTE with the LXX and J texts; 

b. indicating the differences and similarities between the various accounts; and 

c. inferring some theological implications.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



 15 

1.7. METHOD OF RESEARCH
69
 

 

It should be mentioned that because this is a study concerned with the comparison of texts, 

there are various levels on which the differences in the texts can be dealt with. First, one could 

deal with the changes from a stylistic-linguistic point of view. Second, differences could be 

compared from a text-critical perspective, and finally from a theological or interpretive 

stance. This study’s objective is to look into the theological or interpretive alterations made to 

the MTE by the LXX and J texts. This process of comparing text versions and their 

theological content has a hermeneutical-theological intention. Thus the method that will be 

implemented is explained by the term cognitive reception theory.
70
 The latter approach is 

intended as a bridge between hermeneutical text analysis (text comparison between the MTE, 

LXX and J texts) and reception aesthetics (the typical art of the narrative) on the one hand, 

and cognitive (mental thoughts triggered by the theological reworking) and empirical (the 

actual inserted phrases) approaches on the other.  

 

The hermeneutical text analysis as an approach could also be called a synchronic-thematic
71
 

approach, an attempt to understand those phrases added to the MTE that contain a reference to 

God. A further approach will also be used as guideline, and that is the constructivist 

approach.
72
 The latter approach is to assist the reader to be sensitive to his own 

subjectiveness, and to make him aware that the translators of the LXX and J texts were also 

influenced by their own subjectiveness when they constructed the text by means of cognitive 

constructivist concepts. The thesis of the latter approach reads: “the subject creates its own 

reality”.
73
 

 

To summarize the method and its approaches:  

 

 

 

                                                 
69
 Also refer to H. M. Wahl, “Das Buch Esther als methodisches Problem und hermeneutische Herausforderung, 

eine Skizze,” BI 9 (2001), pp. 25-40. 
70
 The reader-orientated theory, the Constance School of Reception Aesthetics (Rezeptionsästhetik) has 

dominated the scene since the 1970’s. Since then some German scholars (notably J. Schmidt and Norbert 

Groeben) demanded an 'empiricisation' of literary studies. The aim was to increase the verifiability and empirical 

testability of literary interpretation. See http://www.uni-tuebingen.de/CoRecT for more information on this 

approach. 
71
 The text will be dealt with synchronically guided by the term κύριος and qeov~ and other terms that could be 

translated with ‘God’ or ‘Lord’.  
72
 One can draw a distinction between “cognitive constructivism” and “social constructivism”. The former is 

about how the individual learner, or reader for that matter, understands things, while the latter emphasizes how 

meanings and understandings grow out of social encounters. 
73
 Cf. P. Lampe, “The Language of Equality in Early Christian House Churches: A Constructivist Approach,” in 

Early Christian Families in Context (ed. D. L. Balch and C. Osiek; Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans 

Publishing Company, 2003:74), pp. 73-83. 

The cognitive reception theory will provide the methodological 

framework from where a synchronic-thematic and constructivist 

approach will be followed. 
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Chapter Two 

Literary comparison between the MTE, LXX and J texts 
 

 

2.1. Introduction 

 

The literary comparison between the various accounts of the Esther narrative will be focusing 

on the passages listed earlier in this study. To recap, they are Es 2.20; 4.8, 14; 6.1, 6.13, and 

7.10. Those passages in the LXX that are referred to as additional to the MTE and that show 

characteristics of theological reworking will also be dealt with. One could deduce in 

comparing these passages that the author/s, translators or redactors deliberately made changes 

to the text to fit their theological frameworks. The reason for the ‘theological’ differences 

could also be assigned to different manuscripts available to the author/s or translators. The 

focus here is to account for the alterations made on a theological interpretive level 

(specifically those insertions making reference to God).  

 

The comparison will basically be done in three forms. The first type of comparison will be the 

use of tables and paragraphs. The primary texts will be presented in table form and a 

discussion thereof will be done in paragraph form. It will include a translation of the text as 

well as the primary text. The second type will be a combination of text groups and 

paragraphs. The text groups will contain the primary text with a translation beneath it printed 

in bold. A discussion of the variations between the texts (MTE, LXX and J) will then be 

presented in paragraph form. Finally, 10.3 and its additions will be categorized (MTE/LXX/J) 

and the discussion on each category will take place followed by the next category.  

 

What can the reader expect from this chapter? As a starting point an excursion will be made 

into the reconstruction of the Esther text. This will be followed by the text comparisons that 

will be introduced by the text-critical notes on each passage followed by the discussion on the 

similarities and differences between the text versions of the Esther narrative. The text 

comparisons will also be divided into two groups; canonical insertions (2.20; 4.8, 14; 6.1, 13; 

and 7.10), and non-canonical additions (add. A, C, D and E). The chapter will be concluded 

with a summary of the key theological insertions made to the MTE by the LXX and J texts.
 74
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
74
 The text-critical apparatus and considerations produced by the BHS (Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 3

rd
 

improved edition, 1987), and the apparatus and the text-critical consideration produced by R. Hanhart, (ed.) 

1983, Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum Graecum, Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis editum (vol. 

VIII, 3), Esther, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, will be used in this part of the study. 

 
 
 



 17 

Before the investigation commences, it should be noted that a translation is neither static nor 

final; it is constantly in motion due to the readers’ interpretation. In a comparative study 

between the MTE and LXX (6.13), De Troyer
75
 asks the question whether the extra sentences 

were literary additions made by the translator, or whether they represent an interpretation of 

the Hebrew text.
76
 She then states that the translator’s function is to render a text in another 

language and to make it understandable. Therefore a good translator is also an interpreter.
77
 

De Troyer also draws a distinction between translation, interpretation and actualization of a 

text.
78
 The insight of De Troyer is of value for the study, and therefore her insights with 

regard to translation and interpretation, with which I agree, will be used as a ‘behind the 

scenes guideline’ throughout chapter two.  

 

2.2. The MTE and its parallels 

 

2.2.a Excursion into the re-construction of the Esther narrative 

 

It is possible that the difference between the MTE, LXX and J texts could be due to the 

availability and use of various manuscripts. A short excursion into some aspects of the re-

construction process of the text will be used as an introduction to the comparison between the 

MTE, LXX and J texts. This excursion is in no way presenting the complexity of the issues 

involved with the reconstruction of the Esther narrative, but it is merely an attempt to be 

conscious of the text and the reconstruction thereof. 

 

Moore
79
 was aware of the dynamics involved when reconstructing a text when he referred to 

Jerome to point out that there were three recensions with regard to the reading of the 

Septuagint, namely; the Hesychian, the Lucianic and the Origenic.
80
 One of the Greek 

versions of Esther has been identified as a Lucianic recession and is referred to by scholars as 

the Lucianic text, symbolized with the letter L for some and for others it is symbolized by the 

letter A (also called the Alpha text). Furthermore, a text referred to by the letter B (hereafter 

called the B-text) which closely resembles the LXX text has also been identified.  

 

 

                                                 
75
 K. de Troyer, “Translation or Interpretation? A Sample from the Books of Esther,” in 10

th
 Congress of the 

International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies (ed. Bernard A. Taylor; SBL: Atlanta, 1998), pp. 

343-353.  
76
 Ibid., p. 343. 

77
 Ibid., p. 345. 

78
 Idem. 

79
 C. A. Moore, “A Greek Witness to a Different Hebrew Text of Esther,” ZAW 79 (1967), pp. 351-358. 

80
 Moore, “Greek Witness,” p. 351.  
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Moore also took note of the finer nuances and its complexities of the text when he dealt with 

the possibility for the existence of a Hebrew Vorlage different from the MTE.
81
 He indicates 

that the arguments for such a text are fuelled by the additions, omissions, and abbreviations 

when one compares the AT (Alpha text) with the LXX and MTE.
82
  

 

Cook followed a similar course as Moore when he attempted to reconstruct the relationship 

between the AT and the B-text.
83
 For Tov

84
 there is little doubt that L is closely connected 

with the LXX of Esther and depends on it.
85
 He further states that L might be a revision of the 

LXX towards a Hebrew or Aramaic Vorlage.
86
 Fried also attempted to reconstruct a possible 

Ur-text of the Esther narrative,
87
 through which she established the relationship between the 

A-text (another designation for the Alpha text), B-text and the MT, and constructed a possible 

Proto-A which was independent of both the B and the MT.
88
 Clines also tried to reconstruct 

possible Esther sources or texts to account for the additions, omissions and other alterations 

made to the text of Esther.
89
 He came to the conclusion that there was a Pre-MT without 

expansions or additions, from which the proto-MT and the proto-AT originated. The latter 

two texts gave rise to the MT and the AT respectively; the LXX (without additions) was 

translated from the MT, and the AT (without additions) was translated from the proto-AT. 

Semitic and Greek additions were then made to both the LXX and AT texts.
90
 By focusing on 

the redaction of the AT and the MT of Esther, Fox proposes that the AT is composed of two 

levels – the proto-AT and a redactional level, and that the latter comprises mostly of 

supplementary material taken from the LXX.
91
 Furthermore, he also suggests that the proto-

AT is a translation from a Hebrew Vorlage independent of the MT.
92
 In dealing with the 

various redactional processes he states that 2.19-23 have been omitted by the AT.
93
  

 

The complexity of the relationship between the various text traditions in terms of the structure 

of the text has been worked out in detail by Dorothy.
94
 His attempt to reconstruct these 

traditions resulted in establishing various phases of the LXX, oV (LXX), Proto-oV, Pre-Hebrew 

                                                 
81
 Moore, “Greek Witness,” pp. 355-357. 

82
 Ibid., p. 355. 

83
 H. J. Cook, “The A Text of the Greek Version of the Book of Esther,” ZAW 81 (1969), pp. 369-376.  

84
 E. Tov, “The Lucianic Text of the Canonical and Apocryphal Sections of Esther: A Rewritten Biblical Book,” 

Textus 10 (1982), pp. 1-25. 
85
 Ibid., p. 4. 

86
 Ibid., p. 10. 

87
 L. S. Fried, “Towards the Ur-Text of Esther,” JSOT 88 (2000), pp. 49-57. 

88
 Ibid., p. 51. 

89
 Clines, op. cit. 

90
 Ibid., p. 140. 

91
 Fox, Redactions, p. 17. 

92
 Ibid., p. 17. 

93
 Ibid., p. 12. 

94
 Dorothy, op. cit. 
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(+A & F) and Pre-Hebrew.
95
 De Troyer in turn tried to work out the end of the Alpha Text of 

the Esther narrative.
96
 In her extensive study she looked at the translation and narrative 

techniques in MT 8.1-17, LXX 8.1-17, and AT 7.14-41. In doing so she also related the 

various texts to one another and how they came to be constructed the way they were. 

Kossmann again focused on the tradition and redaction history of the Esther narrative.
97
 In her 

study she constructed various independent stories or traditions that eventually made up the 

Esther narrative as we have it in the MTE. These stories are the Vashti-story;
98
 Haman-

Mordecai story;
99
 Haman-Mordecai-King story

100
 and then the construction and development 

of a pre-Esther version.
101

 Interestingly Kossmann then deals with fragments found at the 

caves of Qumran to reconstruct a possible proto-Esther text.
102

 

 

The short excursion above into the text of the Esther narrative is surely an over- simplification 

of a very complex process. Once again it should be noted that the intention of the excursion 

was merely to provide a broad literary-conscious framework of the Esther narrative, and to 

indicate that the author of this paper is well aware of the fact that the difference between the 

MTE, LXX and J texts on a theological level, might be due to the use of a particular source or 

text tradition. Nevertheless, whether there were a pre-MT or pre-AT, and which tradition (the 

Vashti or Haman-Mordecai story), should be placed first, the fact remains that insertions and 

alterations were made to the LXX and J texts and that they hold theological implications. 

Thus, the assumption here is that the insertions, in particular, and the omission in general are 

due to a theological interpretation of the Esther narrative in its Hebrew form.
103
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 Dorothy, op. cit., p. 332. 

96
 De Troyer, The End. 

97
 Kossmann, op. cit. 

98
 Ibid.,  p. 34. 

99
 Ibid., p. 70. 

100
 Idem. 

101
 Ibid., p. 213. 

102
 Ibid., p. 257. 

103
 The position held here with regard to the terms translation and interpretation is that one could not translate 

without interpreting, and one could not interpret without translating in one way or another. 
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2.2.1. Text comparisons (Es 2.20) 

 

2.2.1.1. Text-critical considerations
104
  

 

MTE 

 

According to the text-critical apparatus on 2.20a [י&  the Septuagint adds fobei'sqai ,[ָמְרֳּדָכ

to;n qeovn. With regard to the text-critical note on 2.20b [ְבָאְמָנ)ה]] a proposal has been made 

for ה and the Septuagint and Vulgate are witnesses to that. No further text-critical notes are 

made on this particular verse.  

 

LXX  

 

The text-critical notes indicate that φοβεῖσθαι is characterized as opposing the tradition that 

omits it, and the same is true for to;n qeovn. Furthermore, the original hand of manuscript 46 

of recension b inserted aujthn and the two Latin editions (those preserved in Paris and Lyon), 

as well as recension a reads to;n kuvrion. It is thus clear from the above text-critical notes 

that an overwhelming amount of manuscripts inserted the phrase fobei'sqai to;n qeovn, 

although there are some variations. One could thus assume that the inserted phrase is not so 

much a translation into a different language, but it is due to a theological interpretation of the 

MTE.  

 

Table 1 

 

 MTE LXX J (203) 

   

,ַלְדָּתּה*  .ֶדת מ- ר ַמֶּג ֵא"ין ֶאְסֵּת0
ּה   ְוֶאת�ַעָּמ!
 

ἡ δὲ Εσθηρ οὐχ ὑπέδειξεν 

τὴν πατρίδα αὐτῆς,  

mh; poihvsasa fanero;n 
aujtẁæ to; e[qno~ ejx ou|per 
ei[h tugcavnousa 

&י   οὕτως γὰρ ἐνετείλατο ַּכֲאֶׁש3ר ִצָּו2ה ָעֶל)יָה ָמְרֳּדָכ

αὐτῇ Μαρδοχαῖος  

 

 φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν   

* ֶאְסֵּת"ר  ְוֶאת�ַמֲאַמ.ר ָמְרֳּדַכי
ה   ֹעָׂש!

καὶ ποιεῖν τὰ 

προστάγματα αὐτοῦ,  

 

ה ְבָאְמ ,ַּכֲאֶׁש3ר ָהְיָת2 ָנ)ה ִאּת-  καθὼς ἦν μετ̓ αὐτοῦ,  

 καὶ Εσθηρ οὐ μετήλλαξεν 

τὴν ἀγωγὴν αὐτῆς. 

 

 

 

                                                 
104

 Cf. the text-critical notes on 2.20 presented by L. B. Paton, The Book of Esther (ICC – A Critical and 
Exegetical Commentary; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1904), p. 192; as well as the text-critical remarks by G. 

Gerleman, Esther (BKAT, Band XXI,Neukirchener Verlag Des Erziehungsvereins Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1973), 

pp. 72-73 and C. A. Moore, Esther – Introduction, Translation, and Notes (AB; Garden City, New York: 
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1971), pp. 29-30. 
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The scene narrated in 2.19-23 is about Mordecai’s discovery of a plot to kill the king. He told 

Esther about it, and she in turn told the king, who gave instructions for it to be written in the 

annals. As with the other passages that will be dealt with, 2.20 is a key element not just in this 

particular scene, but also in the broader framework of the narrative and the underlying tension 

of the plot. Grammatically the MTE employs a hif،il participle, ֶדת. ַמֶּג ¾ ‘that which is to be 

announced’, pi،el perfect, ִצָּו2ה ‘it is ordered’ and a qal participle, ה  o ‘that which is to be ֹעָׂש!

done’. In turn the LXX implements the aorist, indicative, ὑπέδειξεν ‘she has revealed’ 

(active voice) and ἐνετείλατο ‘he ordered’ (middle voice). Gerleman is of the opinion that 

2.20 (LXX) is a rather lose translation of its MT counterpart.
105

 All three accounts project a 

text (line 1) with a similar meaning; Esther not revealing her identity. The concept of Esther 

keeping her true identity a secret was taken over by the LXX and J texts. A further difference 

is that the MT reads that Esther did not reveal ‘her descent’ [*ֹוַלְדָּתּה  ’and ‘her people [מ-

ּה]   .In the LXX it is only ‘the homeland’ [τὴν πατρίδα] that Esther did not reveal .[ְוֶאת�ַעָּמ!

The comparative sentence reflected in line 2 is omitted by J, as well as the contents of the rest 

of the verse, while the LXX inserted φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν ‘to fear God’ (line 3). The latter 

insertion is a typical subjective sentence introduced by οὕτως γὰρ. In turn the MTE 

implements a temporal participial (line 4) and a subjective phrase ה  followed again ֶאְסֵּת"ר ֹעָׂש!

by a comparative phrase (line 5).  

 

On the other hand, the LXX presents a subjective sentence (line 3), followed by another 

comparative sentence made up of an infinitive and a participle (line 4). Like the MTE, the 

latter phrase is followed by another comparative sentence (line 5). In addition to that the LXX 

also inserted the indicative phrase καὶ Εσθηρ οὐ μετήλλαξεν τὴν ἀγωγὴν αὐτῆς ‘Esther 

did not change her way of life’
106

 (line 5). The meaning of the phrase in line 1 is quite 

obvious; Esther did not reveal her nationality/where she came from/her people/her Jewish 

roots. The concealment of Esther’s identity is to be found in all three text versions. The MTE 

and the LXX, but not J, also agrees on the reason why Esther did not reveal her nationality. It 

was because Mordecai instructed her not to do so (line 2). The LXX in turn alters the meaning 

of the phrase by inserting φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν. It is not just any instruction given by 

Mordecai, but it was an instruction to fear God, which means to respect him, or to be 

conscious of him when one acts. 

 

                                                 
105
 Gerleman, op. cit., p. 83. 

106
 Some scholars would argue that the additions might be due to a Greek or Hebrew Vorlage independent of the 

MTE.  
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The meaning of the phrase in line 4 could be that Mordecai had authority over Esther and he 

used it here. The obedience of Esther when she lived with Mordecai is called to mind by him, 

and he wanted to motivate her to assume the same attitude. The comparative sentence in line 4 

emphasizes the meaning of motivating through the authoritative-submissive relationship 

between Mordecai and Esther. The insertion of the phrase listed in line 5 could mean that 

Esther obeyed Mordecai once more, even though she was queen, or the phrase καὶ Εσθηρ οὐ 

μετήλλαξεν τὴν ἀγωγὴν αὐτῆς could also be interpreted as stating that Esther’s religious 

existence, her Jewish religious lifestyle, did not change. The phrase could also be understood 

as a combination of Esther’s obedience and the Jewish-religious nature that persisted 

throughout the narrative. Nevertheless, it becomes clear that the LXX gives an explicit 

theological meaning to the events, whereas the MTE projects a more anthropological-social 

meaning of the scene surrounding maintaining the secret of Esther’s nationality. 

 

2.2.2. Text comparison (Es 4.8) 

 

2.2.2.1. Text-critical considerations
107
  

 

MTE 

 

The text-critical apparatus on the MTE contained in the BHS shows no text-critical notes on 

Es 4.8, and the note on 4.14a merely states that fragment codexes (Hebrew) from Cairo 

Geniza do not contain ְּת ְוַא2 ]. 

 

LXX 

 

The text-critical notes on the text prepared by Hanhart is quite extensive with regard to 4.8, 

but the focus will only fall on those notes that shed light on the theological insertion 

ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον made by the LXX. The word ἐπικάλεσαι  is omitted in the final 

redactions of the text reading 71 and 249. Furthermore, it is noted that insertion of 

ἐπικάλεσαι is opposing the tradition that omits ἐπικάλεσαι, the same is also true for τὸν 

κύριον. Recension a inserted ou\n (the Latin parallel for ou\n also appears in the Latin 

version), while toinuvn was inserted by the text reading 58 (the Aramaic parallel for toinuvn 

also appears in the Aramaic version). The definite particle τὸν of τὸν κύριον was omitted by 

the hexplarische recensions O and A v, except for reading 93, and by recension a. The term to;n 

qeovn is again inserted by the hexaplarische recension O, except once again for the text 

                                                 
107
 Also see text-critical remarks made by Gerleman, op. cit., p. 102; and Moore, Esther, pp. 45-46.  
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reading 93, and by the Egyptian and Aramaic traditions. The Latin version (in the Vulgate 

part of the apocrypha) reads deum.  

 

It is very clear that from a very early stage in the transmission of the Greek version of the 

MTE, and other versions, the phrase ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον was part of the text. 

Furthermore it also became clear from the notes above, that the phrase τὸν κύριον was 

‘replaced’ in some manuscripts or just inserted into the text the translators had at hand. As 

with the previous insertion in 2.20, this insertion also portrays a unique theological 

interpretation of the MTE by the Greek translators. 

 

Table 2 

MTE LXX J (225) 

   

ָּדת  ב�ַה4 ְוֶאת�ַּפְתֶׁש"ֶגן ְּכָת-
ן ְּבׁשּוָׁש.ן ְלַהְׁשִמיָדם*   ֲאֶׁשר�ִנַּת8
 

καὶ τὸ ἀντίγραφον τὸ ἐν 

Σούσοις ἐκτεθὲν ὑπὲρ τοῦ 

ἀπολέσθαι αὐτοὺς  

kai; to; ajntigrafon to; tẁn 
ejn Souvsoi~ proteqevvntwn 

, "ַתן ל!  ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ dou;~ de; aujtẁæ108 ָנ

"יד  ר ּוְלַהִּג ,ת ֶאת�ֶאְסֵּת) ְלַהְרא2
 ָל&ּה

δεῖξαι τῇ Εσθηρ komivsai thæ̀ ÆEsqh¤ri 

ּוְלַצּוֹות ָעֶליָה ָלבֹוא 
 ֶאל�ַהֶּמֶלְך

καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ 

ἐντείλασθαι αὐτῇ 

εἰσελθούσῃ 

παραιτήσασθαι τὸν 

βασιλέα   

 

peri; touvtwn dehqh̀nai toù 
basilevw~ ejnetevlleto 

)יו  ׁש ִמְּלָפָנ , ּוְלַבֵּק2 ְתַחֶּנן�ל3 ְלִה-
ּה   ַעל�ַעָּמ-

καὶ ἀξιῶσαι αὐτὸν περὶ 

τοῦ λαοῦ 

kai; swthriva~ e{neka tou¤ 
e[qnou~  

  mh ajdoxh̀sai labeìn 
sch`ma tapeinovn, 

  wJ/ paraithvsetai tou;~ 
ÆIoudaivou~ kinduneuvonta~ 
ajpolevsqai 

 μνησθεῖσα ἡμερῶν 

ταπεινώσεώς σου ὡς 

ἐτράφης ἐν χειρί μου,  

 

 διότι Αμαν ὁ δευτερεύων 

τῷ βασιλεῖ ἐλάλησεν καθ̓ 

ἡμῶν εἰς θάνατον, 

 

 ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον  

 καὶ λάλησον τῷ βασιλεῖ 

περὶ ἡμῶν καὶ ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς 

ἐκ θανάτου. 

 

                                                 
108
 This phrase is placed in the original text before the kai; of the proceeding phrase. The sequence has been 

changed to emphasize the comparison between the texts.  
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Es 4.8 is part of an important scene narrated in 4.1-17. This scene is dominated by Mordecai 

and Esther as primary characters attempting to stop the destruction of the Jews. The primary 

subject responsible for the deliverance of the Jews and the very heart of the theological 

discussion on the book of Esther is brought to the fore by 4.14. Verse 8 is about the copy of 

the written law that was distributed in Susa stating that the Jews had to be destroyed.  

 

In comparison between the MTE, LXX and J texts the phrases presented in lines 1-3 agree 

with one another to a great extent. Although different Greek terms, δεῖξαι (LXX) and 

komivsai (J), are used with similar meanings ‘to teach/display’ and ‘to introduce/to be carried 

to’ respectively; and some grammatical differences appear, the meaning of the phrases listed 

in lines 1-3 remains unchanged. With regard to Esther going to the king, there is a slight 

difference between the text versions. The MTE reads that ‘she was ordered to go into the 

presence of the king’ [א ֶאל�ַהֶּמ=ֶלְך, יָה ָלב8 ,ת ָעֶל0  whereas the LXX reads ‘He was told to ,[ּוְלַצּו"

order her to go into the presence of the king and beg him’ [καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ ἐντείλασθαι 

αὐτῇ εἰσελθούσῃ παραιτήσασθαι τὸν βασιλέα]. J in turn reads ‘to order her to ask the 

king about these things’ [peri; touvtwn dehqh̀nai tou¤ basilevw~ ejnetevlleto]. The phrase 

‘ask him for mercy to seek from him on behalf of her people’ [ יו( ׁש ִמְּלָפָנ , ּוְלַבֵּק2 ְתַחֶּנן�ל3 ְלִה-

ּה  has been taken over by both the LXX and J texts. The LXX reads ‘to be worthy of [ַעל�ַעָּמ-

Him for the people’ [καὶ ἀξιῶσαι αὐτὸν περὶ τοῦ λαοῦ] and J states ‘for the sake of the 

people’s salvation’ [kai; swthriva~ e{neka tou¤ e[qnou~].  

  

The LXX and J texts elaborate on the above-mentioned phrase by inserting the following 

phrases: J inserted mh ajdoxh̀sai labei¤n sch̀ma tapeinovn – ‘not to hold in any esteem to 

put down outward humbleness’ (line 6). Esther is not just ordered to go to the king, but she is 

also told not to view this action of hers to be below her dignity to intercede for the Jews that 

were in danger. The author established the latter by inserting wJ/ paraithvsetai tou;~ 

ÆIoudaivou~ kinduneuvonta~ ajpolevsqai (line 7). The LXX does not contain the latter two 

phrases added by J, but again inserts other phrases that do not appear in either the MTE or J. 

The first is μνησθεῖσα ἡμερῶν ταπεινώσεώς σου ὡς ἐτράφης ἐν χειρί μου – 

‘remember the days of low estate, how you were raised by my hand’ [line 8]. The second 

phrase inserted is διότι Αμαν ὁ δευτερεύων τῷ βασιλεῖ ἐλάλησεν καθ ̓ ἡμῶν εἰς 

θάνατον which repeats the fact that Haman, the second in command, was given the power to 

decide on the death of the Jews (line 9).  
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The third phrase ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον is of special concern because of its religious 

nature. Esther is commanded to call upon the Lord [ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον] and to speak 

to the king for their salvation. The meaning of the phrases (MTE/LXX/J) listed up until line 5, 

is basically the same. The grammatical or stylistic differences between the text versions do 

not change the meaning at all. In lines 6-7, J portrays his unique interpretation and 

understanding of events by inserting phrases from an ethical perspective, especially the 

phrases listed in line 6. The insertions made by the LXX also portray an ethical perspective, 

but with the insertion of ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον the theological perception and framework 

of the translators become visible. This theological framework and reworking of the MTE will 

become more apparent, especially in 4.14 that will be dealt with next. 

 

2.2.3. Text comparison (Es 4.13, 14) 

 

2.2.3.1. Text-critical considerations
109
 

 

The text-critical notes on this particular verse of both the BHS and Hanhart are of little use 

with regard to theological reworking of the text. The reason, of course, is the lack of 

theological interpretation of this verse by the Greek translators.  Thus the authoritative voice 

of the text traditions used to construct the LXX or o v texts give one no reason to suspect any 

irregularities in terms of theological reworking of the LXX. The importance and use of the 

text-critical notes would thus be for changes on a grammatical or stylistic level. The J text in 

turn does provide a theological reworking of the MTE, but the text taken from the Loeb 

library and translated by Ralph Marcus does not present any text-critical notes on section 227 

(4.14). One can thus deduce that J theologically interpreted 4.14 and specifically with 

reference to God as the one providing alternative assistance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
109
 For text-critical notes on 4.14 (MTE) see note on 4.8. Also take into consideration the text-critical remarks of 

Paton, op. cit., p. 224; Gerleman, op. cit., p. 102; and Moore, Esther, pp. 29-30. 
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Table 3 

 

MTE LXX J (227) 

   

2ֹאֶמר ָמְרֳּדַכ)י ְלָהִׁש"יב  ַוּי
 ֶאל�ֶאְסֵּת&ר

καὶ εἶπεν Μαρδοχαῖος 

πρὸς Αχραθαῖον 

Πορεύθητι 

Mardocaiò~ de; touvtou~ 
komivsanto~ aujtẁæ tou ̀
eujnouvcou  

  para; th~̀ ÆEsqh̀ro~ tou;~ 
lovgou~ ajpaggevllein 

ְך ְלִהָּמֵל2ט  ַאל�ְּתַדִּמ"י ְבַנְפֵׁש!
יםֵּבית�ַה ֶלְך ִמָּכל�ַהְּיהּוִד- ֶּמ)  

καὶ εἰπὸν αὐτῇ Εσθηρ, 

μὴ εἴπῃς σεαυτῇ ὅτι 

σωθήσῃ μόνη ἐν τῇ 

βασιλείᾳ παρὰ πάντας 

τοὺς Ιουδαίους 

ejkevleusen aujthæ̀ mh; th;n 
ijdian ou{tw skopeìn 
swthrivan ajlla; th;n koinh;n 
tou ̀e[qnou~ 

 @ "י ִאם�ַהֲחֵר"ׁש ַּתֲחִריִׁשי "תִּכ ָּבֵע  ὡς ὅτι ἐὰν παρακούσῃς 

ἐν τούτῳ τῷ καιρῷ, 

eij ga;r ajmelhvseie touvtou 
nuǹ, 

ה  Aַוח ְוַהָּצָל ,ד ַהּזֹאתC ֶר" ַיֲעמ.
ר  ,ם ַאֵח!  ַלְּיהּוִדים* ִמָּמק"

ἄλλοθεν βοήθεια καὶ 

σκέπη ἔσται τοῖς 

Ιουδαίοις 

e[sesqai me;n aujtẁæ 
bohvqeian para; tou ̀qeou ̀
pavntw~, 

ְּת ּוֵבית�ָאִב)יְך ּתֹאֵב&דּו   ְוַא2
 

σὺ δὲ καὶ ὁ οἶκος τοῦ 

πατρός σου ἀπολεῖσθε, 
 

aujth;n de; kai; to;n patrẁæon 
oi\kon aujth~̀ uJpo; twǹ 
ojligwrhqevntwn 
diafqarhvsesqai 

את ִהַּג)ַעּתְ  !ֹ "ת ָּכז ַע ִאם�ְלֵע ּוִמ"י יֹוֵד!
ּות   ַלַּמְלכ-
 

καὶ τίς οἶδεν εἰ εἰς τὸν 

καιρὸν τοῦτον 

ἐβασίλευσας 

 

All three accounts (MTE, LXX and J) mention that Mordecai is the subject that is sending a 

message to Esther (line 1). The LXX and J also include the agent that is sent, namely 

Αχραθαῖον and tou` eujnouvcou respectively. In addition to the latter, J also inserts an 

adjectival phrase that elaborates on tou` eujnouvcou, and it also provides the reader with a 

reason why this specific messenger was used (line 2) – ‘(who) delivered the message from 

Esther’ [para; th̀~ ÆEsqh̀ro~ tou;~ lovgou~ ajpaggevllein]. The phrases in line 3 are about 

Esther who should not just consider the saving of her own life, but that of all the Jews. The 

latter phrase is followed by a conditional clause (line 4) introduced by  ִּכ"י ִאם (MTE), ὡς ὅτι 

ἐὰν (LXX), and  eij ga;r (J); and the condition is that if Esther neglects her people at this 

time, then there will be consequences, which are presented in line 5.  

The consequences if Esther does not go into the presence of the king, according to the MTE, 

are that ‘this relief and deliverance shall come, for the Jews, from another place’  

ר] ,ם ַאֵח! ,ד ַלְּיהּוִדים* ִמָּמק" ה ַיֲעמ. Aַוח ְוַהָּצָל  The LXX states a similar result that reads .(line 5) [ֶר"

‘support and shelter, for the Jews, will come from another place’ [ἄλλοθεν βοήθεια καὶ 

σκέπη ἔσται τοῖς Ιουδαίοις]. J in turn interprets the help from ‘another place’ as alluding 
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to God – ‘help will come for them all from God’ [e[sesqai me;n aujtwæ̀ bohvqeian para; tou` 

qeou` pavntw~]. A further consequence, presented in all three accounts, is that the house of 

her (Esther’s) father will also perish (line 6), while J also adds uJpo; twǹ ojligwrhqevntwn 

diafqarhvsesqai ‘as well as those that were neglected.’ On the other hand, J also omitted 

the last phrase of verse 14, but it was taken up by the LXX as ‘who knows, if it is for a time 

like this that you became queen’ [καὶ τίς οἶδεν εἰ εἰς τὸν καιρὸν τοῦτον ἐβασίλευσας]. 

The MTE similarly reads ‘who knows if it is for a time like this that you became queen’ [ ַע י,ֵד!

ּות את ִהַּג)ַעְּת ַלַּמְלכ- !ֹ "ת ָּכז  J’s explicit reference to God as the ‘alternative’ agent of .[ִאם�ְלֵע

deliverance is of importance here, and the impact of this interpretation will be dealt with later 

on in this study. Strangely enough, the Greek translators of the MTE did not take the 

opportunity provided by 4.14 to theologically interpret the events. Modern scholars on the 

other hand rummaged 4.14 to ‘recover’ the theological integrity of the Esther narrative, but in 

this case the LXX followed its Hebrew counterpart down to the last consonant. J in turn took 

the opportunity by clearly stating that ‘help from another place’ refers to the one and only 

God. The LXX’s lack of theological reworking might suggest that the theological inserted 

phrases dealt with up until now, are taken from manuscripts different from the MTE. As was 

mentioned above, that is still a possibility, but for now the assumption still is that the LXX 

and J texts theologically interpreted the MTE.  

2.2.4. Text comparison (Es 6.1) 

2.2.4.1. Text-critical considerations
110
  

MTE 

The text-critical note on  6.1a-a contains interesting information. The Septuagint text reads oJ 

de; kuvrioõ ajpevsthsen to;n u{pnon ajpov, reference is also made to compare two fragment 

codexes from the Cairo Geniza.  

LXX 

According to the text-critical notes supplied by Hanhart on 6.1, the text traditions B A S V, 

hexaplarische recension O, and recension a and b were used to construct the text, and in this 

case provide no alternative readings for the insertion oJ de; kuvrioõ. Minor differences with 

regard to ajpevsthsen,  ajpo, τὴν νύκτα ἐκείνην are furnished, but the latter does not give 

any indication that one should consider the insertion of  oJ de; kuvrioõ to be anything else 

than a theological interpretation of its Hebrew counterpart.  

                                                 
110
 See text-critical notes of Paton, op. cit., p. 246; Gerleman, op. cit., p. 114; and Moore, Esther, p. 62. 

 
 
 



 28 

Table 4 

MTE LXX J (247-248) 

   

  oJ de; qeo;~ kategevla th`~ 
ÆAmavnou ponhrà~ ejlpivdo~  

  Kai; to; sumbhsovmenon 
eijdw;~  

  ejtevrpeto tẁæ genhsomevnwæ 

"ת ַהֶּמ&ֶלְך ה ְׁשַנ ּוא ָנְדָד) "ְיָלה ַהה!  Ὁ δὲ κύριος ἀπέστησεν ַּבַּל

τὸν ὕπνον ἀπὸ τοῦ 

βασιλέως τὴν νύκτα 

ἐκείνην 

toù ga;r basilevw~ dia; 
nuktov~ ejkeivnh~ ajfaireìtai 
to;n u{pnon 

  oJ dÆ ouj boulovmeno~ ajrgw~̀ 
ajpolevsai th;n ajgrupnivan 

  ajllÆ ei[~ ti tẁn th̀æ 
basileivaæ diaferovntwn 
aujth;n ajnalws̀ai, 

יא ֶאת�ֵס.ֶפר Aאֶמר ְלָהִב 0ֹ  ַוּי
ים י ַהָּיִמ!  ַהִּזְכֹרנ,ת* ִּדְבֵר"

καὶ εἶπεν τῷ διδασκάλῳ 

αὐτοῦ εἰσφέρειν 

γράμματα μνημόσυνα 

τῶν ἡμερῶν  

to;n grammateva komivsanta 
kai; twǹ pro; aujtoù 
basilevwn ta; uJpomnhvmata 
kai; twǹ ijdivwn pravxewn  

ֶלְך 2י ַהֶּמ-  ἀναγινώσκειν αὐτῷ ajnaginwvskein aujtẁæ ַוִּיְהי2ּו ִנְקָרִא)ים ִלְפֵנ
prosevtaxen 

The events described in 6.1-13 are also very significant with regard to the plot of the Esther 

narrative. Within this scene the king loses his sleep, Mordecai is honoured and Haman’s wife 

and friends advise him. The first noteworthy difference between the text versions is 

introduced by J (lines 1-3). He inserted that ‘God mocked the wicked hopes of Haman’ [oJ de; 

qeo;~ kategevla th̀~ jAmavnou ponhrà~ ejlpivdo~]. Furthermore he also mentions that ‘God 

knew what was going to happen’ [Kai; to; sumbhsovmenon eijdw;~] and God ‘rejoiced at this 

event’ [ejtevrpeto twæ̀ genhsomevnwæ]. The latter phrase is adjectival in nature to the extent 

that J even goes as far as to explain the feelings of God. 

The alterations made to the next phrase (line 4) by the LXX- and J text are also of theological 

importance. The MTE merely states ‘that night the king’s sleep went away’ [ ּוא "ְיָלה ַהה! ַּבַּל

"ת ַהֶּמ&ֶלְך ה ְׁשַנ  No reason is given why or how and what might have been responsible. For .[ָנְדָד)

the translators of the LXX, the Lord is responsible for the sleeplessness of the king: ‘the Lord 

took away the king’s sleep that night.’ [Ὁ δὲ κύριος ἀπέστησεν τὸν ὕπνον ἀπὸ τοῦ 

βασιλέως τὴν νύκτα ἐκείνην], and J also agrees that God is responsible ‘God took away 

the king’s sleep that night’ [toù ga;r basilevw~ dia; nuktov~ ejkeivnh~ ajfaireit̀ai to;n 

u{pnon]. An important difference between the LXX- and J is the terms they use to refer to 

God. The LXX uses κύριος and J implements qeov~. The latter is indeed an important issue, 
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but the complexity of the variation, and the focus of this study does not allow us to deal with 

this issue. The assumption is therefore made that both κύριος and qeov~ refer to the God of 

Israel.      

Table 4 lines 5-6 are further witness to the insertions made by J. These insertions provide the 

reason why the king asked for the annals to be read to him. It says: ‘because (the king) did not 

wish for the sleeplessness to lay to waste’ [oJ dÆ ouj boulovmeno~ ajrgw`~ ajpolevsai th;n 

ajgrupnivan]. There is also a second reason: ‘but to put that to use to perfect the kingdom’ 

[ajllÆ ei[~ ti twǹ th̀æ basileivaæ diaferovntwn aujth;n ajnalw`sai]. The MTE and the LXX 

have nothing of this kind; the MTE merely carries on where it left of, his sleep left ‘and 

ordered that the annals be brought to him, so that they could be read to him’ [ יא Aאֶמר ְלָהִב 0ֹ ַוּי

ים י ַהָּיִמ!  The LXX and J texts agree with the MTE in terms of the .[ֶאת�ֵס.ֶפר ַהִּזְכֹרנ,ת* ִּדְבֵר"

reading of the annuals. Grammatically they vary a little, but it holds no real theological 

significance. They both say who the king is speaking to: τῷ διδασκάλῳ - ‘the teacher’ 

(LXX), and to;n grammateva – ‘the scribe’ (J). 

J omits ים  he also distinguishes between the exploits of kings of the past, and the present ,ַהָּיִמ!

king’s own personal deeds. Despite this difference, J corresponds in substance to the MTE 

and LXX. The difference in the last phrase of 6.1 (line 8) is that the MTE used ֶלְך 2י ַהֶּמ-  as ִלְפֵנ

receiving subject, whereas the LXX and J texts implemented the third person personal 

pronoun αὐτῷ. Finally, J inserted prosevtaxen to place ajnaginwvskein in perspective. 

These differences between the text versions are clear and from a theological perspective they 

will have an impact on the theological understanding of Esther, and in particular how a reader 

theologically interprets 6.1. But before we deal with the implications of these insertions, there 

are more ‘theological’ alterations made to the MTE that need to be observed, 6.13 is one such 

passage.   
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2.2.5. Text comparison (Es 6.13) 

2.2.5.1. Text-critical considerations
111

 

MTE 

The revised Greek text of Lucian omits oiJ fivloi (6.13a), and the Origen revision, which 

agrees with the Syrian witness, reads oiJ fivloi aujtou. The Septuagint adds o{ti qeo;õ zw'n 

metÆ aujtou' (6.13b).   

LXX 

With regard to the theological significant alteration made to 6.13 by the LXX, the text-critical 

notes do indeed indicate variations. It is pointed out that the term θεὸς ζῶν is characterized 

as opposing the tradition that omits it. Readings 55 and 122 have oJ θεὸς ζῶν and A reads oJ 

θεὸς oJ ζῶν.  Text witness 311 reads oJ θεὸς and the Latin parallel for the Ethiopian text 

reads: dominus. The Latin parallel of the Aramaic and the Latin versions in turn reads: 

dominus deus (Reading 55 of the Aramaic text, in its Latin parallel, reads: eius).    

Table 5 

MTE LXX J (259) 

   

.Gֶרׁש ִאְׁשּת,* ן ְלֶז Hר ָהָמ  ַוְיַסֵּפ8
יו ֲהָב! ת ָּכל�ֲאֶׁש"ר  ּוְלָכל�ֹא" ֵא)

 ָקָר&הּו

καὶ διηγήσατο Αμαν τὰ 

συμβεβηκότα αὐτῷ 

Ζωσαρα τῇ γυναικὶ 

αὐτοῦ καὶ τοῖς φίλοις 

kai; meta; dakruvwn th̀æ 
gunaiki; kai; toi~̀ fivloi~ 
ta; sumbebhkovta dihgeit̀o 

, "Gֶרׁש ִאְׁשּת0 יו ְוֶז Hֲחָכָמ , I ל8 אְמרּו Iֹ  καὶ εἶπαν πρὸς αὐτὸν οἱ ַוּי

φίλοι καὶ ἡ γυνή 

 

"Gַרע ַה יִא"ם ִמֶּז Aים ָמְרֳּדַכ Jְּיהּוִד  Εἰ ἐκ γένους Ιουδαίων 

Μαρδοχαῖος 

 

* ל ְלָפָניו ,ָת ִלְנֹּפ.  ἦρξαι ταπεινοῦσθαι ֲאֶׁשרI ַהִחּל8

ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ, πεσὼν 

πεσῇ 

 

,  οὐ μὴ δύνῃ αὐτὸν  לֹא�תּוַכ"ל ל!

ἀμύνασθαι 

oiJ dÆ oujkevtÆ ajmuvnasqai 
to;n Mardocaìon e[legon 
dunhvsesqai 

,ל ְלָפָנ-יו ,ל ִּתּפ) י�ָנפ2  ὅτι θεὸς ζῶν μετ̓ αὐτοῦ. to;n ga;r qeo;n ei[nai su;n ִּכ-
au[tẁæ 

Once again J’s account of 6.13 is much shorter than its MTE and LXX counterparts. On a 

grammatical-stylistic level the MTE and the LXX do indeed differ, but the extent of the 

variations is not on their own enough to alter the meaning of the verse [lines 1-5]. All three 

text versions state that Haman shared what had happened with his wife and friends [line 1].  
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J omits the phrase viewed in line 2, and in turn the MTE reads , "Gֶרׁש ִאְׁשּת0 יו ְוֶז Hֲחָכָמ , I ל8 אְמרּו Iֹ  ַוּי

‘his wise men and wife told him’, and the LXX has καὶ εἶπαν πρὸς αὐτὸν οἱ φίλοι καὶ ἡ 

γυνή – ‘his wife and friends told him’, יו Hֲחָכָמ is thus changed to οἱ φίλοι. In J’s shorter 

versions he further omits phrases listed in lines 3-4, which indicate two events: the reaction of 

Haman’s wife and friends, and the content thereof.  

The MTE and the LXX are in agreement with regard to the conditional clause and the 

indicative part of that clause (lines 3-6). With regard to the MT, De Troyer indicates that one 

finds in 6.13 a supposition given in the protasis, “if M is of the Jewish people.” An apodosis 

follows asyndetically, “you will not prevail against him.”
112

 She also notes that the condition 

is introduced by ִא"ם and that the author regarded this condition as a realis.113 The LXX (6.13) 

in turn is built up out of two sentences: a conditional clause formed by a protasis and a double 

apodosis, and a causal clause.
114

 De Troyer then concludes with a comparison between the 

MT and the LXX (6.13) where the Hebrew text has a single protasis and apodosis, and the 

LXX text has turned it into a double apodosis, followed by a causal clause.
115

 De Troyer goes 

further in pointing out the differences between the MT and LXX (6.13).
116

 

The main concern in terms of alteration is that which has taken place in the phrase to be 

viewed in line 6. As it is mentioned above, the conditional clauses and the indicative part of 

the clause is presented in both the MTE and LXX (with the second part of the indicative taken 

up by J), and all three accounts (MTE, LXX and J) introduce a causal clause as the last 

phrase. The MTE confirms his fall (Haman’s) will be certain ל ְלָפָנ-יו, ,ל ִּתּפ) י�ָנפ2  while the ,ִּכ-

LXX states that - ὅτι θεὸς ζῶν μετ ̓ αὐτοῦ and the J text - to;n ga;r qeo;n ei[nai su;n au[twæ̀ 

presents a causal clause not confirming what is to take place, but to introduce the agent 

responsible for the ‘strength’ of Mordecai. The reason for Mordecai’s strength according to 

the LXX is because ‘the living God is with him.’ [ὅτι θεὸς ζῶν μετ ̓ αὐτοῦ], and J also 

relates that Mordecai's ability is ‘because God is with him.’ [to;n ga;r qeo;n ei[nai su;n 

au[twæ̀]. 

Mordecai as active agent and primary subject, as well as his nationality, are emphasized in 

6.13 (MTE), whereas in the LXX and J texts it is God who takes centre stage. God becomes 

the active agent, taking over the role as primary subject from Mordecai.  
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No matter how the translators of the LXX or the author of J got to the conclusion stimulated 

by protasis, apodosis, conditional and causal clauses, the fact remains that by inserting ὅτι 

θεὸς ζῶν μετ ̓ αὐτοῦ (LXX), and to;n ga;r qeo;n ei[nai su;n au[tw æ̀ (J), the theological 

impact of the Esther narrative was altered and therefore it holds significance for the 

theological interpretation of the narrative as a whole. Before the so-called ‘additions’ to the 

MTE, taken up in the LXX, are dealt with in brief, a final comparison between the MTE and J 

is necessary due to a theological significant insertion made by the J text (268/7.10).  

2.2.6. Text comparison (Es 7.10) 

2.2.6.1. Text-critical considerations 

Due to the fact that there is no theological significant insertion made by the LXX, the text-

critical notes on both the MTE and LXX are of little use here. There are also no text-critical 

remarks on the text of J. Therefore, one has to deal with the text at hand. 

Table 6 

MTE LXX J (268) 

   

ן ַעל�ָהֵע)ץ  ַוִּיְתלּו* ֶאת�ָהָמ!
ת  &י ַוֲחַמ2 "ין ְלָמְרֳּדָכ ֲאֶׁשר�ֵהִכ
ָכה ֶלְך ָׁשָכ-   ַהֶּמ)

 

καὶ ἐκρεμάσθη Αμαν ἐπὶ 

τοῦ ξύλου, ὃ ἡτοίμασεν 

Μαρδοχαίῳ. καὶ τότε ὁ 

βασιλεὺς ἐκόπασεν τοῦ 

θυμοῦ. 

o{qen ejpevrcetaiv moi to; 
qeiòn qaumavzein kai; th;n 
sofivan aujtou ̀kai; 
dikaiosuvnhn... 

Es 7.10 is part of the second banquet scene initiated by Esther (7.1-10). In this scene the death 

of Haman also takes place and verse 10 is witness to that. The MTE and the LXX are on par; 

they agree in meaning and to a great extent on a stylistic level. J interprets the events 

surrounding the death of Haman by mentioning that ‘he is moved to marvel at the deity’ 

[o{qen ejpevrcetaiv moi to; qei`on qaumavzein]. He also gives the reasons for this; the deity 

has shown wisdom [sofivan] and justice [dikaiosuvnhn]. J then goes further by elaborating 

why this deity has wisdom and why he showed justice. In a footnote, to the J text, it is 

observed that this is a typical example of Josephus’ moralizing. The latter is clear; the 

moralizing nature of J’s account is determined by the insertion of both sofivan and 

dikaiosuvnhn, and more so by the term qei`on. The problem, of course, is why J used the 

latter term and not qeov~? The answer to this question is important, but we cannot attempt to 

answer it here. One has to limit the observation and the implications thereof to the 

‘theologically’ loaded terms inserted. 
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One could characterize the so-called additions contained in the LXX as religious. This 

becomes apparent when reading the apocalyptic vision of Mordecai (add. A) and the prayers 

of Mordecai and Esther (add. C). The comparison between the additions and their parallels in 

the MTE are not the primary focus of this study, but excluding the additions from a 

theological discussion would be irresponsible. Due to the length of the additions they cannot 

be dealt with in detail here, therefore only key theological elements (particularly those phrases 

making reference to God) within the various additions were identified and will be more 

closely scrutinized.  

2.3. Additions to the MTE taken up by the LXX 

2.3.1. Addition A (additions to Es 1.1) 

The introduction of the MTE is all about Ahasuerosh and the lavish banquet held in his 

palace. The name ‘Ahasuerosh’ appears nine times in ch.1 (MTE) and the term ‘king’ appears 

twenty-nine times, all referring to Ahasuerosh. Clearly he dominates this scene, and scenes to 

come, and the banquet is in the limelight because of him. Chapter one thus sets the stage for 

the whole narrative and has a specific function in the story of Esther. In turn the LXX
117

 

makes sure to alter this focus by presenting an ‘apocalyptic’ vision. This apocalyptic vision 

has a theological or religious function, and the identified theological phrases within this vision 

are presented in the table below. 

Table 6 

Addition A (1-17) Translation 

  

καὶ ἐταράχθη δίκαιον πᾶν ἔθνος 

φοβούμενοι τὰ ἑαυτῶν κακὰ  

And every righteous nation became distressed, 

while fearing the worst for themselves 

καὶ ἡτοιμάσθησαν ἀπολέσθαι they prepared to die 

καὶ ἐβόησαν πρὸς τὸν θεόν And they called upon God 

καὶ διεγερθεὶς Μαρδοχαῖος ὁ ἑωρακὼς τὸ 

ἐνύπνιον τοῦτο καὶ τί ὁ θεὸς 

βεβούλευται ποιῆσαι 

When Mardochaeus woke up from the vision in 

his dreams about these things, and what God 

wants to do…. 

As is mentioned above, the introduction to the MTE focuses on Ahasuerosh and the lavish 

banquet; in turn the LXX’s focus is on the apocalyptic vision and God. In the MTE the king is 

the primary agent orchestrating the events. In the opening scene the king is the primary role 

player using a banquet to display his power and wealth. He is at the very centre of events, and 

so is queen Vashti (MTE). The apocalyptic vision in turn portrays people in distress and how 

they called upon God for help [ἐβόησαν πρὸς τὸν θεόν]. It is the opposite of a banquet or 
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feast. In the MTE (1.1-22) the guests are welcomed to the comfort of the king’s palace and 

pampered according to their desires. The guests feast at the king’s goodwill and by doing so 

his power and majesty are manifested to the multitudes.  

The LXX in turn introduces the Esther narrative with an apocalyptic vision. This vision is the 

direct opposite of the lavish banquet or feast. It is a vision stating that all the righteous nations 

are distressed [καὶ ἐταράχθη δίκαιον πᾶν ἔθνος φοβούμενοι τὰ ἑαυτῶν κακὰ]. So 

much so, that they are preparing to die [καὶ ἡτοιμάσθησαν ἀπολέσθαι]. Clearly the 

Greek translators or redactors wanted to introduce the narrative from the perspective of the 

suffering Jews. They go further by also stating that ‘they (righteous nations) called upon God 

for help’ [ἐβόησαν πρὸς τὸν θεόν]. In opposition to the king, the redactors also inserted 

καὶ διεγερθεὶς Μαρδοχαῖος ὁ ἑωρακὼς τὸ ἐνύπνιον τοῦτο καὶ τί ὁ θεὸς 

βεβούλευται ποιῆσαι ‘When Mardochaeus woke up from the vision in his dreams about 

these things, and what God wants to do….’, which places God in the centre of events, and 

therefore God’s power and majesty will be portrayed in the events to follow. The events to be 

presented in the Esther narrative are not controlled by the king, but under the control of God. 

The phrase θεὸς βεβούλευται ποιῆσαι is witness to the latter.   

 2.3.2. Addition C (additions to Es 4.17) and J, 228 

The scene in the MTE merely states that Esther ordered Mordecai to gather the Jews to fast 

for three days, as she will be doing with her maids. The addition that follows in 4.17 contains 

two prayers; one of Mardochaeus and one of Esther. The fasting of Mardochaeus, the Jews 

and Esther was taken up by the LXX and J texts but it was theologically reworked to present 

two prayers that project the theological framework of the translators and author. This section 

will be introduced by 4.15-16 (MTE) and a translation, followed by key theological elements 

of the prayers in the LXX and J texts with an accompanying translation.    
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Table 7 

MTE Translation 

  

י ל�ָמְרֳּדָכ- ר ְלָהִׁש2יב ֶא- אֶמר ֶאְסֵּת) 2ֹ  Esther told him to answer to Mordecai ַוּת

ן ִּנְמְצִא"ים ְּבׁשּוָׁש0 ים ַה- Hס ֶאת�ָּכל�ַהְּיהּוִד,  Go and gather all the Jews that can be found in ֵלְךI ְּכנ8

Susa 

ַלי ּומּו ָע4  Fast for me ְוצ"

ּו  You are not allowed to eat ְוַאל�ּתֹאְכל8

,ם "ְיָלה ָוי! ֶׁשת ָיִמים* ַל ּו ְׁשֹל. Hְוַאל�ִּתְׁשּת And you are not allowed to drink for three days 

and three nights 

ּום ֵּכ&ן י ָאצ" 2י ְוַנֲעֹרַת)  More still, I will fast, like you, with my ַּגם�ֲאִנ

servants. 

ן ָאב. Aא ֶאל�ַהֶּמ*ֶלְך*ּוְבֵכ,  And so I will go in to the king 

ְדִּתי ְדִּתי ָאָב- ר ָאַב) ת ְוַכֲאֶׁש2 א�ַכָּד! -ֹ  Which is not according the law, but if I should ֲאֶׁש"ר ל

perish, let I perish. 

Table 8 

Addition 4.17a (LXX) Translation 

  
17a καὶ ἐδεήθη κυρίου μνημονεύων πάντα 

τὰ ἔργα κυρίου  

He binded himself to the Lord, while 

remembering all the works of the Lord 

καὶ εἶπεν 17b Κύριε κύριε βασιλεῦ πάντων 

κρατῶν, ὅτι ἐν ἐξουσίᾳ σου τὸ πᾶν ἐστιν, 

καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ὁ ἀντιδοξῶν σοι ἐν τῷ 

θέλειν σε σῶσαι τὸν Ισραηλ, 17c ὅτι σὺ 

ἐποίησας τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν γῆν καὶ 

πᾶν θαυμαζόμενον ἐν τῇ ὑπ̓ οὐρανὸν 

καὶ κύριος εἶ πάντων, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ὃς 

ἀντιτάξεταί σοι τῷ κυρίῳ. σὺ πάντα 

γινώσκεις, σὺ οἶδας, κύριε 

And he said: “Lord, Lord, king ruling over all, 

and your power is above all, and there is no one 

opposing your will to save Israel, because you 

made the heaven and the earth, and the 

wonderful things in heaven and on earth, and 

you are Lord over all, and no one shall resist 

you Lord. You know everything, you know, 

Lord.” 

Addition 4.17f (LXX) Translation 

  

καὶ νῦν, κύριε ὁ θεὸς ὁ βασιλεὺς ὁ θεὸς 

Αβρααμ, φεῖσαι τοῦ λαοῦ σου 

And now Lord, God, the King, the God of 

Abraham, spare your people. 

Addition 4.17l (LXX) Translation 

  
17l Κύριέ μου ὁ βασιλεὺς ἡμῶν, σὺ εἶ 

μόνος,  

My Lord, our king, you are the only one,  

βοήθησόν μοι τῇ μόνῃ καὶ μὴ ἐχούσῃ 

βοηθὸν εἰ μὴ σέ, ὅτι κίνδυνός μου ἐν 

χειρί μου.  

Help me in loneliness; I have no helper than 

you, for my danger is at hand. 
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Table 9 

Supplication of Mardochaeus in J (229) Translation 

  

Kai; Mardocaìo~ me;n kata; ta;~ th̀~ 
ÆEsqh̀ro~ ejntola;~ tovn te lao;n ejpoivhse 
nhsteus̀ai 

And Mardochaeus, according to Esther’s 

instruction, made the people to fast  

kai; to;n qeo;n aujto;~ iJkevteuse mhde; nùn 
uJperideiǹ aujtoù to; e[qno~ ajpolluvmenon 

And himself, supplicated to God, not to turn 

away from the destruction of his people  

ajllÆ wJ~ kai; provteron aujtou ̀pollavki~ 
proenovhse 

But to provide like many times before 

J (230) Translation 

  

“o{ti mh; prosekuvnhsa mhdÆ h{n soiv, 
devspota” fhsivn “timh;n pareìcon tauvthn  

“Because I did not prostrate myself before him, 

as before you, O Lord, “this honour I have also 

passed 

ejkeivnwæ parasceìn uJpevmenon,  that produced to stand firm,  

ojrgisqei;~ taùta kata; twǹ mh; 
parabainovntwn tou;~ sou;~ novmou~ 
ejmhcanhvsato” 

This made him angry against those not standing 

beside your law which was put together by 

him”. 

 

Similar cry of the nation by J (231) 

 

Translation 

  

ta;~ dÆ aujta;~ hjfivei kai; to; plh̀qo~ 
fwnav~, parakalouǹ pronoh̀sai to;n qeo;n 
th̀~ swteriva~ aujtwǹ 

And the same cry went out from the multitude, 

who called upon God to provide for their 

deliverance  

Supplication of Esther by J (231-232)  Translation 

  

iJketeue de; kai; ÆEsqh;r to;n qeo;n tẁæ 
patrivwæ novmwæ, rJivyasa kata; th̀~ gh̀~ 
eJauth;n  

And Esther approached God according to the 

nation’s custom, by throwing herself on the 

ground 

kai; penqikh;n ejsqh̀ta periqemevnh, kai; 
trofh̀æ kai; potw kai; toi~̀ hJdevsin 
ajpotaxamevnh,  

While putting on a mourner’s dress, setting 

aside food, drink and pleasures. 

trisivn hJmevrai~ h[ætei to;n qeo;n ejlehqh̀nai 
me;n aujthvn, dovxai dÆ ojfqeìsan tẁæ 
basileì... 

for three days she begged God to show mercy, 

to honour when seeing the king 

 

The sequence of events in 4.15-16 can be deduced from table 7, and they are: 

 

• Esther instructs Mardochaeus to call all the Jews in Susa to fast with her (lines 1-4); 

• She and her servants will also fast (line 5); 

• Esther must go into the presence of the king and it is against the law (line 6). 

 

The basic elements of the events presented in the MTE were taken over by both the LXX 

(4.15, 16) and J (228), but the comparison is not between the MTE of 4.15-16 and the 

parallels in the LXX and J texts, but between 4.15-16 (MTE) and the addition made to 4.17. If 

the fasting could be interpreted as a ‘religious’ event, then the translators of the LXX went to 
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the extreme by presenting two extensive prayers of Mardochaeus and Esther. The first part of 

Mardochaeus’ prayer reads ‘he binded himself to the Lord and remembered the works of the 

Lord’ [καὶ ἐδεήθη κυρίου μνημονεύων πάντα τὰ ἔργα κυρίου], (table 8, line 1). 

Mardochaeus is not just instructed to fast with the Jews (4.15-16), but he supplicates to the 

Lord, binding himself to focus on what the Lord has done in the past. J follows along similar 

lines ‘And he himself supplicated to God not to turn away from the destruction of his people, 

but to provide like many times before’ [kai; to;n qeo;n aujto;~ iJkevteuse mhde; nuǹ 

uJperideiǹ aujtou` to; e[qno~ ajpolluvmenon ajllÆ wJ~ kai; provteron aujtou` pollavki~ 

proenovhse], (lines 2-3). 

 

The LXX continues with a glorification of the Lord, typical of a lamentation in the OT.  

And he said: 

 

“Lord, Lord, king ruling over all, 

and your power is above all, 

and there is no one opposing your will to save Israel,  

because you made the heaven and the earth, 

and the wonderful things in heaven and on earth,  

and you are Lord over all, and no one shall resist you Lord.  

You know everything, you know, Lord.” (table 8, line 2) 

 

The LXX builds up to a climax presented by the words ‘And now Lord, God, the King, the 

God of Abraham, spare your people’ [καὶ νῦν, κύριε ὁ θεὸς ὁ βασιλεὺς ὁ θεὸς Αβρααμ, 

φεῖσαι τοῦ λαοῦ σου], (table 8, line 3); followed by ‘My Lord, our king, you are the only 

one’ [Κύριέ μου ὁ βασιλεὺς ἡμῶν, σὺ εἶ μόνος], (table 8, line 4). J omits most of the 

exaltation presented in the LXX. His point of view is more interpretive in nature when he 

states the reason why God should help: ‘Because I did not prostrate myself before him, as 

before you O Lord, this honour I have also passed’ [o{ti mh; prosekuvnhsa mhdÆ h{n soiv, 

devspota” fhsivn “timh;n pareic̀on tauvthn], (table 9, line 4).  

 

J also portrayed Esther’s supplication as more dramatic; she throws herself on the ground 

while praying, begging God for three days to take pity on her when she appears before the 

king [trisivn hJmevrai~ h[ætei to;n qeo;n ejlehqh̀nai me;n aujthvn, dovxai dÆ ojfqei`san twæ̀ 

basilei], (lines 8-10). The phrases listed in lines 8-10 make the interpretation of the three 

days of fasting more imminent. The theme of God having dominion over all and being ruler 
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of all the nations is repeated in the prayer of Esther. The content of these prayers ensures that 

God is the primary agent in the deliverance of the Jews from their enemies. The three days 

fasting (4.16 MTE) called out by Esther is transformed into two extensive prayers on the 

glory, dominion and power of the Lord. J, as with the LXX, places God at the very core of the 

salvation act bestowed on the Jews.  

 

The prayers almost take the shape of a lamentation in J, whereas the prayers in the LXX are 

moulded into a song of glorification. Both the LXX and J have one thing in common: to 

portray God as the one responsible and capable of delivering his people from certain death. 

The focus in the MTE (4.15-16) is much more towards Esther and the important and difficult 

task that needs to be accomplished. Although these prayers are prayed by Mordecai and 

Esther, through which their pious natures are introduced, the objective is weaved into the 

content of the prayer. God is glorified, praised and magnified, his actions in history are 

recalled, and the hope that He will deliver his people again is ensured.    

   

2.3.3. Addition D (additions to Es 5.1, 2) and J, 234(9), 237  

Es 5.1-8 (MTE) deals with Esther’s request for a banquet which results in another request for 

a second banquet. The scene is introduced by Esther entering into the king’s domain although 

it was forbidden by law. This scene should also be understood against the background of the 

law (1.19, 4.16) made by the king that one cannot enter his domain without being summoned. 

The king’s action in terms of this law when he sees Esther is not only taken over by the LXX 

and J texts, but it is re-interpreted from a particular theological framework. The following 

comparison will be presented in block form. The primary texts will be arranged beginning 

with the MTE, then the LXX followed by J. 
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2.3.3.1. Es 5.1 MTE, LXX, and J, 234(9); 237-238  

 

Group A 

 

ּות י ַוִּתְלַּב.ׁש ֶאְסֵּתר* ַמְלכ!   .(MTE)  ַוְיִה"יN ַּבּי",ם ַהְּׁשִליִׁש0

‘It was on the third day that Esther put on a royal dress.’ 

 

Καὶ ἐγενήθη ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ τρίτῃ, ὡς ἐπαύσατο προσευχομένη, ἐξεδύσατο τὰ 

ἱμάτια τῆς θεραπείας καὶ περιεβάλετο τὴν δόξαν αὐτῆς (LXX). 

‘It was on the third day, when she ceased praying; she took off her service dress and put 

around her glorious apparel.’ 

 

Tauq̀Æ iJketeuvousa to;n qeo;n ejpi; trei~̀ hJmevra~ ajpoduvetai me;n th;n ejsqh̀ta 

ejkeivnhn kai; to; sch̀ma metabavllei, kosmhsamevnh dÆ wJ~ ejcrh̀n th;n basivlissan 

sun dusi;n (J, 234(9)). 

‘When she had supplicated to God for three days she took off that dress and changed 

her outward appearance, she arranged to be pampered as queen with her two maids.’  

 

Group B 

 

καὶ γενηθεῖσα ἐπιφανὴς ἐπικαλεσαμένη τὸν πάντων ἐπόπτην θεὸν καὶ σωτῆρα 

παρέλαβεν τὰς δύο ἅβρας καὶ τῇ μὲν μιᾷ ἐπηρείδετο ὡς τρυφερευομένη, ἡ δὲ 

ἑτέρα ἐπηκολούθει κουφίζουσα τὴν ἔνδυσιν αὐτῆς (LXX). 

‘She was filled with light after she called upon God, the overseer and saviour of all. She 

took two favorite maids and leaned upon the one like a fastidious woman, and the other 

followed afterwards carrying part of her dress.’ 

 

Group C 

 

ית ֹנ)ַכח ֵּב"ית ַהֶּמ&ֶל ד ַּבֲחַצ.ר ֵּבית�ַהֶּמ*ֶלְך* ַהְּפִניִמ! Aַּתֲעֹמ ב ַעל�ִּכֵּס.א ַמְלכּות,* ְּבֵב"ית ךַו- Aַהֶּמֶלְך י,ֵׁש  ְו4
ִית ַתח ַהָּב- ּות ֹנ)ַכח ֶּפ2  .(MTE)  ַהַּמְלכ!

‘And she stood in the courtyard of the king’s house in the inner court of the king’s 

house, and the king sat on his royal throne in his royal house right opposite the 

courtyard of the house.’  
 

 

καὶ μετέβαλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ βασιλέως εἰς πραΰτητα, καὶ ἀγωνιάσας 

ἀνεπήδησεν ἀπὸ τοῦ θρόνου αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀνέλαβεν αὐτὴν ἐπὶ τὰς ἀγκάλας αὐτοῦ, 

μέχρις οὗ κατέστη, καὶ παρεκάλει αὐτὴν λόγοις εἰρηνικοῖς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῇ Τί 

ἐστιν, Εσθηρ (LXX). 
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‘God changed the spirit of the king into gentleness, and he leaped up from his throne, 

while being distressed, picked her up into his arms, until she recovered, and he told her 

words of comfort and asked her: “What is it Esther?”’  

 

 oJ de; basileu;~ kata; bouvlhsin oi\mai tou ̀ qeou ̀ th;n diavnoian metevbale kai; 
deivsa~ periv th̀æ gunaikiv, mh; kai; pavqhæ ti tẁn ceirovnwn uJpo; tou ̀ fovbou, 
ajnephvdhsen ejk tou` qrovnou, kai; tai~̀ ajgkavlai~ aujth;n uJpolabw;n ajnektat̀o, 
kataspazovmenov~ te (J, 237; 238). 
‘The king, because of God’s will, I believe, changed his mind and not wanting 

misfortune surrounding his wife, and fearing that something serious has happened, he 

got up from his throne, he brought her back to consciousness, while embracing and 

speaking to her.’  

 

The scene depicted in Es 5.1-8 follows the submission of Esther and Mordecai to God. In the 

MT Esther gains favour in the eyes of the king, probably because of her beauty. The first 

notable difference between the text versions is that J introduced this scene by emphasizing 

that Esther was supplicating to God for three days [Tauq̀Æ iJketeuvousa to;n qeo;n ejpi; 

trei~̀ hJmevra~], so does the LXX [ὡς ἐπαύσατο προσευχομένη], (Group A). Both the 

LXX and J texts clearly attempt to indicate that Esther dressed herself with a royal gown. On 

the other hand, the MTE’s focus is on the royal dress put on by Esther [ּות  ,[ַוִּתְלַּב.ׁש ֶאְסֵּתר* ַמְלכ!

(Group A). The LXX also asserts that Esther is the one bearing light after calling upon God 

[καὶ γενηθεῖσα ἐπιφανὴς ἐπικαλεσαμένη τὸν πάντων ἐπόπτην θεὸν], (Group B), 

after which they assign the epithets ἐπόπτην ‘overseer’ and σωτῆρα ‘saviour’ to God. 

 
The comparisons in Group C are of great theological value. The MTE (5.2) merely states that 

‘she gained favour in his eyes’ [יו& ן ְּבֵעיָנ ה ֵח)  ,The reason thus for the king’s action .[ָנְׂשָא2

according to the author of the MTE, is because of Esther’s outward appearance, and nothing 

more than that. The LXX is of the opinion that the king acts the way he does because God 

changed his spirit into gentleness [καὶ μετέβαλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ βασιλέως εἰς 

πραΰτητα], (Group C). J in turn assigns the king’s action to God’s will; and J also makes it 

no secret that it is how he believed it happened [oJ de; basileu;~ kata; bouvlhsin oi\mai 

tou ̀qeou ̀th;n diavnoian metevbale]. The theological reworking of the MTE could not be 

clearer than the two phrases inserted by the LXX and J texts viewed in Group C, and the 

addition made to 5.2 will only confirm the translators’, redactors’ and authors of the LXX and 

J texts’ theological perceptions. The comparison of 5.2 is also provided in tabular form. 
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Es 5.2 

 

Table 11 

 

MTE LXX J (239) 

   

 2a καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ Εἶδόν σε, 

κύριε, ὡς ἄγγελον θεοῦ, 

καὶ ἐταράχθη ἡ καρδία 

μου ἀπὸ φόβου τῆς δόξης 

σου, ὅτι θαυμαστὸς εἶ, 

κύριε, καὶ τὸ πρόσωπόν 

σου χαρίτων μεστόν.  
 

 

ֶלְך  Hת ַהֶּמ, I ִכְרא8 ַוְיִהי
ה ֹעֶמ*ֶדת*  ֶאת�ֶאְסֵּת"ר ַהַּמְלָּכ0

ָחֵצ! רֶּב-   

 

 
 

 

&יו  ן ְּבֵעיָנ ה ֵח)    ָנְׂשָא2

ר  ֶלְך ְלֶאְסֵּת0 Hֶׁשט ַהֶּמ, ַוּי8
ַהָּזָהב* ֲאֶׁש"ר  ֶאת�ַׁשְרִב.יט

ר ַוִּתַּג)ע  , ַוִּתְקַר"ב ֶאְסֵּת! ְּבָיד!
יט אׁש ַהַּׁשְרִב- 2ֹ   ְּבר
 

καὶ ἄρας τὴν χρυσῆν 

ῥάβδον ἐπέθηκεν ἐπὶ 

τὸν τράχηλον αὐτῆς καὶ 

ἠσπάσατο αὐτὴν καὶ 

εἶπεν Λάλησόν μοι. 

taùta levgwn to; skh̀ptron 
aujth̀~ ejnetivqei th̀æ ceiri; 
kai; th;n rJavbdon ejjxevteinen 
ejpi; to;n aujcevna aujth̀~ dia; 
to;n novmon, eujlabeiva~ 
aujth;n ajpoluvwn 

 

The scene in 5.2 (MTE) takes place in the inner space of the king’s palace. Esther is entering 

into the palace where the king is sitting on his throne (5.1). The king sees Esther, the queen, 

standing in the courtyard [ר ָחֵצ! ה ֹעֶמ*ֶדת* ֶּב- ֶלְך ֶאת�ֶאְסֵּת"ר ַהַּמְלָּכ0 Hת ַהֶּמ, I ִכְרא8  She gains .[ַוְיִהי

favour in his eyes [יו& ן ְּבֵעיָנ ה ֵח)  and the king extends to Esther the golden sceptre which ;[ָנְׂשָא2

is in his hand [, ר ֶאת�ַׁשְרִב.יט ַהָּזָהב* ֲאֶׁש"ר ְּבָיד! ֶלְך ְלֶאְסֵּת0 Hֶׁשט ַהֶּמ,  Esther approaches him and .[ַוּי8

he places the sceptre on her head [ יטַוִּתְקַר" אׁש ַהַּׁשְרִב- 2ֹ ר ַוִּתַּג)ע ְּבר ב ֶאְסֵּת! ]. A very different 

account is presented by the LXX since the inserted phrase καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ Εἶδόν σε, κύριε, 

ὡς ἄγγελον θεοῦ  makes the king an active agent to fulfil God’s will (LXX, 5:1). The 

phrase θαυμαστὸς εἶ, κύριε, καὶ τὸ πρόσωπόν σου χαρίτων μεστόν is also inserted 

stating that the king is wonderful; his face is full of grace (line 1).  

 

The phrases in lines 2-3 (MTE) are omitted by the LXX. This is also significant, because the 

focus of these two phrases is to emphasize the beauty of Esther, and how it influenced the 

king’s decisions, whereas the LXX wants to portray God as the primary agent, responsible for 

the events as they occur. The extending of the golden rod as an act of acceptance and 

salvation is presented by the MTE, LXX and J texts. Finally, J omits all the phrases listed in 

lines 1-4. 
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2.3.4. Addition F (additions to Es 10.3), and J, 295-296  

 

Es 10.3 is part of the concluding scene taken up in 10.1-3. Although the ‘original’ ending of 

the Esther narrative is disputed,
118

 it is interesting to compare the MT ending with its 

counterparts. 

 

Es 10.3 (MTE) 

 

ׁש ט,ב* ְלַעּמ! ב ֶאָח&יו ֹּדֵר2 ּוי ְלֹר" ים ְוָרצ) * ַלְּיהּוִד! ,ׁש ְוָגד,ל י ִמְׁשֶנה* ַלֶּמ"ֶלְך ֲאַחְׁשֵור! "י ַהְּיהּוִד0 "יN ָמְרֳּדַכ , ִּכ
, ,ם ְלָכל�ַזְרע- ר ָׁשל)  ְוֹדֵב2
 

The MTE’s ending to the Esther narrative places Mordecai in the centre. The phrases 

implemented by the author/s of the MTE are witness to that. Mordecai, the Jew, is the second 

in command to the great king Ahasuerosh [ " * ִּכ ֹוׁש ְוָגדֹול י ִמְׁשֶנה* ַלֶּמ"ֶלְך ֲאַחְׁשֵור! "י ַהְּיהּוִד0 יN ָמְרֳּדַכ ]; 

and that he is great among the Jews and was favoured among many of his kindred [ ים ַלְּיהּוִד!

ב ֶאָח&יו ּוי ְלֹר"  The reason is that he sought the good for his people and spoke peace for all .[ְוָרצ)

his descendants [ֹו ֹום ְלָכל�ַזְרע- ר ָׁשל) ֹו ְוֹדֵב2 ׁש טֹוב* ְלַעּמ!  In turn the LXX shifts the focus a bit .[ֹּדֵר2

towards a more ‘acceptable’ theological interpretation.  

 

Addition to Es 10.3a and b (LXX) 

 
3a Καὶ εἶπεν Μαρδοχαῖος Παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐγένετο ταῦτα, 3b ἐμνήσθην γὰρ περὶ τοῦ 

ἐνυπνίου, οὗ εἶδον περὶ τῶν λόγων τούτων, οὐδὲ γὰρ παρῆλθεν ἀπ ̓ αὐτῶν λόγος.  
   

The LXX shifts the focus from Mordecai as the national hero to God as the universal and 

national saviour. Mardochaeus spoke about those things God had done [Καὶ εἶπεν 

Μαρδοχαῖος Παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐγένετο ταῦτα], because he remembered the dream that he 

had,
119

 where he saw those things [οὗ εἶδον περὶ τῶν λόγων τούτων], and none of the 

words had gone by [οὐδὲ γὰρ παρῆλθεν ἀπ̓ αὐτῶν λόγος].  

 

The LXX further elaborates by emphasizing how God delivered his people in the past [
3f τὸ 

δὲ ἔθνος τὸ ἐμόν, οὗτός ἐστιν Ισραηλ οἱ βοήσαντες πρὸς τὸν θεὸν καὶ σωθέντες, 

καὶ ἔσωσεν κύριος τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἐρρύσατο κύριος ἡμᾶς ἐκ πάντων τῶν 

κακῶν τούτων, καὶ ἐποίησεν ὁ θεὸς τὰ σημεῖα καὶ τὰ τέρατα τὰ μεγάλα, ἃ οὐ 

γέγονεν ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν]. The Lord delivered his people, He rescued them. God also 

performed great signs and wonders.  

 

                                                 
118
 See De Troyer, The End. 

119
 See addition A to the LXX. 
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J (295) 

 

oJ de; Mardocaiò~ mevga~ te h\n kai; lampro;~ para; twæ̀ basilei ̀ kai; sundieip̀en 
aujtwæ̀ th;n ajrchvn, ajpolauvwn a{ma kai; th~̀ koinwniva~ tou ̀bivou th̀æ basilisshæ.  
  

 

J ends the story of Esther by saying that Mardochaeus was a great and illustrious man 

according to the king [oJ de; Mardocai`o~ mevga~ te h\n kai; lampro;~ para; twæ̀ 

basilei], and that Mordechaios was also assigned shared leadership [kai; sundieip̀en aujtwæ̀ 

th;n ajrchvn, ajpolauvwn a{ma], while having companionship with the queen [kai; th̀~ 

koinwniva~ tou` bivou th̀æ basilisshæ]. As part of the preceding phrases (295), J inserts the 

following: parathvrhsousin aujta;~ eujcaristouǹte~ twæ̀ qewæ̀ ‘they would observe closely 

when bringing thanks to God.’ Agreeing to a large extent with the meaning of the ending of 

the MTE, J confirms that thanks were given to God, which implies that there is no one else 

who is responsible for the deliverance of the Jews. This bringing of thanks would ultimately 

be formalized in the feast called Purim. 

 

2.4. Conclusion 

 

What can one deduce from the above comparison between the MTE, LXX and J texts? First 

of all, phrases are compared that agree with one another on grammatical, stylistic and 

theological levels, while the opposite is also true. In some cases one finds a paraphrastic 

translation of the MTE, and at other the Hebrew and Greek texts agree on grammatical and 

stylistic levels. Secondly, the J text in a few cases agrees with either the MTE or the LXX on 

a grammatical level. The word order and terms applied by J are unique in comparison with the 

MTE and LXX texts. Thirdly, specific alterations were made by both the LXX and J texts to 

fit their theological frameworks.  

 

In one or two cases, one could assign the specific theological references made in the text to a 

manuscript other than that of the MTE.  Finally, the insertions, additions and alterations made 

by the LXX and J texts on a theological level have implications which will be dealt with in 

the chapter to follow. Before these implications are dealt with, a summary of the theological 

inserted phrases are listed below.  
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2.4.1. Canonical additions 

 

Es 2.20 φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν (LXX) 
 

Es 4.8  ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον (LXX) 
 

Es 4.14/227  e[sesqai me;n aujtwæ̀ bohvqeian para; tou` qeou` pavntw~ (J) 
 

Es 6.1/247  Ὁ δὲ κύριος ἀπέστησεν τὸν ὕπνον ἀπὸ τοῦ βασιλέως τὴν νύκτα 

ἐκείνην (LXX) 

 oJ de; qeo;~ kategevla th̀~ jAmavnou ponhrà~ ejlpivdo~ (J) 
 

Es 6.13/259  οὐ μὴ δύνῃ αὐτὸν ἀμύνασθαι, ὅτι θεὸς ζῶν μετ ̓ αὐτοῦ (LXX)  
 

oiJ dÆ oujkevtÆ ajmuvnasqai to;n Mardocai`on e[legon dunhvsesqai to;n 
ga;r qeo;n ei[nai su;n au[twæ̀ (J) 

 

Es 7.10/268 o{qen ejpevrcetaiv moi to; qei`on qaumavzein kai; th;n sofivan aujtou` kai; 
dikaiosuvnhn... (J). 

 

 

2.4.2. Non-canonical additions 

 

 

Addition A (addition to Es 1.1) 

 

The Vision 

 

Addition C (addition to Es 4.17); J, 229-232  

 

The prayers 

 

Addition D (additions to Es 5.1 and 2); J, 237; 234(9) 

 

Es 5.1 

 

καὶ μετέβαλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ βασιλέως εἰς πραΰτητα (LXX) 
 

oJ de; basileu;~ kata; bouvlhsin oi\mai tou ̀qeou ̀th;n diavnoian metevbale (J, 237) 
 
 
Es 5.2 

 

καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ Εἶδόν σε, κύριε, ὡς ἄγγελον θεοῦ [LXX] 
 

Tauq̀Æ iJketeuvousa to;n qeo;n ejpi; trei~̀ hJmevra~ ajpoduvetai me;n th;n ejsqh̀ta 
ejkeivnhn (J, 234(9)) 
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Addition F (additions to Es 10.3); J, 294-296  

 

Καὶ εἶπεν Μαρδοχαῖος Παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐγένετο ταῦτα, 3b ἐμνήσθην γὰρ περὶ τοῦ 

ἐνυπνίου, οὗ εἶδον περὶ τῶν λόγων τούτων, οὐδὲ γὰρ παρῆλθεν ἀπ ̓ αὐτῶν λόγος 

(LXX) 
 

oJ de; Mardocai`o~ mevga~ te h\n kai; lampro;~ para; twæ̀ basilei ̀kai; sundieip̀en 
aujtwæ̀ th;n ajrchvn, ajpolauvwn a{ma kai; th~̀ koinwniva~ tou ̀bivou th̀æ basilisshæ (J, 
295) 
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Chapter Three 

The implications for the theological understanding of the MTE 
 

 

3.1. Introduction 

 

The theological integrity of the MTE, and the ‘recovery’ thereof, has been the focus of many 

translators, authors and scholars since the time when translation began until the ‘modern’ era. 

The interpretations of the MTE, by both modern and ancient readers, were and are attempts to 

‘recover’ the theological integrity of the MTE. Their ‘theological’ interpretations not only 

influenced the readers of the Esther narrative, but also have implications for how God and his 

involvement in human history are viewed and understood through this narrative. The 

theological significance of the Esther narrative is therefore undermined.  

 

First of all, the theological alterations made by the LXX and J texts would have an impact on 

the Esther narrative. The Esther narrative is a story captured in written form, and any changes 

to this will have implications for the narrative; and because the Esther narrative, in both 

Hebrew and Greek according to some traditions,
120

 is part of Scripture being used by faith 

communities, it will also affect the theological interpretation and understanding of the 

narrative. Secondly, the ‘theological’ insertion made by the LXX and J texts will have an 

impact on the individual reader. The insertions will trigger cognitive, emotional, 

hermeneutical and theological processes in readers that will affect how they take part in the 

narrative, and how they view God as part of the narrative. Finally, the theological reworking 

of the LXX and J texts could have an impact on the theology of the Old Testament in general 

and how theologians present their theological understanding of the Old Testament God. There 

are indeed more implications than are listed above, but this study has limited itself to the first 

two in particular, with a brief discussion of the third. 

 

The objective of this chapter is to indicate what the possible theological implications of the 

inserted phrases (by the LXX and J texts) might be on the theological understanding of the 

Esther narrative. The reader can expect to find two main sections in this chapter: 3.2. The 

theological implications of the additions and insertions made by the LXX and J texts, and 3.3. 

Theological considerations by ‘modern’ interpreters of the MTE.  The first section is further 

divided into two sub-sections: 3.2.1. Insertions made to the canonical passages (2.20; 4.8, 14; 

                                                 
120
 Although the Hebrew form of the Esther narrative is available and being used by most faith communities and 

Church traditions, the Greek version and other literature, like the apocrypha, are becoming more and more 

popular as they are translated into different languages (for example, take the recent publication by J.G. van der 

Watt & F. Tolmie, Apokriewe Ou en Nuwe Testament – Verlore boeke uit die Bybelse tyd (Vanderbijlpark: 

CUM, 2002), that contains, among other things, translations of all the apocryphal documents into Afrikaans).  
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6.1, 14; 7.10), and 3.2.2. Additions to the canononical material (A, C, D, E) contained in the 

LXX.  

 

The first sub-section of section one will be structured as follows:  

 

• The phrase and the text versions; 

• Discussion of the verse within its Masoretic context; 

• A short summary on the comparison between the text versions of the verse and 

particular phrases;  

• A discussion of the theological implications on the theology of the Esther narrative; 

and 

• Concluding remarks. 

 

No particular structure will be followed with the second sub-section of section one. Finally, 

the reader can expect a broad overview on how ‘modern’ scholars tried to account for the 

biblical book of Esther’s ‘lack’ of religious language in the second section of this chapter.  

 

3.2. The theological implications of the additions and insertions made by the LXX and J 

texts 

 

3.2.1. Insertions made to the canonical passages 

 

3.2.1.1.  φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν (Es 2.20) 
 

Through this verse, the author of the MTE is once again assuring the reader (see 2.10) that 

Esther has not yet revealed her nationality.
121

 The significance of the latter is also emphasized 

by Levenson
122

 and discussed by Bush
123

 on how the two references fit into the textual 

structure. Bush also indicates that Esther did not reveal her identity when the young women 

were gathered, and when Mordecai was sitting at the gate.
124

 The reason for Esther not 

revealing her nationality is also given; Mordecai has instructed her not to do so. Although 

Esther is in an authoritative position, she still is his foster-child and that is why she obeys his 

instructions.
125

  

 

                                                 
121
 See Gerleman, op. cit., p. 83. 

122
 J. D. Levenson, Esther – A Commentary (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1997), p. 61. 

123
 F. W. Bush, Ruth, Esther (WBC, volume 9; Dallas: Word Books, 1996). 

124
 Ibid., p. 372. 

125
 Gerleman, op. cit., p. 83, cf. Paton, op. cit., p. 189. 
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Berg
126

 notes that the obedience of Esther (2.20) has a certain function within the narrative; it 

is to contrast her (Esther) with Vasthi, and it further prepares the audience for Esther’s 

response to Mordecai in 4.16.
127

  

 

The fact that Mordecai instructed Esther twice (2.10, 20) not to reveal her identity; shows that 

it is important for the narrator.
128

 Her silence is required as a plot device.
129

 Mordecai is also 

portrayed as sitting at the gate (2.21-23) where he has the opportunity to unravel a plot to kill 

the king. Fox
130

 identifies 2.20 as bearing on character or ideology.
131

 He mentions that the 

passive role of Esther can still be seen in 2.20b.
132

 The author also structured section 1.1-2.20 

in accordance with the principle of chiastic-reversal; and the idea of the reversal of the destiny 

and fortunes of characters in the story. Esther and Mordecai are the primary role players in 

this scene and their actions determine and strengthen the plot of the narrative. The interaction 

between these two characters, as human agents, determines the sequence of events and 

through them the reader becomes a part of the story. Thus, the fact that Esther kept her 

heritage a secret is not only a key element supporting the plot of the story, but it is also a 

literary device to draw the reader into the text, and by doing so Esther’s secret becomes the 

reader’s secret. 

 

The MTE and the LXX agree in that they both mention that Esther did not reveal her identity. 

The MTE and the LXX further agree in terms of Mordecai’s instruction for Esther not to 

reveal her identity.
133

 The insertion φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν ‘to fear God’ describes the content 

of the instruction. The infinitive is used as object which receives the action of the predicate 

(main verb). The object of the MTE is introduced by ה ה  to do’ followed by‘ ֹעָׂש! ַּכֲאֶׁש3ר ָהְיָת2

,ְבָאְמ ָנ)ה ִאּת-  ‘like when she was with him.’ The only object in the MTE is the latter, whereas 

the object in the LXX is the phrase mentioned above in addition to ποιεῖν τὰ 

προστάγματα αὐτοῦ, καθὼς ἦν μετ ̓ αὐτοῦ. Thus, the difference, from a literary point of 

view, is clear.  

 

In 2.20 (MTE) the independence of human actions is emphasized. Esther’s action as human 

agent is influenced by another human agent, namely Mordecai. They are both primary 

characters interacting with one another to determine the tension of the plot. Esther’s silence 

                                                 
126
 S. B. Berg, The Book of Esther (SBL Dissertation Series 44; Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press, 1979). 

127
 Ibid., p. 73. 

128
 Berg, Book of Esther, p. 82. 

129
 Idem. 

130
 Fox, Character and Ideology. 

131
 Ibid., p. 268. 

132
 Ibid., p. 197. 

133
 Cf. Day, op. cit,. p. 40. 
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about her descent is a literary device to make the reader a part of the plot.
134

 There is no 

implicit divine intervention, it is merely two characters; Mordecai the foster father and Esther 

the foster child acting out their roles as Jews in the narrative.
135

 They both show their loyalty; 

Esther to Mordecai and Mordecai to the king (2.21-23). With the insertion of φοβεῖσθαι τὸν 

θεὸν, Mordecai’s instruction, and ultimately Esther’s action, has been given an implicit 

theological character.  

 

The term fobevw ‘to fear’, when used in relationship with God, holds the meaning ‘to have 

respect’ or ‘to have reverence’.
136

 Through the phrase φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν, Esther is not 

only motivated to act because of her loyalty toward Mordecai, but she is also ‘forced’
137

 to do 

it out of respect for God. The obedience of Esther in the MTE is due to socio-cultural 

factors.
138

 For Moore,
139

 Esther undeniably follows Mordecai’s instruction by not concealing 

her identity, and according to him the insertion made by the LXX is piously done.
140

 Day 

mentions that the ambiguity in the inserted phrases must be highlighted. According to her it is 

not clear from the text whether Esther continues to follow the commands of Mordecai or 

God.
141

 Day is of the opinion that one could interpret the third person masculine singular 

pronoun αὐτοῦ in καὶ ποιεῖν τὰ προστάγματα αὐτοῦ to mean when she was with God 

or Mordecai.
142

 

 

By inserting φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν, Mordecai’s instruction , )ה ִאּת- ה ְבָאְמָנ ה ַּכֲאֶׁש3ר ָהְיָת2  to‘ ֹעָׂש!

do like when she was with him’ which could only mean how she obeyed him as foster-child, 

causes confusion. On a theological level (if one would analyze this phrase in isolation) to 

respect God when doing something, is a positive virtue no matter how you look at it; but 

because it is a deliberate insertion by interpreters into a literary context where a human agent 

(Mordecai) orders another human agent (Esther) to act in this way, the implications are much 
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more complicated.
143

 Furthermore, if the motive of the one agent (Mordecai) is to make sure 

the other agent (Esther) is doing what she is supposed to do by using the words φοβεῖσθαι 

τὸν θεὸν, it becomes a manipulative tool. 

 

The individual reader engaged with the text (LXX), will also experience some theological-

hermeneutical thoughts, and certain emotions which drive him/her to act in a certain way, as 

with Esther. The implication is that the reader loses track of the narrative. A further point of 

impact is that it becomes more difficult to identify with Esther as character because Esther’s 

actions become more abstract, or unnatural.
144

 The tension of the plot as a function to grip the 

audience is slackened because the characters and their actions are not primarily nurturing the 

plot of the narrative. The phrase translated with ‘to fear God’ or ‘to serve God’ sparks a whole 

sequence of events in the memory of the reader while the focus on the narrative and the 

‘reality’ of the story are shifted to a different dimension of reality. Esther’s actions are not 

something responsive or reflexive due to a family relationship as in the MTE; in the LXX 

there is a different dimension to be reckoned with. Something, in this case fear or respect for 

God, which is probably unconscious for the reader and for Esther as character, is now forced 

into consciousness. Esther as character is made conscious of how she should act in 

relationship to God.
145

  

 

The theological framework or perceptions of the translators are not criticized as a whole, nor 

are their virtues and ethical intentions questioned; but in this case adding φοβεῖσθαι τὸν 

θεὸν to the instruction of Mordecai as one of the things Esther should do, gives one the idea 

that the translators are not just using their theological framework to try and ‘rectify’ the 

theological character of the MTE,  but they are also using a theological loaded phrase that 

becomes a manipulative tool that forces both Esther’s action and the outcome of the narrative. 

The depth and uncertainty of the mystery of God’s involvement in human history and the 

Esther narrative has been brought to the surface. The reader has difficulty to wonder, to guess 

whether Esther will still obey Mordecai, because another element has been inserted; she has to 

do it out of respect for God, and whether she will obey, is made obvious. The narrative effect 

of surprise and expectation has become obvious. For the reader Esther’s options have been 

                                                 
143
 For J. Goldingay, Old Testament Theology – Israel’s Gospel (Downers Grove, Illinois: Intervarsity Press, 

2003), p. 783, the story of Esther is a story of deliverance like the exodus story but with a difference. The 

survival of the Jews in a foreign country is a result of their own actions. 
144
 The terms ‘abstract’ and ‘unnatural’ might not be the best suited words to use in this case, but it reflects 

something of the post-modern nature of the researcher. For one it might be abstract or unnatural, but for another 

it could be concrete and natural. The terms should be interpreted from a narratological point of view, therefore 

abstract and natural with regard to the story, plot, and sequence of events.  
145
 Cf. Goldingay, op. cit., p. 40, in terms of the following of Jewish legal traditions or the responsibilities of 

Mordecai’s household.  

 
 
 



 51 

attenuated to one possibility; to respect God and to act accordingly. The tension of the plot 

has been slackened and the magnetic force to involve the reader, lost. It is not necessarily that 

which is implicit in the MTE that is made explicit, but the spirit of understanding or 

interpreting in the LXX and J texts is being made implicit through the insertion. Vanhoozer
146

 

will say that such an interpretation (like that of the LXX and J texts) is theological because it 

is based on the belief that there is something that “transcends” the play of language in 

literature.
147

   

 

The theological implicitness
148

 of the MTE is a fundamentally important factor to make the 

reader a part of the ‘religiousness’ of the Esther narrative. The theological reworking of the 

translators has taken the ability and the adventure of the hermeneutical-interpretive process 

away from the reader. The cognate-constructivist and creative process of the reader has been 

limited, because the reader cannot just react by identifying with the character or story and 

how the plot unfolds, but has to deliberately dissolve God’s involvement in this scene. 

Obedience of a human agent is not discovered through a socio-cultural, and therefore through 

ethical practices, but it is theologically forced.  

 

3.2.1.2. ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον (Es 4.8)  

 
The MTE simply states that the copy of the law circulated in Susa has been given to Esther 

and she is ordered to go into the presence of the king and beg for mercy for her people. This 

event is part of a larger scene (4.1-17) describing the consultation between Mordecai and 

Esther about the law passed in Susa and Esther’s role in this matter. Hatach is given the copy 

of the law by Mordecai who instructs him to give it to Esther and to instruct her in turn. This 

scene is dominated by the interaction of characters and the objective of this interaction is for 

Esther to go into the presence of the king, and to make sure the Jews are not destroyed.
149

 

Gerleman notes that the instruction of Esther reminds one of Moses who is instructed to go to 

Pharaoh (Ex 7.1ff) to free the Israelites.
150
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Bush in turn elaborates on the interaction between the characters by explaining the use of the 

various infinitives.
151

 Levenson, when referring to Ex 7.1-5, comments that Moses and Aaron 

failed in their quest, because of God’s predetermination; but Mordecai and Esther succeeds 

through their own wit and courage.
152

 Levenson then notes that the latter might reflect divine 

action.
153

  

 

Berg in turn comments that the initial exchange between Mordecai and Esther is relatively 

simple through a third-person narration.
154

 Fox notes that in the MTE Mordecai is not at all 

manipulating. According to him, Mordecai is dangerously blunt and gives her direct 

instructions.
155

 Esther is instructed to go into the presence of the king and her motivation 

might be out of respect and loyalty to Mordecai.
156

 Finally, Fox also comments that Mordecai 

is not merely giving an instruction to Esther, but he is also using argumentation as 

motivation.
157

 

 

The inserted phrase ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον is implemented here in exactly the same way 

as φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν in 2.20 (LXX). Here the infinitive is also used as an object which 

receives the action of the predicate (main verb). The main verb or predicate in Es 4.8 (MTE) 

is ַת" ןָנ  which is followed by a few infinitive verbs; one building on the other. The infinitives 

preceding ת, ,א to instruct’ are‘ ּוְלַצּו" , ,’to go into‘ ָלב8 ְתַחֶּנן�ל3 ׁש to plea for grace’ and‘ ְלִה-  ּוְלַבֵּק2

‘to seek’. Thus the latter three infinitives become the objects of ת,  which is then ,ּוְלַצּו"

technically the main verb. According to the LXX, Esther is also ordered to go into the 

presence of the king [εἰσελθούσῃ], to beg [παραιτήσασθαι], to make worthy [ἀξιῶσαι], 

while remembering [μνησθεῖσα], and of course to call [ἐπικάλεσαι].158  

 

The main verb εἶπεν appears in the phrase καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ ‘he told him’ and then the 

infinitives follow. The content of his (Mordecai’s) instruction is made clear by the infinitives 

following ἐντείλασθαι. Esther should not go to the king, before she has consulted the Lord. 

One has to note that the translators used τὸν θεὸν in 2.20 and τὸν κύριον in 4.8. The reason 

for the variation could be because of numerous factors, especially text variants. It is assumed 

                                                 
151
 Bush, op. cit., p. 395. 

152
 Levenson, op. cit., p. 79. 

153
 Idem. 

154
 Berg, Book of Esther, p. 75. 

155
 Fox, Character and Ideology, p. 188. 

156
 Cf. Fox, Character and Ideology, p. 189. 

157
 Ibid., p. 60. 

158
 Cf. Dorothy, op. cit., p. 108, who detects a dual command (call on the Lord) and (speak to the king) with the 

result to save her people. 

 
 
 



 53 

here, for the time being, that τὸν θεὸν and τὸν κύριον are two terms used as designations 

for the God of Israel.
159

  

 

Once again the theological motif of the translators is noticeable with the insertion of 

ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον. Although the term inserted here and the one added in 2.20 are 

technically the same, they differ in impact due to the location of the insertion.  

One of the meanings of ejpikalevw is to call out to a divinity, and it has been used in such a 

way since the time of Herodotus (fifth century BCE).
160

 In 2.20 Esther’s action includes 

respecting God; in the case of 4.8 something similar is expected, only more intense. Esther 

needs to call out to God for help. Fox writes the following with regard to the latter:  

 

The task of Jewish protagonists demands proper attitude no less than appropriate action. Thus 

they turn to God in prayer, in which they must justify their motivations and behaviour as well 

as asking for divine help (4.8b: Additions C-D). National existence even at the moment of 

crisis is not truly in jeopardy, for Israel’s deliverance is written into the cosmic script.
161
 

 

Day is of the opinion that in the MTE (4.8) Esther’s action is more independent and 

autonomous compared to the LXX.
162

 The intensity of the scene could be ascribed to two 

factors; one being that the life of her (Esther’s) people is at stake. Secondly, she has to go to 

the king, and the law forbids anyone going to the king without being summoned. According 

to Fox, victory is the Lord’s doing (although human actors are involved).
163

 The relative 

importance of their roles shifts against the backdrop of the cosmic drama.
164

 Day again 

comments that by the grammatical structure of the LXX, Esther’s action of delivering the 

people through her actions of calling upon God and speaking to the king is stressed.
165

 To 

meet the objective of what is specified by the finite verb, it is made possible by ‘calling upon 

God’ and ‘going into the presence of the king’.
166

 Thus the translators possibly inserted 

ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον to shift the reader’s focus to a cosmic drama in which God is the 

primary actor. 
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Esther should not just go to the king to achieve the primary objective (saving her people from 

certain death), but she also has to call upon the Lord. Thus, the interaction between the trio 

(Mordecai, Esther and the king) is altered to form a foursome: Mordecai (instructing), Esther 

(going to the king), the king (implied actor), and the Lord (through submission to the Lord), 

who will make deliverance possible as he has done in the past. The ability of the characters to 

achieve the objective has been limited. Mordecai’s instruction is only effective because it 

contains a command to call upon the Lord. Esther’s action of going into the presence of the 

king to speak about her people will only be effective if she has called upon the Lord.  

 

The theological core of the inserted phrase could be nothing else but a pious virtue that holds 

empowering prospects for Esther and for the reader, but the ability of the plot to empower the 

characters and the readers fall short due to the theological mental processes the insertion 

triggers.
167

 

 

Furthermore, the insertion made diminishes the reader’s empathy and sympathy for the 

protagonist. Her fear and uncertainty, when instructed to plea for the life of her people from a 

king who made a law that anyone who enters into his presence without being summoned will 

be killed, is put into the hands of the Lord; and one cannot help but to lose track of the 

character and the inner emotions she is experiencing. The events to follow in 4.9-17 are 

dependent on what is to happen in verse 8. If Esther is to call upon the Lord, then the 

sequence of events leading up to verse 17 is merely a formality. Thus the flow of the narrative 

is influenced. The tension of the plot is relaxed and put to ease and therefore the reader is left 

with a deliberate divine mindset while losing touch with the characters and the events through 

which a divine being might be working (as is also implicitly possible with the MTE). 

 

The phrase ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον demands from the reader a cognitive and emotional 

shift away from the reality of the narrative. The theological effect it has on the reader is to 

inflict deliberate divine consciousness. It should once again be noted that the critique is not 

against divine consciousness, but against the deliberateness of an explicit theological 

interpretation. Therefore, the inserted phrase is not only an interpretive tool that is implicit or 

explicit, but by inserting such a phrase in this particular place in the narrative, it becomes a 

manipulative tool.
168

 Clines is of the opinion that the effect of the explicit ascription of events 
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to God (as he refers to 4.8 and others) is not to inject a previously lacking dimension into the 

book, but to draw out explicitly what lay implicitly in it and in so doing makes it more like the 

other post-exilic histories.
169

  

 

3.2.1.3. e[sesqai me;n aujtwæ̀ bohvqeian para; tou` qeou` pavntw~ (J, 227; 4.14) 
 

Es 4.14 is a text about which more was written than any other verse when it comes to the 

theology or religiosity of the Esther narrative.
170

 It is part of a larger textual unit (4.1-17) 

dealing with the imminent destruction of the Jews and Esther’s role in saving them. In the 

attempt to save her people, Esther is motivated to reveal her destiny; to disobey the king’s law 

– putting her life in danger.
171

 According to the author she was destined to be queen in that 

time [Cת ַהּזֹאת" @ ָּבֵע "י ִאם�ַהֲחֵר"ׁש ַּתֲחִריִׁשי  because of the latter she is able to stand in for her ;[ִּכ

people and plea with the king for their deliverance [ ר ,ם ַאֵח! ,ד ַלְּיהּוִדים* ִמָּמק" ה ַיֲעמ. Aַוח ְוַהָּצָל ֶר"

ּות את ִהַּג)ַעְּת ַלַּמְלכ- !ֹ "ת ָּכז ַע ִאם�ְלֵע ְּת ּוֵבית�ָאִב)יְך ּתֹאֵב&דּו ּוִמ"י י,ֵד!  Esther takes centre stage. She .[ְוַא2

is the primary subject, the key to the deliverance of the Jews.  

 

Paton notes that the author goes out of his way to avoid mentioning God in 4.14, and although 

God is not mentioned, there is little doubt that the author thinks of the ancient promise that 

Israel shall never perish.
172

 Morris and Lampeter comment that most scholars see in 4.14 a 

reversed expression of religious faith, and that it might be a touch of Sadducean fatalism.
173

 

Mordecai is confident that his people’s salvation will come from some other source. It is 

therefore plausible that the term put into Mordecai’s mouth ר ,ם ַאֵח!  is a substitute for the ִמָּמק"

divine name.
174

 According to Moore, the fact that Esther asked the Jewish community to fast 

on her behalf, clearly indicates that divine help was being sought here.
175

 For Gerleman it is 

hard to dispute that Mordecai’s words ‘from another place’ reveals God’s control over the 

situation.
176

 From a perspective of different levels of meaning, Loader states that the religious 

motifs, as are found in 4.14, are introduced; but they are made to function in such a way that 

any theological significance is immediately veiled.
177

 Meinhold agrees that ‘from another 
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place’ means that God will make salvation possible, and God’s function is to look after the 

continued existence of the Jews.
178

 

 

In turn Berg notes that 4.14 hint at Esther’s power.
179

 She also indicates that the theme, 

“inviolability” of the Jewish people, is present in 4.14. No matter the source, Mordecai knows 

that assistance will come for the Jews.
180

 Crenshaw
181

 does not think that ‘from another place’ 

conceals an allusion to God, because such an interpretation would suggest that rescue might 

come through the intervention of a deity other than Yahweh.
182
 The latter is so because ם,  ִמָּמק"

came to be used as surrogate for ‘deity’, but the adjective ר .seems to rule that out ַאֵח!
183

 

Meinhold
184

 perceives the obedience of Esther towards Mordecai and help from another place 

as a portrayal of Jewish integrity.
185

 For Fox the allusion to God in 4.14 is in the assurance of 

Mordecai that help will come, and not so much from the phrase ‘from another place’.
186

 

 

In another monograph, Fox also argues that if  ‘from another place’ is an allusion to God, then 

Esther is a ‘place’ which places Esther and God on par, and therefore ‘another place’ must 

simply be another human as a source of deliverance.
187

 Wahl again sees in 4.14 a theological 

motif.
188

 For the narrator God is the king of kings, he is the deliverer of his people.
189

 

Levenson interprets 4.14 from a different angle by stating that with the phrase ‘from another 

place’ Mordecai meant that he will devise another stratagem.
190

 He further points out that 

‘who knows’ in the last part of 4.14 could be an allusion to the hope that God will indeed 

come to the rescue of the Jews, as he had done in the past.
191

 Kossmann argues that from a 

thematical perspective and the meaning of terms, it is difficult not to assume that deliverance 

in biblical terms includes Yahweh.
192

 Berman also views 4.14 from a fresh perspective.
193

 He 

writes that Mordecai will understand that Esther will be able to embrace the challenges he sets 

before her only if she engages in the task of restructuring her sense of personal history.
194
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In comparison, 4.14 in the LXX does not portray any differences that hold theological 

significance in terms of the name used for God, but with the phrase from J as is shown above 

and identified in chapter two, the scenario is somewhat different. Es 4.14 (MTE) states that 

ר ,ם ַאֵח! ,ד ַלְּיהּוִדים* ִמָּמק" ה ַיֲעמ. Aַוח ְוַהָּצָל  deliverance will come for the Jews from another‘ ֶר"

place’ which has been interpreted quite extensively, as is noted above. The LXX agrees with 

the MTE by simply noting that ἄλλοθεν βοήθεια καὶ σκέπη ἔσται τοῖς Ιουδαίοις ‘help 

will come for the Jews from another place’. With J’s theological rendering of this phrase 

reading e[sesqai me;n aujtwæ̀ bohvqeian para; tou` qeou` pavntw~ ‘on the one hand help 

for them will be from God’, he implies a certain theological perspective forced onto the 

Esther narrative, and thereby ensures a theological impact on the narrative itself. 

 

As it is clear from the above discussion on 4.14, modern scholars, in some way or another, 

tried to make God who is implicitly present in 4.14 explicit in various ways and from 

different perspectives. J also saw an allusion to God in 4.14 and made it explicit through the 

insertion of e[sesqai me;n aujtwæ̀ bohvqeian para; tou` qeou` pavntw~, deliverance for the 

Jews is made possible by God. According to Paton, the J text, among others, supplies the 

religious deficiency by inserting the name of God.
195

 Moore agrees with J, and other text 

versions of Esther, in seeing a veiled allusion to God.
196

 Thus, it is plausible to deduce from 

the latter that this particular insertion by J unveiled the allusion to God.
197

 It might also be 

possible in this case that J was influenced by the source he used. The so-called reconstructed 

L-text reads ajllÆ oJ qeov~ ejstai ̀aujtoi~̀ bohvqo~ kai; swteriva (L-text 5.9).198 The textual 

evidence is clear, an alternative reading to the LXX makes reference to God, but if one 

compares the phrase from the L-text with that of J, it is difficult to argue for a dependence of J 

on the L-text.  

 

The insertion made by J is thus more than a mere translation in the static sense of the word. J 

is theologically interpreting 4.14, and particularly ר ,ם ַאֵח!  The subjectiveness .ַלְּיהּוִדים* ִמָּמק"

of J becomes apparent through his interpretation. As a reader of the MTE, J is making himself 

visible to other readers, and thereby he shifts the focus from Esther as the primary agent 

responsible for the deliverance of the Jews, towards the reader’s perception of how God is 

involved in an act of salvation.  
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The narrator of the MTE’s theological ‘objectiveness’ (a more appropriate term might be 

‘openness’) through human subjectiveness, in terms of deliverance, is replaced with 

theological subjectiveness made possible by the narrator’s theological ‘objectiveness’. To 

make it more concrete, the theological adventure to discover God’s role in human deliverance 

from a threatening situation becomes a solution on a silver platter. Although an allusion to 

God is almost obvious in 4.14, it is the opinion held here, that the reader needs to go through 

the necessary cognitive and constructive processes to determine and discover God’s 

involvement in delivering his people to ensure a deepened relationship, in times of struggle, 

between the reader and God.
199

 This was made possible by the narrator of the MTE. He made 

room and created space within the narrative of Esther that enabled the reader to discover 

God’s involvement.     

 

3.2.1.4. Ὁ δὲ κύριος ἀπέστησεν τὸν ὕπνον ἀπὸ τοῦ βασιλέως τὴν νύκτα ἐκείνην (LXX, 

6.1) and oJ de; qeo;~ kategevla th̀~ ÆAmavnou ponhrà~ ejlpivdo~ (J, 247) 
 

This verse introduced the section of the narrative dealing with the honouring of Mordecai 

[6.1-13], and of course the dishonouring of Haman. The king’s sleep fled [ ה ּוא ָנְדָד) "ְיָלה ַהה! ַּבַּל

"ת ַהֶּמ&ֶלְך יא ֶאת�ֵס.ֶפר ] and he asked that the book of days be read to him ,[ְׁשַנ Aאֶמר ְלָהִב 0ֹ ַוּי

ים ַוִּיְהי2ּו י ַהָּיִמ! ִנְקָרִא)ים ] The order was adhered to and it was read to the king .[ַהִּזְכֹרנ,ת* ִּדְבֵר"

ֶלְך 2י ַהֶּמ-  Typical to the open-endedness of the MTE, the reason why the king could not .[ִלְפֵנ

sleep is not revealed by the narrator of the MTE. The narrator is deliberately to the point, 

stating that the king could not sleep; he asked for the book of days to be read to him, and it 

was done. As with 2.10, 20; 4.8, 14; 6.1, further indications are made that every character is 

implemented to nurture the tension of the plot. According to Paton, the narrator once again 

goes out of his way to avoid mentioning God, and that this was indeed a strange way for the 

king to pass a sleepless night.
200

  

 

Moore notes that the sleeplessness of kings is not an uncommon theme in literature.
201

 He 

refers to Driver who suggests that the term ‘fled’ according to his translation “the sleep of the 

king has fled” should be read as containing the abbreviation for YHWH, “Lord”.
202

 As Moore 

also notes, the latter is unconvincing.  
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Although Moore says that the cause of the sleeplessness is not mentioned in 6.1 (MTE), 

Gerleman is of the opinion that the various causes of this state could be found in wisdom 

literature.
203

 Berg presents the theory of Radday that 6.1 is the turning point of the 

narrative,
204

 but rejects this by stating that 4.13-14 should rather be seen as the turning 

point.
205

 Goldman sees the king’s lack of sleep as rhetorical irony.
206

 Fox is absolutely sure of 

God’s involvement in taking away the king’s sleep.
207

 Fox rhetorically calls the events in 6.1 

coincidences.
208

 Levenson is of the opinion that these coincidences are the very core of the 

theology of Esther.
209

  

 

The MTE reads that the sleep of the king fled that night [ת ַהֶּמ&ֶלְך" ה ְׁשַנ ּוא ָנְדָד) "ְיָלה ַהה!  No .[ַּבַּל

human agent seems to be involved that caused the sleep to flee. The LXX again reads: Ὁ δὲ 

κύριος ἀπέστησεν τὸν ὕπνον ἀπὸ τοῦ βασιλέως τὴν νύκτα ἐκείνην ‘the Lord took 

away the king’s sleep that night’. Clearly the Lord is inserted here as the responsible agent of 

this event. He is responsible for taking away the king’s sleep. J in turn presents an interesting 

twist. J not only inserts that God is responsible for the sleeplessness of the king, but he also 

provides the reason why God is taking away the king’s sleep. J mentions that God mocked 

[kategevla] Haman’s wicked hopes [th̀~ ÆAmavnou ponhrà~ ejlpivdo~] and that is the 

reason why God took away the king’s sleep [nukto;~ ejkeivnh~ ajfaireit̀ai to;n u{mnon]. 

Thus, 6.1 (MTE) only presents what took place, while the LXX mentions what took place and 

who is responsible, followed by J who clearly states what happened, but he also provides the 

reason for it, as well as the agent responsible. 

 

It is indeed the case that most ‘modern’ scholars would interpret 6.1 (MTE) as containing 

theological significance, and the translators of the LXX and J would agree with them. Paton 

says that the LXX and J corrected the defect that God was not mentioned.
210

 Moore notes that 

all the ancient versions except the Vulgate state that God prevented the king from sleeping.
211

 

Clines says that the coincidence such as is found in 6.1 is the workings of providence.
212

 For 

any religious believer, such as the translators of the LXX were, ‘chance’ is a name for God.
213
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For Fox the general impact of the theological insertions made by the LXX is to show that God 

controls history.
214

 He also mentions that God sometimes works quietly, because we are told 

by the LXX that it was he who gave the king insomnia.
215

  

 

In comparison to 2.20, 4.8 and 14; 6.1 is different in the sense that the human agency 

responsible for the events is replaced by a divine being in 2.20, 4:8 and 14. In 6.1 in turn, a 

divine subject does not replace a human subject as the primary role player. One could say that 

the king himself is responsible for the fact that he could not sleep, because he is worried about 

what Esther will request at the next banquet. Any attempt to reconstruct the possible cause of 

the king’s sleeplessness is mere speculation, but for the translators of the LXX and J texts it is 

very clear: God was responsible. As a reader of the MTE, one starts guessing, wondering why 

the king’s sleep was disturbed at such a crucial point in the Esther narrative. The uncertainty 

draws one into the story. The possibility that God could be involved, without the reader being 

certain, is effective in that one wants to keep track of the events to find out how the story 

turns out.   

 

The insertion Ὁ δὲ κύριος ἀπέστησεν τὸν ὕπνον ἀπὸ τοῦ βασιλέως τὴν νύκτα 

ἐκείνην places God once again in the centre of the events. He is the one that ‘put away’ 

[ἀπέστησεν] the king’s sleep. The explicitness of Ὁ κύριος once again shifts the focus of 

the reader to numerous other concepts and thoughts linked to God. The suspense and 

adventure in discovering God through the outcome of the story is neutralized and made 

obvious by the theological insertions made by the translators. Their theological understanding 

of how the king’s sleep was taken away is influencing the reader’s understanding of the 

events, how one reflects on it, and also how God is involved in ‘modern’ human history.  

 

If the crisis at hand is the complete destruction of the Jews, then the readers of the MTE 

would find comfort not in the explicit involvement of God, but in the process of discovering 

that God is still in control. The reason for their comfort in the process is because they are 

involved; Esther’s story becomes their story. They become a character of this narrative and 

they have the opportunity, like Mordegai and Esther, to discover God’s involvement in their 

situation to make sense of their situation.
216

 The latter could also be true for the modern 

reader; the theology of 6.1 is a theology of open-endedness. It is a theology of creating space 

in which the reader can participate and also choose how he/she wants to interpret the events. 
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The content of 6.1 (MTE) could also be called a theology of opportunities and possibilities in 

which the reader can discover how God is involved. By veiling God in 6.1, the narrator is 

empowering the reader to construct his/her own spiritual reality. The latter could also be 

called a constructivist theology (MTE, 6.1) which is then replaced by a responsive theology 

(LXX, 6.1). 

 

J in turn introduced a theology of ethics with the insertion oJ de; qeo;~ kategevla th`~ 

ÆAmavnou ponhrà~ ejlpivdo~. Readers are not only forced to respond to God as the primary 

agent of the event, but J also forces the readers to ponder whether their actions are moral; if 

not, God will act in a certain manner. God does not judge the king’s actions, but according to 

J God is ‘mocking’ [kategevla] them. Because of Haman’s wicked hopes [ÆAmavnou 

ponhrà~ ejlpivdo~] God used the king to alter those wicked hopes to ensure a positive 

outcome for the Jews. The ethical dimension of this insertion confines the theological borders 

even further. The main impact in terms of the Esther narrative is the fact that the theology of 

the plot: the adventure to discover God as the architect of the plot through the sequence of 

events is changed to a theology of response and ethical reflection. In turn it influences the 

very impact the theology of the narrative would have on the reader.  

 

3.2.1.5. οὐ μὴ δύνῃ αὐτὸν ἀμύνασθαι, ὅτι θεὸς ζῶν μετ̓ αὐτοῦ (LXX, 6.13); oiJ dÆ 
oujkevtÆ ajmuvnasqai to;n Mardocai`on e[legon dunhvsesqai to;n ga;r qeo;n ei[nai su;n 
au[tw (J, 259) 
 

Es 6.13 concludes the section 6.1-13 that deals, as was mentioned above, with the honouring 

of Mordecai. Haman told his wife Zeresh and his advisors what had happened and their 

conclusion was that Haman’s fall is certain if Mordecai is a Jew.
217

 The wise men are 

counsellors, like those of the king.
218

 Paton suggests that the author intended Haman to know 

and recall what the God of Israel had done in the past with nations opposing the Jews.
219

 

Anderson is of the opinion, referring to 6.13, that the book of Esther presupposes the theme of 

Israel’s election, although it is not clearly expressed.
220

 Moore says that the narrator does not 

offer explicit theological explanations, but he allows the events to speak for themselves.
221

 

For Gerleman, Haman’s unpleasant experience is put into an ethical perspective of the “Tun-

Ergehen-Zusammenhang”.
222

 It is all about the conflict between Haman and Mordecai, 

undergirded by the nationalities they represent.
223

 The ‘nationalistic’ thought portrayed in this 
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verse is typical of post-exilic times.
224

 The fall of Haman is genetically determined, because it 

is the Jews who are the master race.
225

 

 

Berg views 6.13 as the clearest statement revealing the theme of inviolability and reversal.
226

 

Bush suggests that the “if” does not introduce a real condition, since Haman has already told 

his wife and his friends that Mordecai is a Jew (5.13).
227

 The clause is thus causal in 

meaning.
228

 Goldman is of the opinion that the events presented in 6.1-13 and particularly the 

event that takes place in verse 13, is (as he calls it) ‘irony of characterization’.
229

 Fox 

comments that Haman’s fall is a movement with its own dynamic, a trajectory propelled by a 

force they (the friends and wife of Haman) do not identify with.
230

 Fox also regards 6.13, with 

4.14, as alluding to God.
231

 Levenson gives a slightly different perspective on the matter when 

he says that if the advisors of Haman had astrological skills, they would view the events in 

6.1-13 as an omen of things to come.
232

 The fact then that Haman will not stand against 

Mordecai the Jew, is because they read this event in terms of that which is to happen in the 

future. Wahl calls the latter “der Beistand und das heilsgeschictliche Wirken Jahwes”.
233
  

 

The history of contact between Israel and the Ammonites could assist one in interpreting the 

reason why Haman would not be able to stand against Mordecai the Jew. On the other hand, it 

could also be due to the collective realization that the God of Israel has never let them down. 

Haman’s fall is expressed in no uncertain terms in 6.13. The rhetorical causality is due to the 

fact that Mordecai is a Jew [י Aים ָמְרֳּדַכ Jַרע ַהְּיהּוִדG"  Haman’s advisors and wife saw that .[ִא"ם ִמֶּז

if he paid respect to Mordecai as he did, then there is no turning back. The reason, as provided 

above, for the certainty of the fall could merely be due to the nature of the events that have 

already taken place. For the Greek translators of the MTE Haman’s fall is due to the opinion 

that the living God is with Mordecai [ὅτι θεὸς ζῶν μετ ̓ αὐτοῦ]. J differs slightly when he 

interprets the reason for the certain fall of Haman as ga;r qeo;n ei[nai su;n au[tw ‘because 

God is with him’.  
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The MTE opens more possibilities whereas the LXX and J texts confine the probability to 

God. He is the primary agent at work, the key role player in the events. 

 

A whole new paradigm is introduced by the LXX’s insertion. The active agent is none other 

than the ‘living God’. J is a bit milder when assigning the reason to ‘God’ without the epithet. 

Nevertheless, they both introduce the one true subject that is making the salvation of Israel 

possible. Clines assign the reference made to God in 6.13 to the original AT.
234

 In a 

comparative study between 6.13 (MTE) and 6.13 (LXX) De Troyer comes to the conclusion 

that the MTE has a single protasis, followed by an apodosis. The conditional clause is 

introduced by ִא"ם and regarded by the author as a realis.
235

 The protasis is further 

characterised by: “Mordecai before whom your downfall has begun.”
236

 In turn the LXX 

version has a conditional clause, formed by a protasis and a double apodosis, and a causal 

clause.
237

 With regard to 6.13 the Greek translators used all the elements of the Hebrew text. 

At first sight, the change in the construction is purely a translation technique, but according to 

De Troyer a narrative technique is also at work.
238

 

 

For De Troyer the element that is really added is θεὸς ζῶν.239 She then explains that the 

latter insertion is due to the interpretation of the verb lk'y:.240 She thus concludes that 6.13 

(LXX) is an interpretation of 6.13 (MTE).
241

 The translators of the LXX are indeed 

interpreting the MTE and it has an effect on the theology of the Esther narrative and the 

reader. Es 6.13 (MTE) holds forth a traditional theology and with ‘traditional’ is meant 

‘historical’.
242

 God’s involvement in delivering the Jewish nation is veiled and is only visible 

through what the nation has accomplished in the past. The Esther narrative is all about the 

Jewish nation, in crisis, being delivered through a sequence of unforeseen events made 

possible by a human agent, most of them Jews. Those human actors that are not Jews, act or 

react due to the Jewishness, or the veiling thereof, of the protagonists (Esther and Mordecai). 

Thus, the theology being played out in the Esther narrative (MTE) is a nationalistic theology, 

a theology of race. The reader can identify with the characters, events and the latter theology 

that provides the undertone for the narrative and specifically for the events in 6.13.  
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The identification process is easy; because theology and the understanding of God are always 

influenced by one’s race, nationality and cultural setting.  

 

The LXX introduces a theology of transcendence, and of omnipotence; a theology that 

portrays God as the almighty warrior that can defeat any nation contesting Him. The 

patriotistic, nationalistic and realistic way of experiencing the events in 6.13 is drawn 

heavenwards; one almost gets an apocalyptic sense of the interpretation. The “human-

levelled” theology in 6.13 (MTE) is altered to a “divine-levelled” theology. The creative, 

constructive response of the reader through the identification with Mordecai as Jew, and of his 

people, is limited to a one-dimensional understanding because the Greek translators made 

their theological interpretation explicit. The same is true of J. He also presents his theological 

understanding of 6.13 through his interpretation of the event. 

 

3.2.1.6 o{qen ejpevrcetaiv moi to; qei`on qaumavzein kai; th;n sofivan aujtou` kai; 

dikaiosuvnhn... (MTE, 7.10; J, 268) 

 

Once again the honesty and theological framework of J is made explicit with the insertion of 

this phrase. The implication of this insertion is not so much pious or pietistic as one would 

expect, but it presents a theology of faith. Through J’s subjectiveness the reader is again 

pulled into the story being told. One is once again gripped by the openness of J’s belief. The 

opposite is true for the narrator of the MTE. Through his ‘objectiveness’ the reader is taking 

part in the narrative. He opens various theological possibilities and therefore he creates space 

for the subjectiveness of the reader, both modern and ancient, and J is a perfect example of the 

latter. The ‘hiddenness’ and the ‘veiling’ of God, as well as the ‘behind the scenes’ activity of 

God which is not explicit in the MTE, are made explicit by the theological interpretation of 

both the LXX and J texts. The insertions made to the canonical material are much more subtle 

than the ‘theological’ additions contained in the LXX. These additions are theologically 

deliberate and if they are taken into account (and they should be) when dealing with the 

Esther narrative, they pose an enormous impact on the theological understanding of the 

narrative, and therefore they need to be attended to. 
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3.2.2. Additions to the canononical material  

 

3.2.2.1. Addition made to Es 1.1 (Addition A – Dream of Mordecai) 

 

The Esther narrative (MTE) is introduced by a lavish banquet held by king Ahasueros for the 

sole purpose of showing off his power and wealth. This introduction is a secular event that 

places the Persian king Ahasueros in the centre. He is the primary agent, and the scene and the 

sequence of events will take place in a certain manner because of him. The ‘secular’ 

introduction to the MTE is countered by the addition made by the translators of the LXX. 

They opposed the introduction by presenting an apocalyptic vision. For Moore,
243

 addition A 

underscores the religious character of the Esther story, hinting at the directions the story will 

take and it makes vaguely explicit what is implicit in the Hebrew version, viz., God’s rule or 

providence in the events narrated in Esther.
244

 The impact of the inserted dream of Mordecai 

is that the story of Esther is not just about a long-standing ethnic rivalry between Jews and 

Amalekites, but it is a religious conflict; a cosmic and apocalyptic conflict between the Jews 

and the rest of the world.
245

    

 

Clines calls the content of add. A a divinely sent dream that frames the whole story the 

fulfilment of which gives rise to a kind of speech in praise (Addition F).
246

 The function of the 

dream is to emphasize that no historical disasters or dangers facing the readers of the book 

could catch God by surprise.
247

 A further implication put to the fore by Clines, is that it sets 

the narrative of the Esther scroll in a broader interpretive framework.
248

 Dorothy notes that 

add. A requires the reader to sympathize with Mordecai, perhaps to applaud him for attaining 

such a position under difficult circumstances.
249

 Mordecai’s Jewishness is emphasized as 

foreshadowing the events yet to unfold, and to increase the reader’s anticipation of the plot 

against the Jews.
250

 According to Levenson, add. A is noteworthy for its lack of direct 

mention of Esther.
251

 The effect of Mordecai’s dream A: 4-9 and its interpretation in F: 1-6 is 

to bracket the book of Esther within the structure of prophecy and fulfilment.
252
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The uninhibited attribution of the deliverance of the Jewish people to God conforms not only 

to the general biblical pattern, but also to the way in which the Jewish tradition have 

historically interpreted Esther.
253

 The key phrases in add. A regarding the reference made to 

God, is of course καὶ ἐβόησαν πρὸς τὸν θεόν ‘they called upon God’ and καὶ διεγερθεὶς 

Μαρδοχαῖος ὁ ἑωρακὼς τὸ ἐνύπνιον τοῦτο καὶ τί ὁ θεὸς βεβούλευται ποιῆσαι 

‘And when Mardochaeus awoke from the dream, and what God planned to do.’ Apart from 

the very nature of add. A as an apocalyptic dream, the above-mentioned phrases are 

significant due to their theological characteristics, and particularly because they refer to God.  

 

The phrase translated with ‘they called upon God’ recalls the prayers of Mordecai and Esther 

(add. C), as well as the insertion made in Es 4.8 ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον. The dependence 

of the human agents on God is emphasized by this phrase. The outcome of the crisis is clearly 

determined by God. The first action that a human agent like Mordecai, Esther or the Jews 

must take is to call upon the Lord (LXX). One could call the latter a theology of dependence 

or submission. Further implications of this dream from add. A, through the lens of this 

insertion, is that the independence of the characters, such as Esther and the Jews, are altered to 

be characters that are dependent upon God. The phrase ἐβόησαν πρὸς τὸν θεόν places God 

at the heart of the Jewish crisis and their deliverance from a hopeless situation. This phrase is 

the filter through which the reader will view the crisis and deliverance of the Jews.  

 

3.2.2.2. Additions made to Es 4.17 (Addition C - Prayers of Mordecai and Esther), 

 and J, 229-231
254

 

 

The fasting called out by Esther in 4.16 is elaborated in two prayers; one by Mordecai and one 

by Esther. The length of the two prayers, and their theological significance as a whole, cannot 

be dealt with in full within the confines of this study. Nevertheless, it is indeed necessary to 

establish the implications of these two prayers on the theology of the Esther narrative. The 

focus here will fall on the introductory phrases of each prayer. Moore says that the effect the 

two prayers has on the Esther story is two-fold.
255

 It increases the story’s interest and drama 

by making both Mordecai and Esther more flesh and blood characters, and it strengthens the 

religious elements of the Greek Esther by allowing its author to give full expression to his 

own theological beliefs.
256

  

                                                 
253
 Levenson, op. cit., p. 40. 

254
 Cf. Paton, loc. cit., pp. 227-229. 

255
 Moore, “Additions,” p. 391.  

256
 Idem. 

 
 
 



 67 

For Levenson the effect of these prayers is to make a theologically ambiguous story into a 

clear and unequivocal example of the power of conventional piety.
257

 Clines see the primary 

function of the prayers as presenting the piety of distressed Jews.
258

 They assist in remoulding 

the book into the form of an exemplary tale – which does not only record divine deliverance 

or divine-human co-operation but also gives one advice on how a Jew should behave 

religiously in a foreign environment or a situation of crisis.
259

  

 

When turning to the introductory phrase of the prayers, the reader is introduced to καὶ 

ἐδεήθη κυρίου μνημονεύων πάντα τὰ ἔργα κυρίου, which can be translated as ‘and he 

binded to the Lord remembering all the works of the Lord’. A theology of history is 

presented; the submission to the Lord is part and parcel of what God has done in the past. It is 

a theology grounded in memory of how God acted in the past. The importance is not so much 

on what the present situation might be, but what is important, is how God acted in the past. 

The involvement of God in past events is recalled in the prayer, and that is how one is 

prepared for the present and future events, and how God is pulled into the crisis at hand. It is a 

theology of recollection. The content and theology of this type of submission is open-ended. 

The extent of the open-endedness of the fasting presented in the MTE, allows the reader to 

construct his/her own way of submission; it also provides the opportunity for the plot to 

intensify, because the reader is not clear about the nature of the fasting. One could make 

assumptions, as modern scholars do, that fasting means to submit to God, but it is not as clear-

cut as one would hope for. The theology of the MTE is a theology of opportunities. The post-

modern reader might find it easier to identify with Esther in the MT, because Esther is not 

sure what is going to happen. She merely asks Mordecai to tell the Jews to fast with her, 

which means that they must really participate in her struggle, by resisting having anything to 

drink or eat. The latter is very different from submitting in prayer to God.  

 

The second phrase Κύριε κύριε βασιλεῦ πάντων κρατῶν, ὅτι ἐν ἐξουσίᾳ σου τὸ πᾶν 

ἐστιν, is typical of the Psalms. The translators are dubbing the Lord as the ruler of all.  
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The exaltation of the Lord continues in the phrases that follow καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ὁ ἀντιδοξῶν 

σοι ἐν τῷ θέλειν σε σῶσαι τὸν Ισραηλ,17c ὅτι σὺ ἐποίησας τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ τὴν 

γῆν καὶ πᾶν θαυμαζόμενον ἐν τῇ ὑπ ̓ οὐρανὸν καὶ κύριος εἶ πάντων, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν 

ὃς ἀντιτάξεταί σοι τῷ κυρίῳ. 17d σὺ πάντα γινώσκεις, σὺ οἶδας, κύριε ‘and there is no 

power that will resist you in your will to save Israel, because you have made the heaven and 

the earth and every wonderful thing in the world under heaven, you are Lord over all, and no 

one is resisting you, you know all things, you know Lord.’ The style, structure and theological 

content are typical of OT prayers (see Ex 15.1- 19; 1 Sam 2.1-10; Hab 3.1-15 and the 

Psalms). God’s favour is being sought for the person praying, or for the cause he/she is 

praying for. The prayer has a very specific objective it wants to achieve. That which is to take 

place in the rest of the Esther narrative is not something the reader needs to wonder about; the 

translators of the MTE into Greek ensure that the reader, through the prayers, is prepared for 

the act of deliverance made possible by God.  

 

First God is glorified, exalted and then the request is presented: καὶ νῦν, κύριε ὁ θεὸς ὁ 

βασιλεὺς ὁ θεὸς Αβρααμ, φεῖσαι τοῦ λαοῦ σου. The objective of the prayer is for God 

to deliver his people. The last phrase is a summary of just that: ‘And now, Lord, God, King, 

God of Abraham, save your people’. It would be difficult for the reader to expect anything 

less than the deliverance of the Jews after perusing these prayers. The pietistic nature of these 

prayers and the pious theology underlying these submissions have a dramatic impact on the 

Esther narrative and the theology thereof. The reader’s adventure, creativity, and constructive 

nature have been guided into a very specific theological way of thinking, and this does not 

just limit one’s ability to interpret the narrative as it is experienced, but it also limits, in a 

sense, God’s ability to work through the narrator of the MTE. The conflict in attempting to 

determine how God will assist Esther in 4.17, when she goes into the king’s presence to plea 

for the deliverance of her people, is lost. The narrative technique used by the narrator in 4.16-

17 (MTE) could be called a theology of mystery, or better yet, a theology of expectation 

within uncertainty. The shift from a request to fasting (MTE, 4.16), to two pious prayers (add. 

C), changes the theological viewpoint from a theology of mystery to a theology of certainty.  

 

Although J’s account of the prayers is shorter, he has also taken up the prayers into his 

account of the events and the impact thereof is very similar to that of the LXX insertion. The 

difference is that J’s presentation of the prayers is not as elaborate as the LXX prayers. The 

exaltation part of the prayer is omitted, but the history of God’s salvation is recalled by J. 

 His account is much more ethically oriented; especially towards Mordecai and Esther as the 

primary characters in the MTE. After God’s works of deliverance in the past has been noted 
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in a manner that God should not turn away from his people, J puts the reason into the mouth 

of Mordecai who says: “o{ti mh; prosekuvnhsa mhdÆ h{n soiv, devspota” fhsivn “timh;n 

pareic̀on tauvthn ejkeivnwæ parasceiǹ uJpevmenon” ‘because I have not prostratet myself 

before him (Haman) as I did before you.’ Clearly the latter has a more ethical ring to it. The 

fact that God should deliver his people is justified by what Mordecai has done. In the Hebrew 

Esther narrative, neither Mordecai nor Esther could justify God’s deliverance through their 

actions. Through the artistic hand of the narrator they did not expect deliverance from a divine 

source (cf. 4.14), but relied on whom they were and the opportunities they had at that time. J 

thus introduces a theology of ethics, while MTE (4.16) had a theology of struggle in mind.    

      
 

3.2.2.3. Additions made to Es 5.1 and 2 (Addition D), and J, 237
260
 

 

The phrases added by the LXX to the MTE (5.1-2) which are of importance here, are καὶ 

γενηθεῖσα ἐπιφανὴς ἐπικαλεσαμένη τὸν πάντων ἐπόπτην θεὸν and καὶ 

μετέβαλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ βασιλέως εἰς πραΰτητα. The phrase inserted by J 

also needs attention, oJ de; basileu;~ kata; bouvlhsin oi\mai tou ̀ qeou ̀ th;n diavnoian 

metevbale. In 5.1-2 (MTE) Esther changed her robe and went to the king without being 

called. When he sees her, he is taken by her beauty and she wins his favour; thereafter he 

extends his sceptre to her as a sign that he accepts her presence and that she is pardoned by 

him. The additions made to these verses make the events presented above a bit more 

complicated and involved. 

 

Levenson comments that add. D heightens, in baroque fashion, the drama of Esther’s 

uninvited approach to the king.
261

 For him, the effect of this addition is again two-fold. First, 

it puts the megillah into an explicit theistic framework, ascribing to God events that are 

therein never explicitly interpreted in theological fashion.
262 Second, it enhances the image of 

Esther herself by concentrating on the magnitude of the challenge she faces.
263

 In connection 

with what Levenson said, it should be noted that the translators inserted καὶ γενηθεῖσα 

ἐπιφανὴς ἐπικαλεσαμένη τὸν πάντων ἐπόπτην θεὸν to cognitively link what Esther 

is about to do with her prayer.  
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Through this phrase God is once again exalted; and then, what nearly seemed impossible in 

the hands of Esther (MTE, 4.17 – 5.1-2), has been altered to be made possible because 

μετέβαλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ βασιλέως εἰς πραΰτητα ‘God changed the spirit of 

the king into gentleness.’ Once again the reason why the events occur as they do is being 

assigned to God. He is the active agent, and in a sense he is replacing Esther as the primary 

active agent. She only becomes an extension of what God is going to accomplish. 

 

The insertion is not different (from the other insertions discussed above). It limits the reader’s 

options of theological interpreting these events to one possibility. It further strengthens the 

possibility that the reader and Esther, as active agents, will only be effective, if activeness 

means to call upon the Lord. A theology of human agents being actively involved in events 

and crises is altered by the LXX to be a theology of human agents being static within God’s 

activeness. Whether God could have changed the spirit of the king, is not actually a question 

to be asked with regard to 5.1-2. Therefore, it is not functional to implicitly state that God was 

responsible for that. The narrator of the MTE made sure that the reader will experience and 

discover how God is involved, through narrative techniques, devices to intensify the plot, and 

characters to carry the plot from scene to scene.   

 

J adds an interesting twist to the theological significance of 5.1-2. He inserts the phrase oJ de; 

basileu;~ kata; bouvlhsin oi\mai tou ̀ qeoù th;n diavnoian metevbale ‘but the king’s 

feeling was changed by the will of God, I believe.’ This particular phrase portrays the very 

spirit of the translators of the LXX and J himself. They are interpreting the MTE to fit their 

own theological perceptions and framework. J is of the opinion that it was the will of God to 

change the spirit of the king, because it was of course necessary for Esther to go to the king 

for the deliverance of the Jews. The subjectiveness of J is also honestly portrayed here. He 

clearly states what he believes is the case. The effect of the insertion, because of J’s honesty, 

is different from that of the LXX. The reader’s theological creativeness and possibilities are 

still intact with J, and the implication still is that it might not be the case, but one can merely 

believe it was so. The reader could take part in discovering the theological possibility posed 

by J without being forced, as with the LXX translators, to do so. The above-mentioned 

insertion made by J features a dichotomy, because faith has a subjective face, and at the same 

time it has an objective dimension. These additions made by J poses the possibility of a 

theology of faith, and thus open the discussion concerning a dialectic theology. 
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 3.2.2.4. Additions made to Es 10.3 (Addition F) 

 

It must firstly be mentioned that one cannot deal with add. F without making reference to add. 

A; the reason will become apparent soon enough. The set of phrases inserted by the LXX that 

is of importance, is: Καὶ εἶπεν Μαρδοχαῖος Παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐγένετο ταῦτα,3b 

ἐμνήσθην γὰρ περὶ τοῦ ἐνυπνίου, οὗ εἶδον περὶ τῶν λόγων τούτων, and οὐδὲ γὰρ 

παρῆλθεν ἀπ̓ αὐτῶν λόγος.  

 

The first phrase is: Καὶ εἶπεν Μαρδοχαῖος Παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐγένετο ταῦτα ‘and 

Mordecai said that these things happened because of God.’ It makes one think of τί ὁ θεὸς 

βεβούλευται ποιῆσαι (add. A), ‘what God planned to do.’ Additions A and F place the 

Esther narrative in a chiastic theism not known to the narrator of the MTE.
264

 This is further 

confirmed when the words ἐμνήσθην γὰρ περὶ τοῦ ἐνυπνίου are ascribed to Mordecai, 

namely ‘I remembered the dream.’ That which God has said through the dream in add. A has 

been made true, and add. F is a witness to that. The rest of the insertion just confirms that God 

has delivered his people. He remembered his people and saved them from the nations [τὸ δὲ 

ἔθνος τὸ ἐμόν, οὗτός ἐστιν Ισραηλ οἱ βοήσαντες πρὸς τὸν θεὸν καὶ σωθέντες, καὶ 

ἔσωσεν κύριος τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἐρρύσατο κύριος ἡμᾶς ἐκ πάντων τῶν κακῶν 

τούτων, καὶ ἐποίησεν ὁ θεὸς τὰ σημεῖα καὶ τὰ τέρατα τὰ μεγάλα, ἃ οὐ γέγονεν ἐν 

τοῖς ἔθνεσιν.] 

 

J inserts, among others, parathrhsousin auta~ eucaristounte~ tw qew ‘they will 

observe closely and give thanks to God.’ This passage justifies the connection made with the 

theological nature of the Purim feast. According to Moore, the dream (add. A) and the 

interpretation thereof (add. F) alter the impression gained from the MTE by de-emphasizing 

the Purim festival and by shifting the emphasis from the cultic to the religious, from the 

harem intrigue to an apocalyptic setting, and from an ethnic and nationalistic rivalry to 

universal antagonism.
265

 For Clines, the LXX makes a distinctive contribution because the 

translators are using themes from the orbit in which the book of Daniel moves.
266

 The story is 

incorporated into a grand ‘plan of ages’, portraying God who does more than deliver 

distressed Israel, Esther and Mordecai, God deals in cosmic coinage, with an end-like day of 

gloom and darkness.
267
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Fox in turn views add. A as a symbolic preview of the earthly drama to be played out and add. 

F as decoding the cosmic drama by mapping its terms against earthly events.
268

 Dorothy 

comments that the dream/interpretation becomes a prophetic deliverance dream, and it also 

functions to imbue Mordecai with prophetic power.
269

 Addition A can be described as 

belonging to a ‘festal etiology’ genre, and mentioning God lends a certain element of sanctity 

to these events.
270

 Levenson calls it a presentation of the decoding process of Mordecai’s 

dream (add. A).
271

 The LXX interprets the deliverance eschatologically.
272

 Mordecai is 

portrayed as the hero of the drama in 10.1-3 (MTE), but through addition F, God is made the 

cosmic hero, who planned to deliver his people and who implemented and followed his divine 

plan through. The humanistic and nationalistic nature of 10.1-3 (MTE) is altered by the LXX, 

which gives it a cosmic-eschatological and apocalyptical character where God is the 

dominating figure who controls the sequence of events throughout the Esther narrative.    

 

 

3.3. Theological considerations by ‘modern’ interpreters of the MTE 

 

This section of the chapter will be used to briefly discuss ‘modern’ theological interpretations 

of the Esther narrative and the possible implications thereof. The point has been made on a 

number of occasions in this study that, because of the attempts to ‘recover’ the theological 

integrity of the MTE, authors interpreted the Esther narrative with a particular theological 

framework in mind and also substantiated their interpretations from the text. These 

interpretations, to the opinion held here, hold theological implications not only for the Esther 

narrative but also for the reader of the various versions of the narrative. Because it has an 

impact on the reader, who is also the interpreter in some way or another, it will also have an 

impact on OT theology.  

 

From a very early stage, readers/interpreters attempted to account for the ‘lack’ of a 

theological and religious specific language in the MTE; and Zimmern
273

 is one modern 

example from the eighteenth-century. Although it was not the sole purpose of Zimmern to 

deal with the ‘theological’ stance of the MTE, his investigation into the origin of the Purim 

festival would eventually converge with this very issue: the theological significance of the 

Esther narrative.  
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This is because the nature of the Purim feast was a religious feast, from the very beginning, 

that was taken over
274

 by the Jews;
275

 so much so that Paton comments that the purpose of the 

book of Esther is to commend the observance of the feast of Purim through an account of the 

way in which this feast originated.
276

 

 

For Morris and Lampeter
277

 it is simpler and more satisfactory to regard the Greek additions 

as filling up gaps in the Hebrew story and giving the book a religious tone. They also do not 

find any religious undertones for the argument why an Israelite should not bow to a Gentile 

(3.2), and furthermore think that 4.14 may also be interpreted as a touch of Sadducean 

fatalism opposed to a reserved expression of religious faith.
 278

 Morris and Lampeter also 

accept Kuenen’s view who dates the narrative to 135 BCE, a time when religious enthusiasm, 

for many, had weakened into a more worldly feeling and when Jewish national feeling had 

adopted a rigorously exclusive attitude against everything non-Jewish.
279

 They also suggest, 

“that the Book of Esther embodies the attempt of the Hellenizers to convert their countrymen 

to their views. There is the same ‘Sadducee’ tone as in the Book of Ecclesiastes; the same air 

of fatalism; the same ‘grey and chilly’ religion.”
280

  

 

Anderson in turn would assert that God is implicitly at work in the MTE. He says that the 

religiosity of the MTE is all about Israel’s election; whoever eliminates the book of Esther 

from the Bible denies that the revelation of God in Jesus Christ plays any part in the Jewish 

question and its solution.
281

 He presents a possible solution to the ‘lack’ of religious language 

in the MTE by stating that it is in itself a problem for the Jews (those who were created and 

set apart by God) to exist among others in the world.
282

 One could then deduce that he 

suggests a covenant theology at work in the Esther narrative. Talmon is of the opinion that the 

theology of the Esther narrative is to be found in a wisdom theology. He is of the opinion that 

it is the typical wisdom characteristics contained in the MTE which opens the possibilities of 

limiting religious language; placing the ‘wise’ characters like Mordecai and Esther in the 

centre.
283

 Therefore Talmon proposes to define the Esther narrative as a ‘historicized wisdom-

tale’ (italics are his).
284
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It is a salient feature of the essentially cosmopolitan nature of wisdom thought which aims at 

applicability to any human situation.
285

 Humphreys says that Esther and Daniel are tales of a 

particular type that developed a particular theological emphasis for the Jewish communities of 

the Persian and Hellenistic Diaspora.
286

 For Humphreys this latter theological self-

understanding is linked to the Jewish feast of Purim.
287

 He is also of the opinion that 

popularity of such a Jewish tale is due to its didactic and theological basis.
288

  

 

Loader tries to prove that God’s intervention is present in the Esther narrative, but that it is 

veiled.
289

 He does so by observing that the narrative has various levels of meaning and that by 

analyzing the deeper structure of the narrative, one would find a chiastic structure or x-

pattern, as he calls it.
290

 In other examples within the OT it is always God (see Ex 15; 1 Sam 

2) who inverts the relations. God’s intervention becomes visible through the events that 

reverse a situation (4.14, 6.13), and then it is veiled again.
291

 Humans only appear as the 

saviours, but it is God that intervenes beneath the surface.
292

 Cohen suggests that the only 

accurate reading, in terms of religiosity, is that God acts behind the veil of causality and 

chance on behalf of the people of Israel.
293

 For the enemies of the Jews and to an alien system 

of thought, Purim is a symbol that refers to the universal power of chance-fate, whereas for 

the Jew it becomes an anti-chance symbol because God is in control.
294

 The Esther narrative 

thus, according to Cohen, presents the very struggle between chance-fate and God as the 

power who is in control in the world; and the theological reactions toward it.
295

  

 

Littman is of the opinion that the religious policy of Xerxes at that time is the dominating 

‘religious’ factor in the Esther narrative.
296

 Relying heavily on the work of Lewy, Littman 

notes that the story of Esther is not about the destruction of the Jews, but of the followers of 

Marduk.
297

 He presents Lewy’s theory and I quote, “the absence of the name of Yahweh in 

the book, the praise of the goddess Ištar šarrat [hklmh rtsa], the reference to ykdrm µ[, the 
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very fact that it is the race of Esther and Mordecai who are to be prosecuted, indicates that it 

is the followers of Marduk, not the Jews who were persecuted in the original story.”
298

  

The religious policy of Xerxes was to liberate Susa from the worship of Marduk and Ishtar to 

a more orthodox variety of Zoroastrianism.
299

 This very policy, according to Littman, is thus 

the reason for the ‘absence’ of God in the Esther narrative.  

 

Berg argues that God is present in the Esther narrative through his hiddeness.
300

 Because 

God’s control over history is not overt nor easily discernable in everyday events, the 

determination of the shape and direction of history shifts to human beings.
301

 Berg
302

 notes 

elsewhere that the biblical literature from the Persian period reflects the theological 

importance of the restoration and the centrality of Zion.
303

 She then attempts to show how the 

Esther narrative and Chronicles dealt with this theology. Berg thinks that a Jewish audience 

would certainly see God as the agency responsible for the events in 4.14 and that the reversal 

motif is to be ascribed to God.
304

 The focus thus is on human agents who are responsible for 

the outcome of events, while God’s control over history is hidden.
305

 Berg concludes by 

stating that the Esther narrative presents a dialectic theology.
306

 For Jones
307

 the objectionable 

features, such as the religiosity of the book, are deliberate absurdities which the author has 

used skilfully.
308

 The narrator is laughing at the Persian court and therefore God can be found 

in the humour of the events. Jones says at the very end of his article, “Pity the theologians 

who were offended because they could not laugh.”
309

 

 

Meinhold notes that the salvation of the Jews in Diaspora is due to human subjects.
310

 

Humans, namelly Mordecai and Esther, are placed in the centre of events, they are the acting 

agents.
311

 For Meinhold the Esther narrative portrays an anthologizing and anthropologizing 

characteristic, but with anthologizing is meant “Judaisierung”.
312
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The catastrophic situation of the period after 587 BCE forced the Jews to try and preserve 

their identity, an identity which is shaped by its religion, by re-thinking their and God’s 

involvement in human history.
313

 He goes further and says: “…dieses jüdisch-menschliche 

Buch im Alten Testament weist auf die freie Gnade Jahwes hin.”
314

 He concludes: “…so 

weist das Estherbuch exemplarisch auf eine Brechung in Wertigkeit und Richtung des 

göttlichen Handelns mit der Welt hin.”
315

 For Gordis the basic concept of post-biblical 

Judaism became part of the spiritual world of the Jews.
316

 Like Meinhold, Gordis views the 

narrator’s philosophy as anthropocentric.
317

 He also comments that the MTE belongs to a 

unique literary genre which was not hitherto recognized, and states that the non-historical 

character of Esther and the absence of specific religious colouration in it are the consequences 

of its character as a wisdom book.
318

 He then proposes that the MTE should be viewed as a 

Persian Chronicle written by a Persian or non-Jew and therefore no reference is made to the 

God of Israel, or any other religious practises and beliefs.
319

   

  

Clines comments that by eliminating all explicitly religious terminology, the narrator was 

moving in sympathy with the course of the plot, to remain silent about the causality of its 

constitutive coincidences.
320

 This elimination does not conceal the divine causality, if the 

holes that are left are God-shaped, because for the believer ‘chance’ is a name for God.
321

 The 

story’s own internal logic can account for the lack of religious language, and for that lack 

alone one cannot necessarily label the narrator an atheist.
322

 Noteworthy indeed, is the 

suggestion by Clines that the narrator of the proto-MT is responsible for the omissions of 

religious language of the pre-MT,
323

 and that not all the religious references in the AT are to 

be ascribed to its Vorlage, the pre-MT.
324

  

 

Segal in turn argues that anger plays an important role in the Esther narrative in determining 

the outcome of the plot.
325

 The factor of ‘fear’ in Esther is placed at crucial turning points in 

the plot of the narrative (1.2, 2.21, 3.5, 5.9).
326

 It indicates that the narrator deliberately 

implemented two Hebrew words, hmh and ¹xq, as signs of supernatural manipulation of 
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events.
327

 Segal further thinks that a firm theological undertone is to be identified in the 

narrator’s symmetrical construction of the events.
328

 For him it is God who is inciting the 

wrath of various characters which leads to the deliverance of the Jews.
329

 Fox mentions four 

types of evidence used by scholars to demonstrate God’s presence in the MTE;
330

 they are: 

allusions (4.14, 6.13), coincidences, reversals (3.10-8.2), and themes.
331

 Fox then states that 

Mordecai’s confidence in 4.14 usually derives from, and expresses, a belief in God’s 

covenantal care for Israel.
332

 He also sees in the conversation between Haman, his wife and 

friends (6.1-13) an implication that there is some history underlying their view of Mordecai’s 

strength, some law, natural or divine.
333

 Fox concludes that the religious attitude of the book 

is like an optical illusion that shifts orientation as you peruse it. The author is also not sure of 

God’s role in the events and for Fox the narrator is teaching a theology of possibilities.
334

 Day 

says that the Esther of the MT, in comparison with the A and B texts, lived in a secular 

world.
335

 She is further of the opinion that two places in the MTE suggest a religious trait to 

Esther’s character (4.16; 9.29-32).
336

 

 

Snyman views the Bible text as one of many voices in a religious discussion. He proposes an 

esthetical approach
337

 to the Esther narrative made up of three levels of experience.
338

 

According to him, Esther was adaptable as well as practical and realistic with regard to her 

chances.
339

 As queen her Jewish identity and religion took a secondary role.
340

 Snyman also 

refers to Helberg who states that he has no difficulty in reconciling God and Esther in the fact 

that the so-called ‘silence’ of God shows his (God’s) glorious reign.
341

 Snyman does not agree 

with the latter reading,
342

 and suggests that through Esther’s wisdom, Haman’s plans were 

turned around and therefore one could assume that God was on her side.
343

 The Esther 

narrative is a Persian chronicle, not mentioning the Jewish God Yahweh,
344
 and because of the 

Persian rule, the Jewish God was not mentioned in their literature.
345

 In conclusion, Snyman 

                                                 
327
 Segal, op. cit., p. 249. 

328
 Ibid., p. 250. 

329
 Segal, op. cit., p. 251. 

330
 Fox, “Religion,” See also Fox, Character and Ideology, pp. 235-247. 

331
 Fox, “Religion,” pp. 139-144. 

332
 Fox, “Religion,” p. 144. 

333
 Ibid., p. 145. 

334
 Loc. cit., pp. 146-147. 

335
 Day, op. cit., p. 179. 

336
 Ibid., p. 179. 

337
 Snyman, op. cit., p. 40  

338
 Ibid., p. 41, Snyman makes reference to Jauβ (1989:39) in this regard. 

339
 Ibid., p. 44 

340
 Idem. 

341
 Ibid., p. 45 

342
 Idem. 

343
 Ibid., p. 46 

344
 Idem. 

345
 Loc. cit., pp. 46-47 

 
 
 



 78 

calls for reader’s response; for being playfully involved in the story, for losing oneself in the 

text, and for finding the ‘silent’ God in the process.
346

 He proposes an aesthetical approach by 

stating, “Die kern van die estetiese benadering is die Selbstgenuß im Fremdgenuß. Die lesers, 

wie se eie vermoëns geaktiveer word in die leesproses, betree ‘n spel met die teks” (The core 

of the aesthetical approach is the Selbstgenuß im Fremdgenuß. The readers’ own potential are 

activated to take part in the playfulness of the text).
347

  

 

Huey, on the other hand, is of the opinion that God’s absence could underline the self-reliance 

of Mordecai and Esther to work out their problems without turning to God.
348

 Huey thus 

concludes that Yahweh became a hidden God because his people did not seek help from 

him.
349

 Wahl wrote extensively about the theology and religiosity of the Esther narrative. He 

comments that rwp “lot” points to the god of Haman.
350

 Thus, the Jewish feast Purim 

celebrates not only the countering of Haman’s plot to destroy the Jews, but it also celebrates 

the victory of Yahweh over the god of Haman.
351

 Wahl is further of the opinion that faith and 

God in the MTE are made apparent by the example of Mordecai, because for king Ahasueros 

Mordecai is the “Retter und beständige Wohltäter (E 13) des persischen Volkes.”
352
 Mordecai 

is not a believing Jew, but he is the right hand of Yahweh in the narrative (6.13).
353

 

 

Wahl then indicates that the Hebrew word hwj “to fall down”, “to bow down deeply” appears 

in addition with [rk “kneel” in 3.2,5, as well as in Ps 95.2 and 2 Chr 39.39 in which this 

practice is described as cultic.
354

 Furthermore, the fact that Mordecai does not bow before 

Haman, shows a ‘religious’ loyalty towards Yahweh.
355

 In another article, Wahl discussed 

motifs like exile and diffusion.
356

 He indicates that Haman said that Israel is rzp “isolated”, 

“dispersed” and drp “separate” (3.8).357 Yahweh punished the Israelites with the exile and 

dispersement, but Yahweh saves them and the institutionalization of this is a cultic matter.
358

 

Wahl is of the opinion that the religious context of snk and lhq are obvious.359  
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The Israelites gather and group together for the, “gewährte Recht auf Verteidigung und 

Religionsausübung, auf die das gemeinsame Fasten und die gemeinsame Feier hinweisen.”
360
 

Wahl deduces from ydwhy, µydwhy, in the Esther narrative, that it refers to Yahweh.361 The mighty 

Persian rule is afraid of the Jews, because the motif is grounded in the participation and work 

of Yahweh in the salvation history of Israel.
362

 In conclusion Wahl comments that the function 

of the Esther narrative is to show the familiarity with Yahweh the God of Israel as the basis 

for the existence of the Jews, on the one hand, and to recognize and remind one of the 

‘Diaspora Feast’ as a happy memory of their deliverance from extinction on the other hand.
363

  

 

After dealing with ‘modern’ theological interpretations of the MTE, one easily comes to the 

conclusion that there is little difference between what ‘modern’ scholars did with the MTE 

and what the translators of the LXX and J did with it. They interpreted the text from a certain 

theological framework and perception. Both ancient and modern scholars attempted to make 

sense of the text at hand, and they tried to ‘theologically’ understand the meaning of the text 

and explain it to the communities they served. The main difference, of course, between the 

work done by ‘modern’ scholars and the effort presented through the LXX and J texts, is that 

the latter two introduced a new text, which could again be interpreted as they had done with 

the MTE.  

 

After a comparison between the three text versions of the Esther narrative (MTE/LXX/J) has 

been made; and the theological implications of the insertions that were made by the LXX and 

J texts, as well as modern scholars’ theological interpretations, were considered, some 

concluding remarks can be made. These should be remarks that not just summarise what has 

been done in this study, but they should at least give some guidelines to the readers of the 

Esther narrative in particular, as well for translators and other interpreters of the biblical text. 

These guidelines will equip the reader with the necessary theological consciousness to read, 

enjoy and evaluate the Esther narrative as a story. A further intention of these guidelines is to 

make translators cautious of their theological perceptions for a ‘reader friendly’ translation or 

interpretation. 
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Chapter Four 

Concluding remarks and suggestions 
 

 

4.1. Introduction 

 

 

After a study such as has been done above, one could very easily ask the ‘so what?’ question. 

I would think that such a question would be even more relevant in our time than in previous 

years. The technological-economical driven society of the twenty-first century is not so much 

interested in the ‘history’ of things; the interest is rather on ‘what can it do for me’ and ‘how 

can I benefit from it’. The faith communities for whom this study is primarily intended, on the 

other hand, might also have the ‘so what?’ question in mind. It is therefore necessary that this 

section of the study particularly focuses on the possible value this study might have for faith 

communities.  

 

Two aspects have been identified from this study that might be of value. The first is a call for 

a re-evaluation of the MTE’s theological possibilities, opportunities and significance. The 

second is that awareness, caution and consciousnesses of one’s own theological interpretation 

of the MTE and the biblical text in general, are called for. It is thus the intention here to 

briefly reflect on these two aspects as part of the concluding remarks of this study. This will 

be done by means of three objectives. The first objective is to give a summary of the 

implications the LXX and J texts’ theological interpretations have for the interpretation of the 

MTE. The second objective will be to point to the MTE’s theological possibilities, 

opportunities and significance, and the final objective would be to make some suggestions for 

both exegetes and translators to be more aware, cautious and conscious of their own 

theological interpretation and the effect thereof.  

 

The first aspect to be dealt with is a call for a re-evaluation of the MTE’s theological 

possibilities, opportunities and significance. Before this aspect is discussed, I would like to 

summarise the implications of the LXX and J texts’ theological reworking.  

 

4.2. Recalculating the implications 

 

The theological alterations made by the LXX and J texts were done in a very subtle, though 

deliberate, manner. One could rightfully deduce that the subtleness of these changes was due 

to the integrity of the authors not only as ancient scholars, but as people of faith living within 

a faith community.  
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In turn, one could assign their deliberateness to those theological themes from the OT that 

were not only well-known, but in a sense constituted the very essence of being for a Jewish 

believer. Themes such as those constructed from the hexateuch,
364

 and others such as ‘the 

God that preserves’,
365

 wisdom theology,
366

 a new theology
367

 for a shattered nation in a 

foreign land that finds hope
368

 and is being restored. J and the Greek translators of the MTE 

could think of God only as part and parcel of their collective memory of Israelite religion,
369

 

and tried to make that which had been ‘forgotten’
370

 more explicit.  

 

These theological themes are not at fault, but projecting them onto the MTE without 

considering the narrative’s own theological integrity is not responsible, even though some of 

these themes might be implicitly embedded in the text. The LXX and J texts’ theological 

alterations limit the theological creativeness of the MTE. It is almost as if the depth and 

strength of the MTE’s theological silence about the activity of God have been removed to 

make space for a more ‘traditional’ theology. The theological explicitness of both the LXX- 

and J texts places the theological control in the hands of the translators, whereas the 

theological implicitness of the MTE imply that the control must be found by the reader 

through an adventure of discovering endless theological possibilities.  

 

4.2.1. Canonical additions 

4.2.1.1. Es 2.20 (φοβεῖσθαι τὸν θεὸν), LXX 

 

To interpret Esther’s silence of her descent because of ‘fear for God’ does not take the 

relationship between Esther and Mordecai seriously (2.20), nor does it help the reader to 

connect with Esther as character. The nature of this event is crucial for the tension of the plot 

and the theological impact of the MTE. Inserting a phrase such as this makes Esther a moral-

pietistic character, a character whose actions are directed by God. For any reader without such 

a moral consciousness, it would be difficult to be taken up into the tension of the plot to 

discover what decisions Esther makes and how these decisions impact on her actions in a 

certain situation and what the outcome of those actions might be.  
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4.2.1.2. Es 4.8 (ἐπικάλεσαι τὸν κύριον), LXX 

 

The effect of the interpretation of 4.8 is very similar to that of 2.20. Once again, Esther’s 

pietistic character is brought to the fore with this interpretation of the translators. Neither the 

author nor the reader is considered. The tension of the plot is undermined and the reader loses 

touch with the character. The growth through the process of struggling with a situation and 

discovering how God is involved is taken away. To ‘call upon the Lord’ in a crisis is a 

valuable virtue, but to explicitly assign such an action to Esther without it being explicitly 

implied by the author of the MTE, is manipulative for both the growth of Esther as character, 

and of the reader.  

 

4.2.1.3. Es 4.14 (e[sesqai me;n aujtwæ̀ bohvqeian para; tou` qeou` pavntw~), J 227 

 

With the phrase ‘deliverance will come for the Jews from another place’ (4.14), the author of 

the MTE further strengthens the tension of the plot. Both the characters and readers are pulled 

into a pool of intensity. Altering the phrase to read ‘help will come for them all from God’ 

surely takes the tension out of the plot and limits the reader’s involvement with the narrative. 

The expectation and uncertainty of who the ‘saviour’ might be are modified to become 

certainty whereby the surprise element of the narrative is taken away.   

    

4.2.1.4. Es 6.1 (Ὁ δὲ κύριος ἀπέστησεν τὸν ὕπνον ἀπὸ τοῦ βασιλέως τὴν νύκτα 

ἐκείνην), LXX, (oJ de; qeo;~ kategevla th̀~ ÆAmavnou ponhrà~ ejlpivdo~), J 247  

 

It has been noted above that 6.1 (MTE) plays a pivotal role in establishing the tension of the 

plot. As with 2.20, 4.8 and 4.14; 6.1 is an important scene within the Esther narrative with 

which the author keeps his readers involved and heightens the tension of the plot. These 

phrases inserted by both the LXX and J texts did not consider the intention of the author. The 

excitement and the process of speculation are completely marginalized. The reader is stopped 

in his/her tracks by these insertions, because now ‘the Lord’ (LXX) is the one that takes away 

the king’s sleep. J goes even further by providing the reason why God has taken away the 

king’s sleep: ‘God mocked the wicked hopes of Haman’. These insertions give the reader no 

room to participate in these events. The readers are kept at a distance while the translators are 

interpreting the text.  
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4.2.1.5. Es 6.13 (οὐ μὴ δύνῃ αὐτὸν ἀμύνασθαι, ὅτι θεὸς ζῶν μετ ̓ αὐτοῦ), LXX, (oiJ dÆ 
oujkevtÆ ajmuvnasqai to;n Mardocai`on e[legon dunhvsesqai to;n ga;r qeo;n ei[nai su;n 
au[tw), J 259 
 

 

The author of the MTE’s silence is significant in 6.13. No reason is given as to why Haman’s 

fall before Mordecai is certain. The reader is left confused and uninformed. Haman’s wife and 

his friends know something the readers do not know, and the author intended it to be that 

way. The LXX and J texts made sure to inform the reader. Haman’s fall is certain because 

‘the living God is with him’ (LXX). J in turn says that ‘the power of God is with him’. These 

insertions say to the reader that they should not be confused, nor left uniformed; they should 

know that the Esther narrative will have a good ending, because ‘God’ is involved. The 

adventure of the story is taken away by this insertion because of its nature to end the narrative 

prematurely. If the reader knows that the power of God is at work, then they would know that 

nothing could stand in its way. The author of the MTE’s intension was for the reader to 

discover God’s power which in turn will empower them.    

 

 

4.2.1.6. Es 7.10 (o{qen ejpevrcetaiv moi to; qei`on qaumavzein kai; th;n sofivan aujtou` 
kai; dikaiosuvnhn...), J, 268 
 

J goes as far as to portray king Artaxerxes as the one that marvels ‘at the wisdom and justice 

of the Deity’. Most of the characters in the Esther narrative undergo a moral refurbishment by 

J. The humane nature of 7.10 (MTE) is transformed into a pietistic portrait of the king, that 

does not allow the reader to connect with the character as a human being. 

 

4.2.2. Non-canonical additions 

 

The concluding remarks concerning the impact of these additions will not be dealt with in 

detail. The concluding remarks on these additions will be made based on a general overview. 

The additions from the vision (addition to Es 1.1) through to addition F in 10.3 were intended 

to place the MTE within an ‘improved’ theological framework. The vision shows that the 

outcome of the events in the MTE is predestined by God. The prayers of Mordecai and Esther 

(addition to Es 4.17) introduce both these characters as pietistic human beings from whom the 

reader can expect the best behaviour and actions. In 5.1 (LXX) Esther sees the king as an 

Angel from God, whereas J (237) believes that the king lifted his sceptre and placed it on 

Esther because God changed his feelings. These additions clearly place the ‘control’ into the 

hands of the translators of the MTE. They determine the nature and outcome of events on 

which the reader should merely react. By attempting to put God explicitly in control of events, 

they have limited the theological impact of the MTE. 
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4.3. The theological opportunities, possibilities and significance of the MTE 

 

The theological significance of the Esther narrative cannot be underestimated, especially in 

the context of the twenty-first century. This individualized, creative, relative and cultural-

religious sensitive society needs a theology as is being portrayed by the MTE. One could call 

the theology suggested by the MTE a ‘theology of possibilities’. It could also be referred to as 

a theology of adventure, through which the reader is taken up into the story of Esther. While 

the reader encounters the emotions and thoughts the characters are facing, the tension of the 

plot, and the beauty of every scene, he/she gets the opportunity to discover a ‘hidden’ 

character. This character is never revealed, but the hope, potential and creativity this character 

is exploiting within the reader is never forced, nor explicitly suggested. The author portrays 

this character with a theological tool I refer to as a theology of ‘open-endedness’. 

 

A ‘theology of open-endedness’ invites the reader to discover his/her creative potential that 

opens numerous possibilities and endless opportunities. Such a theology as is being portrayed 

by the Esther narrative could be helpful on various levels on which faith communities 

function; functions such as pastoral care, bible school, involvement and development of lay 

people, to mention only a few. The Esther narrative and its underlying theologies could also 

assist with the ecumenical dialogue between churches, as well as with inter-religious and 

cultural discussions, because the Esther narrative is not exclusive, but inclusive.   

 

4.4. Suggestions for both exegete and translator 

 

When interpreting the biblical text from and for a faith community, it is expected that one 

would provide a theological interpretation of the text. This is part of the very nature of being 

an exegete. Lessons from the past have learned that the impact of biblical interpretations are 

greater than one could possibly grasp. It is therefore important to be aware of the power one 

has when theologically interpreting a text. One should also be constantly aware of one’s own 

theological perceptions, concepts and ideas. Through this comparative study it became clear 

that the type of consciousness an exegete should develop must be both subjective and 

objective in nature.  
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The text should be allowed to influence the interpreter, and the interpreter should be 

conscious of his/her own theological perceptions and the impact it would have on the 

understanding of the text. Although there is a difference in nuance between an exegete and a 

translator, much of what has been suggested for an exegete applies to a translator also.
371

 

 

With regard to translating texts, Naude
372

 makes an important remark when he says that 

translating the Bible is not different from translating other texts.
373

 He goes on to say that the 

translation process is not merely a linguistic activity, but rather a way of facilitating 

communication between members of different cultures.
374

  

 

He (Naude) says,  

 

…a translator has to be very sensitive towards rich points between the groups or subgroups on 

either side of the language-and-culture barrier, even though it may well be decided to leave the 

barrier where it is and just try to assist people on either side to peep across and understand the 

otherness of what is happening over there.
375
 

 

If one applies this to the translation and interpretation of the Esther narrative, the assistance to 

peep across and discover the richness of this text, could be of great value. The translators of 

the biblical text should find a balance between being source-orientated and target-

orientated.
376

 Finding such a balance is not as easy as it might sound, it only emphasizes the 

complexity of the translation process.
377

 The complexity of this process is further determined 

by the activity of decoding and encoding meaning.
378

 What Van der Watt and Kruger suggest 

in terms of translating that which is implicit in the text, should be reconsidered in the case of 

the Esther narrative.
379

 The implicitness there has a very specific function with the purpose of 

involving the reader in the communication process.  
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Du Plooy makes a valuable statement on similar lines when he says that within a text there is 

an open area, blank spaces that need to be filled.
380

 These open spaces are filled by 

interpreters, and through the interpretation the meaning of the text is reformulated.
381

 He also 

says that one should keep in mind the open-ended character of language by accepting that no 

interpretation can be absolutely correct.
382

 The latter is of specific significance for the 

MTE.
383

  

 

In an online article,
384

 Gordon briefly discusses three translation theories. The first one he 

deals with is the communication theory. He says that when the three dimensions (the author, 

message and audience) of this theory converge, the communication has been efficient.
385

 

Although this theory should be taken seriously by translators and exegetes alike if the genre, 

as a fourth dimension, is not taken into account, then the impact of the communication 

process will be lost, especially with the MTE. Weber
386

 in turn indicates that the ‘Code-

Model’
387

 is an inadequate and misleading theory of communication. One such inadequacy is 

the ‘mechanical’ aspect of such a model.
388

 The translators of the LXX and J texts are guilty 

of reading the MTE only as a ‘theological-code’ that is sent embedded into the text, 

transferred from author to reader to be implicitly interpreted. The tapestry of the text is 

unweaved and its meaning is painted with a one-coloured brush.    

 

The second theory Gordon deals with is a formal and dynamic equivalence theory,
389

 Weber 

groups this theory under, what he calls ‘Source-Meaning-Receptor Theories’ (hereafter 

SMR).
390

 Gordon argues for a balance between a formal and dynamic equivalence approach to 

translation, as is found with the RSV.
391

 Weber again points out the inadequacies of the SMR 

inherited from the ‘Code-Model’. He says that the SMR-based translations are often more 

explicit than necessary and/or desirable.
392
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A few others could also be mentioned: inadequate account of the context,
393

 and less non-

literal language.
394

  These inadequacies can be traced in the LXX and J texts’ versions of the 

MTE. Weber states that there is much more to SMR than that which has been taken over from 

the ‘Code-Model’.  

 

The third and final theory Gordon refers to, is the semantic theory. In this regard he states that 

one should realize and consider the semantic fields of meaning of words.
395

 Weber’s sketch of 

the so-called ‘Relevance theory’ demonstrates that interpretation involves a vast amount of 

implicit information.
396

 He says that that which is explicit could be made implicit when the 

following is considered: 

 

a. That the over-arching principle is relevance: “If we make explicit certain information 

that the reader does not need, causing the reader to expend more processing effort, 

then the hearer should seek greater interpretive compensation”.
397

 This certainly 

applies to the theological insertions of the LXX and J texts. The explicitness of their 

translation does not cause more processing effort for the reader, but less, whereas the 

narrative requires more processing effort; 

b.  The Relevance theory’s distinction between explicature and implicature is also useful. 

The former is a thought or proposition; it is to assist the reader to compute that which 

is implicit on a ‘form-based’ linguistic. This type of assistance is generally acceptable, 

but caution is necessary when explicating to help the reader to compute implicatures. 

Added material is likely to trigger all sorts of interference.
398

 

 

Weber calls for a translation approach that enriches the mutual cognitive environment.
399

 In 

the case of the MTE the intention and meaning embedded in a text should not be made 

explicit by the translators. The translation of the text should give the reader enough 

information to enrich the cognitive environment of the text, but it should also respect the 

cognitive environment of the reader.    
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In sum, one has to at least except that through the comparison of the MTE, LXX and J text it 

became clear that the translators of the LXX and J texts underestimated the impact of the 

theological implicitness of the Esther narrative. Furthermore, one also has to admit that 

caution should be taken when approaching a biblical text for the purpose of exegesis or 

translation. The theological nature and value of the MTE is embroidered into the genre of the 

text with more theological potential then has been considered possible in the past. 
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Summary 

 
The objective of this study was to establish and define the theological alterations made to the 

Masoretic Text of the biblical book of Esther (MTE) by the translators of the Septuagint 

(LXX) and the Josephus (J) texts, focusing on the explicit references made to God in these 

texts. This objective was reached by means of three working objectives:   

 

a. Comparing key passages from the MTE with the LXX and J texts;  

b. Indicating differences and similarities between the various accounts; and 

c. Making some inferences about the theological implications of these insertions.   

 

The comparison of the texts was introduced by an excursion into the reconstruction of the 

Esther text. The texts that were compared were divided into two groups, namely canonical 

insertions (2.20; 4.8, 14; 6.1, 13; and 7.10), and non-canonical additions (add. A, C, D and E). 

From this comparison, differences and similarities became apparent, and especially those that 

were theologically explicit were investigated.  

 

The conclusion was reached that the LXX and J texts’ theological alterations limit the 

theological creativeness and open-endedness of the MTE. The depth and strength of the 

MTE’s theological silence about the activity of God have been removed in these translations 

to make space for a more ‘traditional’ theology. The investigation serves to caution modern 

translators of the book of Esther to refrain from translating the book in a way that is 

theologically more explicit than the source document, since this would damage the 

communicative potential of the book. 
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Opsomming 

 

 
Die doelwit van hierdie studie was om die teologiese verwerkings wat deur die vertalers van 

die Septuagint (LXX) en die Josephus (J) tekste aan die Masoretiese teks van die bybelse 

boek Ester (MTE) gemaak is te bepaal en te definieer, deur op die eksplisiete verwysings na 

God in die tekste te fokus. Hierdie doelwitte is bereik deur middel van drie werkbare 

doelwitte: 

 

a. Vergelyk sleuteltekste van die MTE met die LXX en J tekste;  

b. Dui die verskille en ooreenkomste aan tussen die verskillende teksweergawes; en 

c. Maak sekere afleiding aangaande die teologiese implikasies van hierdie byvoegings. 

 

Hierdie vergelyking van die tekste was ingelei deur ‘n ekskursie in die rekonstruering van die 

Ester teks. Die tekste wat vergelyk is, was in twee groepe verdeel, naamlik kanoniese 

byvoegings (2.20; 4.8, 14; 6.1, 13; en 7.10), en nie-kanoniese byvoegings (‘add.’ A, C, D en 

E). Vanuit hierdie vergelyking het die verskille en ooreenkomste duidelik geword, en veral 

daardie teologiese eksplisiete byvoegings is ondersoek. 

 

Die gevolgtrekking wat bereik is, is dat die LXX en J tekste se teologiese verandering die 

teologiese kreatiwiteit en openheid van die MTE beperk. Die diepte en krag van die MTE se 

teologiese stilte oor God se betrokkenheid is verwyder in hierdie vertalings om ruimte te 

maak vir ‘n meer ‘tradisionele’ teologie. Die ondersoek dien as ‘n oproep tot omsigtigheid aan 

moderne vertalers van die Ester boek, om te voorkom dat die boek op ‘n manier vertaal word 

wat meer teologies eksplisiet is as die bron dokument, aangesien dit die kommunikatiewe 

potensiaal van die boek sal belemmer. 
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