NOTES AND READINGS

Human Anger and Divinelntervention in Esher

The religious perspectiveof the authorof Esther has long presenteaa
enigmato traditional and critical readersalike. Generationsof readers have
beenpuzzled bytheabsencef explicit referenceso God'snamein thebook,!
andit waspresumablythis fact thatarousedthe dissatisfactiorof the authors
of the Septuagintadditions,> whose primary purposewas to introduce an
appropriatereligious tone,spelling out the miraculous natureof the Jews'
salvationfrom the peril that threatenedo engulf them. Without deviating
from the Masoretictext, the Rabbisof the Talmud andMidrash performeda
similar taskof filling in thegapsin thescriptural account, sucthatits heroes
aremotivated primarilyby religiousvaluesandconsiderationsandthe manip-
ulating handsof God and Hisangelsarealways perceptibleehindthescenes.?

In contrastto suchtraditional religous readingsnuchof modernEsther
scholarshiphas arguedhat the book expressean essentially seculaworld-
view. Proponentsof this approachassert thataccordingto the author of
Esther, the currentsof Jewishhistory are determinedby a combinationof
humandecisionsandchance factorstather tharby supernaturaprovidence.'

Such fundamentalifferencesn approach maké difficult for modernsto
utilize thetraditionalJewish interpretationef Estherthat areembodiedn the
many midrashic compilationson the scroll, and scatteredamong various
Talmudicworks, notablythelengthyBabyloniancommentarypreservedn TB
Megillah. Clearlythe motivesof theRabbiswerenot thoseof objectiveliterary
or historical scholarshipTheir explanationsof the biblical textsusually arose
out of homileticalneedsandit wasinconceivablego them that anyneaningful
divergencesdn religious valuescould exist betweenthe biblical authorsand
themselves.

In spiteof all theabove reservationsionewould denythatthemeticulous
attentionpaid by the ancient Jewish sagés their sacredtextsencourages
fruitful sensitivityto thecarefullycreatedanguageof biblicalliterature,thatis
capableof enhancinganddeepeningur appreciatiorof the scroll—evenif we
do not shareheir assumptionhatdivine inspiration lendsintold significance
toeachword and letter.

In thepresenstudy,| proposeo exploreonesuchinsight,involving some
typically rabbinicobservation®n Estherthatmay helpusin unravellingsome
majorliteraryandtheological puzzlesf that book.

In anumberof places inTalmudicliterature,theancient Jewisbagesiraw
ourattentiontotheimportanceof angerasafactor determiningdheplot. Thus,
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the following passagecommentson Esth. 1:12, describing King Ahasuerus'
reactionsto Vashti's refusalto display herselfbeforethe guests attendingis

Said R. JohananThroughoutthosesevenyears—from the time when
Vashti wasput to deathuntil Haman was crucified— his wrath continued
to burnwithin him.®

R. Johanan probably the most distinguished Palestinianeacherof the
mid-third century,is alludingto thefact that the story of Estherboth begins
and ends with referencesto royal anger. The plot is set into motion by
Ahasuerus'incensed removabf the disobedient Vashti,and reaches its
denouemenin the executionof thevillainous Haman in 7:9: " theking's rage
abated.””

The Midrash itself is quick to point out that the king’s rageover Vashti
doesactuallysubsidebeforethis, atthevery beginningof Chapter2, andoffers
its own resolutionof theobjection.? The fact remains,however,that much of
the actionin Esther owedo the surgingof wrath, beit the king's or that of
other protagonists inthe intricate plot. It is likely that the observation
attributedtoR. Johanaris trying to underline thigruth.

Angeris indicated inEstherchiefly by meansof two Hebrew wordskemah
observeasdid R. Johananthattheyoccurat crucialpointsin thenarrative.

Let us notefirst of all that the principal narrative tensiotin the plot, that
of Haman’s genocidalintrigue againstthe Jewsof the Persian empirejs
attributedin Estherto his uncontrollableangeragainstMordecai's refusalto
bow down beforehim (3:5). Haman’s reactionis to become*filled with rage’
against Mordecaand his people.This elementis so centralto the author's
perceptionof the story as to be repeatedagainin 5:9, in a verse that
underscoresthe viciousnessof Haman’s fury, as the sight of Mordecai
transformshim instantly from extremesof good spiritto blind rage. This
episodes strategicallypositionedat the turning-point of the narrative:Until
now, theplot hasdescribedhesteadilymountingtide of peril rushingto engulf
theJewsThoughsomesignificantfoundations havalreadybeenlaid for their
eventualdeliverance,the tide will not really beginto turnin the Jews'favor
until the following chapter.The author's reiteratiorof Haman’s anger, at
preciselythis critical juncture,is obviously anintentional underscoringf its
importanceto theScroll'sthematicstructure.~~

Sincethevillain of thestoryis drivenby fury, it is notinappropriatehat
his undoing shouldbe achievedargely throughthe subtle manipulation of
angerin severalof the book'scharactersAs we tracethe various allusiongo
anger andvraththroughoutEsther,we note thatalmosteverymajorturn in
theplot is describedn relationto thesurgingor subsidingof anger.

Thus,in 1:2 it is Ahasuerus' ragagainstVashti(arguablyanoverreaction
to thestimulus)® thatcausesherto beremovedfrom thethrone,creatingthe
opening for Estheto succeeder,aturnin theplot without which thedesired
outcomeof the story would be inconceivable. Similarlyit is the eventual
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assuagingof the king's wrath at the beginning of Chapter2—which pre-
sumably involved a longing for his deposedqueen2—that actually allows
Ahasuerugo commenceearchingfor herreplacementWithout this reversal
in his temperamenthe might logically have chosento continue his reign
without a queen.This too would have beenintolerable for the requisite
unfoldingof theplot.

Similarly, the angerwhich incited Bigtan and Tereshto plot the king's
assassinationn 2 21 fulfills an important preconditionfor the subsequent
unravellingof thenarrative, inChapter6 whereMordecai'sdeedis recalledand
resultsin his enjoying royalhonorsat Haman's humiliating expense.The
narrator's attribution of the plot to the eunuch'sanger—an anger whose
groundsareneverexplained13-is obviously significantThereis noshortagef
reasonsvhy courtiers mightry to kill theirmonarchnottheleastof which s
plain politicalambition.Indeed,the narrativemight easilyhavedescribedthe
plot without spelling out its precise motivation. The fact that the author
does takethe trouble to supply sucha motivationis evidently not without
importance.

The implications of this fact becomemore apparentwhenwe read itin
conjunctionwith thedescription(in Chap.6)of how theking does eventually
cometo recall, at a strategicpoint in the story, his debtto Mordecai.The
famous' sleeplessight” interlude, which promptedhasuerusto havethe
royal chronicles reatbeforehim, hasbeenrecognized byboth traditionaland
moderncommentatorgsa strongindicationof divine workings inthe plot.14
The suggestion seemto be that theanger of Bigtan and Teresh, which
provided the initial occasionfor Mordecai's assisting Ahasuerus,is to be
perceivedas no less a providentialinterference inthe natural course of
events.15

We haveseenabovethat the abatement of Ahasuerus' anger was presented
asa signof supernaturamanipulationof theevents. It appeaneasonablao
proposehatasimilar conclusionmaylegitimatelybedrawnwith respecto the
absence of the king's angerat anothercritical juncture inthe plot. We are
referringto the most suspensef@pisodein the story, whenEsther agreeto
go unsummonebdeforetheking in orderto invite him andHaman to thefirst
of thefeasts whiclshehaddevisedwith aview to bringingaboutHaman’s final
undoing. Estheris profoundlyaware(4:11) that to enter theroyal presence
uninvited, in additionto constitutinga graveand punishable breacbf palace
protocol,is alsolikely to kindle thefury of a kingwhoseunpredictableaemper
hasalreadybeen proverin the past. Intheory,thereis noobviousreasonwvhy
Ahasuerus shouldot respondto thequeen'slése majesté just ashe had reacted
reactedto Mordecai'sconduct.Thefact that, againstall likelihood, theking did
ultimately receivehergraciously,rather thanwith the expectedburstof royal
rage (5:2), was evidently alsoportrayed by the author as a miraculous
manipulationof his emotions.

In theend,whatactuallysealsHaman’s doomis thesuccessful directingf
theking's fury against himHaving put Ahasueruim acontentedandreceptive
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mood, Esthernow paintsbeforehim a fully patheticpictureof theevil fateto
which Haman hasconsignedher. The resultis (7:7) that"the king arosein
anger fromhis wine”;'? in his rageheorders thatiaman behangedandonly
after thevillain is hanged upornhegallowsthatheerectedfor Mordecaidoes
thetextconcludethat"theking's angerwasabated (7:9). This final subsiding
of the king's fury marks the virtual termination of the story, with the
subsequent chapters constituting, fdre most part, a denouemerand
unravellingof processeshatby nowarevirtually irreversible.

Thereaderwill have remarkedhat ouranalysisof the place occupiedy
angerin theEsther narrativéaasnot beerrestrictedto literary observationstt
appear®bvious, inview of the phenomenave haveindicated,that underlying
theauthor's symmetricatonstructionof theevents standa firm theological
conviction that God, while generallyallowing the eventsto take a natural
course,is alsoassumedo be tweakingat the stringsat strategic momentin
ordertoensure thajustice will ultimately prevail.lt would beanachronisiticdo
expectthebiblical authorto systematicallyconfrontthe theological difficulties
implied in such apparenimitationsof humanfreewill. He seemsat peacewith
the notion that the inherently irrationalrealm of humanemotionssuch as
anger'® s a legitimateareafor theexertingof providential influences.

Thenarrator'streatmentof angertakeson further significancewhenwe
relateit to anotherfeatureof Esther'sliterary structure,onewhich has been
observedandrecognized byoth traditionall9and modernstudents:™° i.e., the
close thematic andstylistic similarities it exhibits to the Joseph storiesn
GenesisThoughscholarshiphasagreedthat such similarities and allusions
were introducedintentionally by the authorof Esther,thereis considerable
disagreement at® their meaning anémplications.

Like Esther,the Josephstory is told in a naturalistiomanner,such that
mostof theevents resulfrom the personalitiesanddecisionsof the protage
nists.As found in its present contexin GenesisGod hasalreadypromisedto
Abraham (inChap.15) that his descendantwill find themselves enslaved a
strangeland; andthe reader,at someevel of consciousnesss expectedto be
aware thathewholestoryis somehowbeing channeledowardthatend.The
divine workings are never spelled out, thoughthey can be presumedto be
imminent in such phenomenas the respectivedreamsof Joseph,of the
imprisoned royalservants, anadf Pharaoh;as well as inthe famine which
ultimately forces Jacamndhisfamily to migrateto Egypt.In comparingthetale
of EstherandMordecaito thatof Joseph andiis brothers theauthorof Esther
is likely makinga statement abouthe natureof God's workingsin human
affairs— butwhatis the statementBome have arguetthat heis intentionally
contrastingthe twostoriesthroughhis conspicuous removaif referenceso
Godor traditionalreligious concepts, inrderto present dotally seculaworld
view accordingto which national deliverands to befurtheredthroughpurely
humanagencies.” Othershave counteredby noting the presencen Estherof
such distinctlyreligious elements as fasting and cryiogit (4:1-4, 16, etc.),
which wouldbe meaninglessutsidethecontextof a prayerfulappealto divine
deliveranc€.” While it would far transcendhescopeof this studytoattempt to
saythelast word on this venerablecontroversy we would proposethatour
reading of the evidence lendsupportto a religious interpretationof the
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author's intention. A more moderate andacceptableformulation of the
religious positionmight be that theauthorof Estheris convincedthat in his
own time God's workingsare nolonger as manifesasthey werein earlier
generations;thus the Josephstory can serve asa better model for his
contemporarieshan thevisible and public miraclesof Mosesor Elijah-2?

With theseissuesin mind, we may proceedto an investigationof the
appearancesf angerin theJoseph story.

It isamatterof somesurprisethat thenormalHebrew wordslesignating
anger(gsf, kmh, ’f) are not employedat all to indicatethe relationsbetween
Joseplandhis brothers, whictaredescribed inermsof hatred, jealousy,etc.
Theroot gsf makesits appearance only oneplace,in 40:2, whereit is related
that" Pharaoh waangry with theséwo eunuchsthechief butler andthechief
baker,andheputthemin custodyin thehouseof thecaptainof theguardetc:*

Onceagain,theRabbisof theMidrash (heretoothetraditionis attributed
to the sameR. Johananwhom we cited above) supplyus with some useful

SaidR. Hiyya barAbbain thenameof R.Johanan[God]arousedheanger
of a kingupon his servantsin orderto carry out thewill of a righteous
man—i.e., Josephasit is written:" And Pharaohwvasincensed against his
two servants! And He arousedheangerof servantsagainsttheir master
in orderto carry outthewill of arighteousman— thatis: Mordecai.. . .”

As perceived by Rabhlohanantheanalogyto Estheris mostinstructive.
Theimprisonmentof the eunuchs performa function similar to that of the
assassinatiorplot of Ahasuerus'eunuchs,? with respectto which the same
root 4sf is alsoemployed: Itis a requisitelink in a complex chain of events,
withoutwhich thedesiredoutcomeof thestorymight not have beeachieved.
accountmight easily have omittedthe detail altogether. And ina manner
reminiscentof Esther,thefactof theeunuchs' imprisonmens in itself of no
useto theprogresof theplot until it is coupledwith theincidentof theking's
interruptedsleep, inGenesisA1, which leadsto thebutler's tellingPharaohof
Joseph'prowessn theinterpretationof dreams.

Seenfrom the perspectiveof the Joseph story| believethat this single
incidentpresentdurtherevidenceof thefunctionof angerin Esther.Justasin
unquestioned assumptioof the story, so also in Esther, it is God who is
inciting the wrathof Bigtan and Tereshin order tocreatea situation which
will eventually lead to the glorification of Mordecai at the expense of
Haman?*—precisely asobservedby R. Johanan.

Ouranalysisof thetreatmentof angerin Esther, inspiredby theperceptive
observation®f rabbiniccommentatorshasservedto supporta conservative
reading of Esther, in which the absenceof explicit referencesto God or
traditional religious valueconceptsis not to be ascribedto a secularist world
view. The specific topic of angeris to be combinedwith a numberof other
literary devicesthroughwhich theauthor29hasskillfully portrayeda world in
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which, while humansappearto be either autonomous agen@r objects of
circumstancethereexistsa higherpowerthatis able,throughimperceptible
machinations,todeterminetheoutcomeof historicalevents.

ELIEZER SEGAL
Departmenbf ReligiousStudies
TheUniversity of Calgary

NOTES

1. A good summaryof the problem isfoundin C. A. Moore's introductionto the
Anchor Bible [ = AB] versionof Esther(GarderCity, 1971), pp. xxxii-xxxiii; cf. L. Paton,
International Critical Commentay [ = ICC] commentaryto Esther(Edinburgh,1951), pp. 94~
96. Someotherstudieswill becited below.Thisis a suitableoccasionto put to restthe
oft-quotedthesisproposedby C.Torrey, “The OlderBook of Esther,” HTR 37 (1944)11,
andincludedin Paton’s commentary to theeffectthat God's namavasremovedfrom
Estherbecausef its associationvith the drunkennessf the Purimfestivities.Thetruth
is that thecustomof drinking on this holiday is a late(fourth-century)Babylonianone,
and doemot appearto have beerknown in the Land of Israel.In fact, the Palestinian
Midrash Esther Rabbah usesthe eventsof Esther asan object lessonin the evils of
inebriation.Seealso: S. Berg, The Book of Esther: Motifs, Themesand Structures(Ann Arbor,
1979), pp.1, 11-14, 70.

In light of the above factsjt is particularly surprisingto note how somerecent
studiesof Estherand Purim persistin interpretingthemanachronistically,accordingto
medievalEuropearpractices.An unfortunateexampleof such ahistoricisnis the recent
article by E. L. Greenstein,"A Jewish Readingf Esther} in: J. Neusner,B. Levine,
E. Frerichs andC. McCracken-Flesher, eds.,JudaicPerspective®n Ancientlsrael (Philadelphia,
1987), pp. 225-45. Greensteinexplainsthe literary characteof Estherin termsof the
Jewishcustomsandattitudesof latereras(suchas thelate medievalltalian masquerades
{p. 231]Y). Thoughostensiblyfendingoff suchcriticismin hisannouncemerip. 226)that
the studyis made" with tonguenestled incheek onewonderswhy anexerciseof this
sortshouldhave beeiincludedin ascholarly collection(Hopefullyheis notseriouswhen
hewrites[p. 223] that “to askwhata text saysis the sameasasking. . . what wedowith
thetext'")

2. Moore, A. B, Ixi-Ixiv; Studiesin the Bookof Esther(New York, 1982), pp. xxii-xxiv;
448-602; Paton, ICC, 29-47; cf. C. Torrey, "The Older Book of Esther pp. 1-40;
D. Clines, The Esther Scroll: The Story of the Story (JSOT30; Sheffield, 1984), is the most
thorough attempto date to utilize the Greek materialsfor the purposeof literary
analysis.In his remarkson the Septuagint{168-74), he argues that thpurposeof the
reworking was not to introduce the religious element,since it was obviously found
implicitly in the Masoreticversion(seenextnote),but simply to makeit explicitly conform
to the normsof postbiblical historiography.

3. On the theolaical presuppositionof midrashic exegesisee:l. Heinemann,
Darkhei ha'aggadah (Jerusalem/Tel Aviv, 1974), especially ppl5-95. Good examplesof
modernvariationsonthe traditional gproach maypefoundin: A. D. Cohen! 'Ha-Goral"
TheReligious Significancef Esther; Judaism23(1974)87-94; Y. Kaufmann History of the
Religionaf Israel 4 (NewY ork/Jerusalem/Dallas, 1977):520-26.

4. Seesourcescited by Y. Kaufmann, History, p. 583 n. 30; A. Meinhold, "Die
Gattung dedosephsgeschichtend desEsterbuches: Diasporanovellg’ ZAW 88 (1976):
72-93 (reprintedin Moore, Studies, pp. 284-305); G. Gerlemann," Studienzu Esther’’
BiblischeStudien48 (1966):1-48[Moore, 308-49]; EsthefBKAT 2111-2, NeukircherViuyn,
1970-73); Moore in his AB commentary(pp. xxxii -xxxiii) reviewsthe'normal' Jewish
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religious valuesand legal concernsthat arelacking in Esther.Clines never doubtshe
author'sunderlying belief in divine manipulationof theevents;see,e.g., his remarkon
pp. 26("providentialcoincidence$) and 170icf. p.19.Seealso: E. Bickerman,Four Strange
Booksof the Bible(New York, 1967), pp.178,19798. Berg, pp.11-14,173-84 presentsan
important analysisof theissues and earliditerature;aswill becomeevidentbelow, |
acceptmostof herconclusionsOf especiainterestis S. Talmon's thesis, presentedn
"*Wisdom' in the Book of Esther} VT 13 (1963): 419-55, that Estherrepresentsa
narrative versiownf "Wisdom" idealswhich bytheir nature havea secular flavolWe shall
haveoccasionto discuss somef hisargumentdelow (especiallyn nn. 23, 28).

5. Thetranslationherefollows the NewEnglish Bible.

6. EstherRabbah3:15; Midrash Abba Goryond (ed. S. Buber, [Vilna,1887]: 16).0 nthe
correctnessf thetranslation “crucified” [impaled“anged?icf. J. M. Baumgarten, “Does
TLH in theTempleScroll Referto Crucifixion?” JBL 91 (1972)472-83.

7. Clines, p.16: " Not [Haman's] wicked plot, but theking's outragecostshim his
life. ...” A Palestinian midrashic tradition underlyimganyexplanationsn Esfher Rabbah
allowsunnamed referencese “the king" in Estherto beappliedto God.Accordingly,we
find Esth.7:9 interpretedasadouble entendreasin TB Megillah 16a;Midrash panimaherim B
(ed.S. Buber[Vilna, 1887]), p. 77; Leqah tev, p.108. NoteMoore's comparisonto Gen.7:1
(AB17).

Thefactthat thestorycontinuedongafterit hasbeenresolved(certainlyby theend
of Ch.8)isdealtwith atgreatlengthby Clines, especiallpp. 39-68 (also pp27,29, 30),
whereheattemptsto draw sourcecritical conclusiondrom the anomaliesof Chs.9 and
10 @@= therestof the book; cf. B. W. Jones! The Scecalled Appendixto the Book of
Esther’ Semitics 6 (1978)36-43, discussedby Clines, pp. 60-63.

8. Abba Goryon, Esfher Rabbahipid. Also in Leqahfov (ed. Buber[Vilna, 18871, p. 108):
"They object: Is it not written(2:1) keshokh— [t says] keshokhbut not shokh;i.e., it was
assuaged, anget not assuaged. BuwvhenHaman wascrucified (7:10), then'the king's
wrath was[fully] assuaged'. Clines, p. 100, sees7:10 asa stylistic borrowingfrom 2:1.

9. The morecommonbiblical way of expressinganger,h y’f is not foundatall in
Esther,thoughit is employedfrequentlyin biblical booksthat are at leastaslate. It is
typically appliedto divine anger(seeBaumgartenciting Yadin).The othertwo terms,
though morefreauentin later writings,arewell attestedin all strataof biblical Hebrew.
All threeterms gegroupedtogethemregularlyfor purpose®f parallelism: se¢helists of
synonymsassembledn BDB, pp. 404, 893. Moore in his AB commentary,to 1:12 (9),
notes theypical useof parallelismbetweerimh andgsf and cites additional exampldshe
difficult phraseologyn 1:18 doesnotappearto havedirectbearingonourdiscussion.

10. OnHaman’s rageat Mordecai anchowcrucial itis to the plot see Clinespp. 26,
44, 65,141-42, etc.O nMordecai's refusalto bow beforeHaman, seeibid., 45 (and notes).
Bickerman, Four Strange Books of the Bible, cites the apt portrayalby Danteof Haman
confined to the terraceof angerin Purgatory inthe companyof othervictims of blind
fury, and doomedto gaze upon the objectsof his wrath. Bickerman seedaman’s
irrational rage akis dominantpersonalitytrait.

11. The midrashicaccountssupplyVashti withanassortmentf suitablyarrogant
and defiant responses; sa&ie material cited by L. Ginzberg, The Legendsdf the Jews
(Philadelphial969)6:456 nn.36-37.

12. SeeGinzberg Legends,457-58 n. 52. Cf. Moore, AB, 17, 25; Clines,p.11.

13. The pivotal statusof this eventfor the subsequenunravellingof the plot is
noted byClines, pp. 9-10, 105. O n variousspeculationsaaboutthe eunuchs' motives (a
preoccupationthat goesbackas farasthe Septuagint) see Moore AB, 31-32; cf. the
rabbinic retellings in Ginzberg, Legends, 6:461 n. 88. Cf. G. Driver, "Problemsand
Solutions!' VT 4(1954): 239 (cited by Moore,AB, 63).

14. The perceptionof a divine causefor the king's insomnia isanancientone;cf.
references$n Ginzberg6:475, n.161.Clines(104-7)citesthe remarkablevariantsof the
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Greek “A-Text,” to 6:1, accordingto which thecourtiers express their ene§ Mordecai
before the&king. Accordingto Clines'reconstructiontheunderlyingHebrewhadactually
spokerof the courtiers'angerat Mordecai!

15. Incharacteristic fashiorthe Rabbisexpressed thisupernatural interventiom
termsof angels;e.g., Midrash Abba Goryen 1 (p. 16, to Esth.1:12 [alsoin Esther RabbaB:15;
Legah fov p. 921)—"SaidR. Hanina[On the readingof the name, seduber's n. 233]: At
thatvery moment theHoly Oneindicatedto theangelin chargeof wrath (keimah). He
saidto him: Hurry and blowon the embers, and cast sonbeimstoneinto thefurnace'
(see variougditionsfor textual variants).

16. The text makesit clearthat Estherhad not been summonetefore himfor
thirty days;i.e., she had every reasorto supposethat she wasin a stateof official
disfavor,perhaps evedisgrace O nthe significanceof this passageeealsoClines,p.16.

17. SeeMidrash panim aherimB (ed. S. Buber[Vilna, 1887]), p. 76: "At that very
moment,the king's wrath arose, andSatan wasurning it within him." The Midrash
there(seereferencesn Ginzberg,6:478 n.181)goesontodescriben moreexplicitterms
how God sentangelsdisguisedas Haman’s sonsto further fan theking's angerby
appearingtochopdown the tree@ theroyal garden.

18. The samemight apply to other psychologicaldrives, like"favor' (hen),which
oftenappeardhere asexualattraction.Thereis somequestionwhetherthe authorof
Esther and other biblical writings felt that Jewswere immuneto such emotional
manipulation.Maimonides'well-known explanatiorof the hardeningf Pharaoh'sheart,
as outlined in the last of his Eight Chapters(the introduction to his Commentaryto
MishnahAvot) is methodologicallyinstructivefor such questions.

19. See forexampleEsther Rabbali:7: BRI Johanarsaidin the nameof R. Benjamin
sonof R. Levi: Thedescendantsf Rachelarealike in the miraclesthey experience . .”
followed by a long list of linguistic parallelsbetween theloseph andEsthersagas;cf.
TB Megillah 16a-17a.

20. L. A. Rosenthal,"Die Josephsgeschichte, miten Biichern Ester und Daniel
verglichen! ZAW 15 (1859):278-84 (also in Moore's Studies);M. Gan," The Book of
Estherin the Light of the Storyof Joseh in Egypt’' [Hebrew],Tarbiz 31(1961-62): 144~
49; Meinhold; Cohen,p. 93, n.15. Theexamples andcholarlyliteratureon the subject
are reviewed by Berg, pp. 124-42. The evidence offered in these studiegroves
overwhelminglythat thesimilarities transcenény merestylistic borrowingthat might
have beerattributedto the fact that Esther'sauthor,nolongerfluentin Hebrew, was
looking for aconvenient sourcef vocabularyfor astory whosevenue was royal court.
Theextentof the parallelsalsodemonstratebeyondreasonableloubtthatthereis more
thana coincidentalsimilarity of plot (i.e., two storiesof Jewswho savetheir peoplesby
succeeding in aoyal court).

21. This positionis argued most coherentby Meinhold, esp.90-92,

22. Y. Kaufmann,4:523-26, marshallsan impressivecollection of evidenceto the
author'sreligiousconvictions (includinghe oft-discussedreferenceto salvationcoming
from "elsewher® in 4:14, a versewhich wasalreadyrecognizedasa veiled referenceto
God by JosephusAntiquities 11:227; 279-820; cf. Clines, 36 and n. 4). According to
Kaufmann, Estheris to be understoodagainst the backgroundof generalbiblical
perceptionf God'sworkingsin history. Notein particular hiscommentson p. 526:

Thusit is evidentthat the logical structureof the narrative,which to the secular
reader seems artfullyontrived,is for the authorthe “plan” of the unseemand of
divine providenceasreligiousJewryhasalwaysunderstood itVashti's refusal to
obey the king, her fall, Esther's favor beforéhasuerusher ascent,Mordecai's
saving the king's life, the king's restlessneson the night before the fateful
banquet-all theseeventsoccurred, eacin propersequence accordirtg design,to
culminate inthedeliveranceof Israel.. . .
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This approachis alsoacceptedfor the most partby Moore (thoughhe attachegreater
weight to the opposingargumentsjn theintroductionto his AB commentary(xxxiii),

and in his commentsto 4:14-16 (50-52). Berg(14) also findgt inconceivablethat an
ancientJewcoulddoubt thereality of God's controllinghistory. Furtheron (178-83) she
concludeghatEsther,throughintentional contrastwith the Josephycle, pointsto*the

hiddenness of Yahweh'spresence itheworld,"” a perception whiclshetiesin with other
central themesf thescroll, suchas humarresponsibility and election.

23. A similar positionis well arguedby Cohen:

Beforethefinal word of God was entrustedo man,it was madeclearthatin post-
Biblical times, a time lived in galut, wherethe presenceof God wasnot overt, His
word notdirect, andHis face not revealed, still,behind the veil of purim, God's
providencetoward Hispeople would upholdthemagainst adversargndideological
forcealike, asin Passoveof old. (p. 94)

[The significanceof the unemphasizedeferencedo Passoverin Esther(e.g., 3:12) is

elaboratedn his article]. Sealso: R.Gordis,Megillat Esther(New York, 1972), p. 12; and

other work<ited by Berg, p.13. A well-balancedsummaryof thereligiousfeatureshat
areandarenotpresenin EsthereadsS. Talmonto suggesthatwhatwe havebefore us
is adifferent type of religiosity, involving' the conceptof anunspecifiedand remotedeity
devoidof anyindividual characte? (430), a conceptiontypical of Wisdom literature.He

seegthesimilaritieswith theJoseph storgsarising largelyfrom theconcernof Wisdom
authorswith questionsof properbehaviorin royal courts(434). In his opinion (454),

Joseph islsoto be seenasanexampleof wisdom idealsSeen. 28 below. Bergp. 27

(n. 78) notesthat Talmonwasprecededn hisgeneral theorypy A. E. Morris.

24. Sourcegited by Ginzberg,Legends 5:342 n. 144.Add: Leqah tov to Esther, 96.

25. Joseph'smprisonmentis alsoascribedto Potiphar'sanger,designatedn Gen.
39:19 aswayyiharappo. Theuseof themorecommon expression @it indicatethatthisis
regardedas a normalhumanreactionto the situation, not requiringurther divine
interference; thoughiswife's adulterousurges, which gave rism thefury, maywell be
perceivedat leastby the authorof Esther,asa supernaturallyincited turn of events.Cf.
Meinhold, p. 81; Rosenthalp. 279.Berg, pp.126-27, notestheseparallels,but seemsto
write themoff asbeingtoo superficialto be significant.

With considerabldesitation maywe suggest that, in namindpe conspiratorsthe
authorwasintentionallyalluding to the eunuchsn GenesisThus," Tereshechoeshe
Hebrewtirosh, a commonterm forwine, while “Bigtan” may berelatedto [pat] bag, an
AramaicPersianword appearing frequentlyn Daniel to designatefood or bread,
certainly appropriate reference® a butler and daker.SeeBDB 834; cf.H. Gehman,
"NotesonthePersian Word& theBookof Esther,” JBL 43(1924):323[237 in theMoore
anthology];]. DuchesneGuillemin, ""Les Noms des Eunuquesd’Assuérus,” Muséon 66
(1953):107-8 [275-76 in the Moore anthology], suggestshat the nameBigta in 1:10
might beinterchangedvith Tarshishin 1:14; cf. Clines,116-17.

26. Formidrashic speculationsn thesubject, seehe sourcescited by Ginzberg,
Legends,5:342 n. 143.

27. Whetheror not this was theactualintentionof the Genesisarrator,this was
evidently the way the fact was understood bythe authorof Esther;the ideais well
expressedn the medievalcommentaryf R. Bahyab. Asher to Gen.40:14 (ed. C. Chavell
[Jerusalem1981], p. 326), which emphasizethatthe encounter with theupbearecould
not havebeen amerecoincidence.

28. Talmon, pp. 44244, notes how theking's and Haman’s "inane rage' and
irritability are theantithesisof Wisdom valuesascontrastedwvith theconsistentlywise
level-headednessf Mordecai,whois neverblinded bypersonahatred.Thus,angerhas
no theologicalfunctionin Talmon’s readingof Esther,but is partof the presentatiorof
anideal"wisdom personality. Oneweaknessvhich he himself indicatesin his position
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(447 n. 1)is his commentthat Mordecai's refusalto bow to Haman goes againsthe
normalWisdomideology— which usuallyadvisesagainstantagonizingne'ssuperiors—
and is explainedbetteras a 'conventional'religious reluctanceto offer adorationto a
mortal (cf. Ginzberg, Legends,6:463 n. 100). This problem is also noted bBerg, p. 133,
whoultimately rejectslalmon’s thesisasunconvincingSee alsoW. L. Humphreys;'A
Life-stylefor the Diaspora: AStudyof the Talesof Estherand Daniel,” JBL 92 (1973):
211-23.

29. | preferto speakof anauthor,rather thara redactorTheabove analysis makes
no referenceto sourcecritical interpretationsof Esther, as foundn the important
studiesby H. Gazelles;'Note sur la compostiondu rouleaud’Esther,” in H. Grossand
F. Mussner,eds.,Lex Tua Veritas (Trier, 1961), pp. 1730; Torrey, Bickerman,Clines and
others,whohave attemptedo solve someof theliterary puzzlef Estherby positing a
combinationof twoor moreearlierliterary documents, reconstructinige sourcesf the
Greekversions, etcThisomission doesotimply a rejectiorof theapproachbutrathera
methodologicalstance;i.e., the aim of the study was to evaluateEstherin its final
redacted formasa completed andntegral work.As such,| acceptthe methodological
approach enunciatedy Berg, pp. 1418 (andthe presentrticle might be regarded in
somerespectsasafootnoteto her workof seekingout significant motifs).

Clearly, it would be overly simplistic to claim that acceptancef a documentary
thesis(especiallyone that positeda clumsy andforced stitchingtogetherof sources)
would not have affectedthe broaderconclusions. Nonethelesghe relatively limited
scopeof my investigationrdoes notseemto beardirectly uponsuchsourcecritical studies
(cf. Berg, p. 28,n. 89).




