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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Additions B and E to Esther

The two extant Greek versions of Esther, the Septuagint (LXX) and the Alpha Text
(AT), include six major Additions commonly designated by the letters A to F,! which
have no equivalent in the Hebrew Masoretic Text (MT).? For Additions A, C, D, and F:1-
11,% it is debated whether they were translated, all or some of them, wholly or in part,
from a Semitic original, or whether they were originally written in Greek, with the
former possibility being the most commonly supported by Esther scholars.* Additions
B and E, by contrast, are universally considered to be original Greek compositions

penned by the same author.® All six Additions are also included, with pluses and

1 This labelling was introduced by Swete (0ld Testament, vii with n. 3) and was adopted, among others,
by Hanhart in his critical edition of LXX and AT Esther (Hanhart, Esther) for the Gottingen
Septuagint series, to which I will be referring throughout this study. Hanhart designates the LXX
Esther as 0" and the AT Esther as L. For the verse numeration of the Additions in the AT, I will be
using the Arabic numerals employed in Hanhart’s edition. Thus, AT Esth 3:14-18=LXX Esth B:1-
7, and AT Esth 7:22-32=LXX Esth E:1-24. See Hanhart, Esther, 129-30; De Troyer, End, 11-13; ead.,
“Additions,” 398. For the Vetus Latina of Esther, I will be referring to the critical edition
established by Haelewyck (Hester) and will be quoting from the R type of text, as represented by
VL MSS 151, 155, and 130, which transmit the oldest, unrevised form of VL Esther.

2 The Alpha Text features an extra Addition, a short letter of Mordecai (AT Esth 7:33-38), which
Motzo, “Testi,” [220] 244, designated as G. The Vetus Latina also features an extra Addition, a
prayer of the Jews, which Motzo (followed by Haelewyck) designated as H (VL Esth H:1-5,
inserted at the end of Chapter 3). Additions G and H are unique to the AT and the VL, respectively.

3These Additions, as they appear in the LXX, can be further subdivided as follows: A:1-11 (Mordecai’s
dream); A:12-17 (Mordecai uncovers the eunuchs’ plot); C:1-11 (Mordecai’s prayer); C:12-30
(Esther’s prayer); D:1-16 (Esther’s audience with the king); F:1-10 (the interpretation of
Mordecai’s dream); LXX Esth F:11 (the so-called colophon, which provides information about the
author of the translation of LXX Esther and the date on which this translation was sent from
Jerusalem to Egypt; on this colophon, see Bickerman, “Colophon”; Cavalier, “Colophon”; ead.,
Esther, 28-29). Apart from the six major Additions, there are minor ones, such as the plus
pvnodeioa ... £k Bavdrov at the end of LXX Esth 4:8. See Smith and De Troyer, “Additions,” 388
with n. 5.

1 See Henze, “Additions,” 391-92; De Troyer, “Additions,” 398-402.

5 See Moore, “Origins,” 384-85; id., Additions, 155; id., “Esther,” 630-31; Martin, “Criticism,” 69;
Hanhart, Esther, 96; Haelewyck, “Texte,” 30 n. 39; Jobes, Alpha-Text, 26-27, 172-73; Henze,
“Additions,” 392; De Troyer, “Additions,” 401-2.



minuses, in the 0ld Latin translation of Esther (Vetus Latina; VL) and in Jerome’s
Vulgate (where they are placed in an appendix at the end of the translation of the
Hebrew book of Esther), as well as in the Ethiopic, the Coptic (Sahidic), the Armenian,
the three Old Georgian, and two of the four Old Church Slavonic versions of Esther.®
In his rewrite of the Esther story in the eleventh book of his Jewish Antiquities, Josephus
paraphrases only Additions B, C, D, and E.

In LXX Esther, Additions B and E, which are the focus of this study, are embedded
between 3:13 and 3:14 and between 8:12 and 8:13, respectively. The LXX and the AT
versions of these two Additions exhibit a high degree of semantic and formal
agreement between them,® which can most plausibly be explained by assuming that
one version copied them from the other. Most scholars consider it likely that they
were first inserted into the LXX and were copied therefrom into the AT.” However, it
has also been suggested that they may have originated in the AT, or the proto-AT,' or
in the non-extant Greek Vorlage of the VL. In the latter version, Additions B and E fit
better into their context, avoiding the inconsistencies and the contradictions with the
canonical sections, which are attested in the LXX and the AT.!! Josephus’ paraphrase
of the two Additions seems to be based on a version that had points of contact with
the LXX, the AT, and the Greek Vorlage of the VL Esther.? The oldest Greek
manuscripts preserving parts of Additions B and E are P.Oxy. 4443 from the late first
or early second century CE and the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyrus IX [=Ra 967] from
the second or third century CE. The former, which preserves “the first known copy of
a passage from Esther in roll-form,” namely, the latter part of Addition E (E:16-24) and
the immediately following canonical verses 8:13-17 and 9:2-3, generally follows the

¢ See Hanhart, Esther, 16-36; Moore, “Esther,” 629; Henze, “Additions,” 394-95.
7 See Motzo, “Giuseppe,” [326-28] 85-87; Hanhart, Esther, 36-38.

8 According to Jobes, Alpha-Text, 165, the semantic agreement is 68% for B and 60% for E, and the
formal agreement is 43% for B and 38% for E; cf. ibid., 170-76.

9 See Moore, Additions, 165, 194; Clines, Scroll, 72, 85, 140, 187-88; Haelewyck, “Texte,” 13-14, 40, 43;
id., “Relevance,” 463; Wynn, Contexts, 124, 240; Fox, Redaction, 16, 90; id., Character, 10, 257; De
Troyer, End, 349, 365, 397; Doering, Letters, 152; cf. Macchi, Esther, 29-30 with n. 73.

10 See Jobes, Alpha-Text, 174, 224, 232 (but see n. 67 below); Kottsieper, “Zusétze,” 129-30.

1 See Schildenberger, “Esther,” 20 [260]; Haelewyck, “Texte,” 8-14; id., Hester, 85-87; id.,
“Relevance,” 462-67. On the divergences that Additions B and E in the VL present vis-a-vis the
LXX and the AT, see Haelewyck, Hester, 80; id., “Additions,” 405-6.

12 See Motzo, “Giuseppe,” [326] 85; Hanhart, Esther, 36-38; Haelewyck Hester, 72-74.
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LXX, with rare agreements with the AT and the VL;" the latter, which preserves verses
B:1-3 and 5-7, follows the LXX.!4

In LXX Esther, which I will be using as my primary reference text in this study, the
canonical verses that precede Additions B and E summarise the content of two
letters/decrees that the Persian king Artaxerxes' sent to the governors and other
officials of all the provinces in his kingdom. The Additions themselves purport to
deliver the Greek version of the multilingual royal missives, originally written in

Aramaic.'® The content of these missives is as follows: Having been informed by his

13 See Luchner, “Esther,” 4; Haelewyck, “Papyrus,” 268-70; id., Hester, 72.

4 See Kenyon, Papyri, v-xii, 40-41, and De Troyer, “Papyri,” 156-60. For the rest of the textual
witnesses of the Greek Esther, see Hanhart, Esther, 7-16, and Haelewyck, Hester, 70-72.

15 The name of the king varies between the different versions of Esther. In the MT, it is wywnx
(Ahasuerus), in the LXX, Apta&épéng, in the AT, Acoufipog, in the VL (R text), Artarxerxes (but in
A:1, it is Assuerus), and in Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities, Apta&ép&ng. See Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 134~
35, and Cavalier, Esther, 75-83. Milik, “Modeles,” 329, suggests that the designation of Haman as
a Macedonian in LXX Esth E:10 and the reference to the threat posed to Persia by the
Macedonians in LXX Esth E:14 point to the identification of the Persian king in LXX Esther with
Artaxerxes Il Mnemon (404-359 BCE) rather than with Artaxerxes I Longimanus (465-423 BCE).

16 LXX Esth 3:12 states that Haman dictated a letter on behalf of the king to the royal secretaries.
This letter was sent to every land of the Persian kingdom in its own language. On the basis of this
verse, it is commonly assumed that the letter quoted in Addition B is a copy (LXX Esth B:1: tfig 8¢
£MOTOAAS ... TO Gvtiypagov) of the original letter dictated by Haman. Boyd-Taylor, “Haman,”
123, for instance, states that “it is the distinct voice of Israel’s opponent that addresses the
Persian realm as a ventriloquist speaking through the mouth of the king.” However, the letter
dictated by Haman needs to be distinguished from the one quoted in LXX Addition B, which
originates from King Artaxerxes himself. This can be seen from LXX Esth B:6 (cf. LXX Esth E:17),
which refers to the missive (¢v toi¢ yeypapuévoig oo Auav) that Haman had previously sent to
the officials to whom King Artaxerxes addresses his letter. Haman had apparently named in that
missive the people that were to be exterminated, namely, the Jews, which explains why the king
in his letter in LXX Addition B omits this information, which is essential for the implementation
of his order. Doering, Letters, 150, rightly points out that “Add Esth B fills in, not the letter written
by Haman in Artaxerxes’ name, but rather a confirming letter of the king.” Moreover, on the
basis of the plural verbs and pronouns in the canonical verses that precede LXX Addition E (LXX
Esth 8:8: ypdyate kai DUEIC £k ToD OVOUATEG Lo WG SoKeT DUIV), we assume that the king assigned
Queen Esther, to whom he addresses himself, to write a letter in collaboration with Mordecai;
the latter, however, is not explicitly mentioned in this context, as he is in MT Esth 8:7. The
following verse, 8:9, states that a letter was written to the Jews (&ypdopn toig ‘Tovdaioig),
presumably by Esther and Mordecai, that contained the same orders as the letter addressed to
the stewards and the chiefs of the satraps (§oa évereihato Toic oikovdoig kai toig dpxovov T@v
catpan@v); the subject of the verb éveteilaro, “commanded,” in this verse is either the king or
Esther, but not Mordecai, who is the subject of the corresponding verb in MT Esth 8:9. The same
applies to LXX Esth 8:10, where the translator converts the active construction of the MT (“and
he [Mordecai] wrote in the name of King Ahasuerus”) into a passive one (¢ypdepn 8¢ di1&x to0
PaoiAéwg). In LXX Esth 8:11, the subject of the verb énétaev, “ordered,” is the same as that of
the verb éveteilato in 8:9, namely, either the king or Esther. In these verses, the LXX translator—
deliberately, it seems—obscures the identity of the author of the letter to the Jews, which is
summarised in LXX Esth 8:11-12. The letter/decree quoted in LXX Addition E is not the letter to
the Jews, which one might expect based on LXX Esth 8:9, but rather the letter addressed to the

11



second-in-command, Haman, that a certain people among his subject nations—its
identity is not spelled out, but it is clear that the Jews are meant—is ill-disposed to his
government, disregards his decrees, and threatens the stability of his kingdom
through its particular way of life, King Artaxerxes orders that it be massively
destroyed in a single day. Following the intervention of the Jew Mordecai, Queen
Esther’s adoptive father, and of the queen herself, who exposes Haman'’s schemes, the
king has a second letter/decree sent throughout his kingdom. In it, he inveighs
against his deceitful vizier, whom he condemned to death for plotting against him and
his kingdom, while he eulogises the Jews and their God. He further rescinds his
previous extermination order, granting the Jews permission to defend themselves
against their gentile enemies and live according to their laws and customs, and
establishes a feast for his Persian subjects to commemorate his deliverance and that
of his kingdom from Haman’s schemes.

Esther scholars have put forth various reasons to explain why Additions B and E
were written and incorporated into the Greek Esther. One reason that has been
suggested is that their author wished to highlight key narrative points and contrast
the pro- and anti-Jewish arguments of the two opposing parties, Mordecai and Haman;
in this, he followed the practice of Greek historiographers and authors of historical
novels, who quoted official documents verbatim in their works.'” Another reason that
has been put forward is the intention to enhance the historical verisimilitude, the
credibility, and the dramatic interest of the story, as well as to include the religious
element (present in Addition E) that is lacking in MT Esther.'® Moreover, it has been
suggested that the addition of the royal letters aimed to align the Esther story with
the “Persian histories” in Ezra and Daniel, in which purportedly authentic Persian
official documents have been embedded, in order, inter alia, to express the impact of

Persian officials. The content of the letter leaves no doubt that its author was Artaxerxes, not
Esther. Esther would not have had the authority to address the administrative officials, nor any
reason to institute a feast for the Persians to commemorate the salvation of the king and the
kingdom (LXX Esth E:22-23); she would have instead mentioned the feast instituted to
commemorate the salvation of her people, the Jews, namely, Purim. In the AT, the letter quoted
in 7:22-32 [=Addition E] is undoubtedly written by the king. It is followed by a much shorter letter
(7:35-38), not attested in the other versions, which is written by Mordecai. See Kottsieper,
“Zusdtze,” 119, 151; De Troyer, End, 213-15, 225, 235, 348, 378; Tov, “LXX Translation,” 512-13;
Doering, Letters, 150.
17 See Bickerman, “Notes,” 253-55, 259.

18 See Moore, “Origins,” 383-84; id., Additions, 153, 156, 159-60; id., “Esther,” 631; Schiirer, History, 3:2,
718; Dorothy, Esther, 347-48.
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the Jewish religion and faith upon the Gentiles.” Lastly, scholars have argued that the
incorporation of the two Additions sought to emphasise the political dimension of the
persecution of the Jews from a Jewish apologetic perspective and to provide
consolation to Jews living in the Diaspora.?

Although the two Additions often take their cue from the canonical sections of LXX
Esther,” their language and style differ significantly from those of both the canonical
sections and the other Additions. The vocabulary of LXX Addition B comprises 143
different words and that of LXX Addition E, 239 different words (proper names
included). The two Additions share sixty-nine common words; eight words in Addition
B and thirteen words in Addition E are Septuagintal hapax legomena;?? another seven
and thirteen words, respectively, occur in only one other book of the Septuagint;
three words are neologisms.® Their author favours complex, long periods with
subordinate clauses and participial constructions. Stein has described them as
“classiques, bien tournées, bien construites,”? yet their syntax is somewhat quirky,
often featuring anacoloutha, which cannot always be attributed to textual

corruption.” The author’s rhetorical training can be seen from his extensive use of

19 See Clines, Scroll, 169, 173-74.

20 See Bardtke, “Zusitze,” 24; Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 151; Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Terzo libro,” 599; ead.,
“Decree,” 85-86.

21 See Moore, “Origins,” 385 with n. 20. See also 5.7, n. 112.

22 XX Esth B: gxOpatog, auéuntwg, dvtimapaywyr], drapadldkrtwg, Amdtng, oAopilel, suvapyia,
éndpxw; LXX Esth E: dxépaiog, avayopedw, anelpdyadog, Emkpdtnolg, EMWVLHOG, EDYVWHOCOVH,
katdélog, katomtelw, AowdTng, Hioomdvnpog, Tpooxpdopat, otavpdw (also in LXX Esth 7:9),
xepilw. The AT version of Additions B and E contains six words that do not occur in the
Septuagint: 3:16: drnapdAAaktog; 3:17: povapxio, tapaywyn; 7:23: kakomnotia; 7:26: éEaAlotpiwoig;
7:28: TPOATOOTEAAW.

2 LXX Esth B:6: 0Aopilef; E:4: aneipdyabog; E:7: Aowudtng. The adverb dAopilel is an absolute hapax
legomenon.

24 Stein, “Essai,” 110.

% See, e.g., LXX Esth B:2: éfovAnOnv ... tovg T@v UmoteTayHévVwV GKUPAETOUS ... Kataotioat Plovg, ThHv
e Bacieiav fiuepov ... tapeldpevog (instead of mapacyeiv) dvavewoasOai te TV ... elppvnv (see
Frietzsche, Zusdtze, 83; Gregg, “Additions,” 674; Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 154 n. 139); B:4: Aadv tiva
... tapanéunovtag (instead of mapanéumovta); E:3: o0 uévov ... tdv te kbpov (see Fritzsche,
Zusdtze, 99); E:7: 00 TocoUtoV ... Soa £otiv (see Fritzsche, Zusdtze, 101-2); E:8: TpocéxeL €ig Ta HeTX
tadta i 0 ... napeduebda (instead of dote ... mapéeiv; see Gregg, “Additions,” 681; Hanhart,
Esther, 88; Muraoka, Syntax, 778).
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rhetorical figures: asyndeton,?® hyperbaton,” chiasmus,”® zeugma,” hypallage,*
homoioteleuton,®® litotes,® parechesis, paronomasia and figura etymologica,®
antithesis,** triads and climax,*® personification,®*® metaphor,” pleonasm,*
hyperbole,* and irony.*° Wills notes, not without some exaggeration, that Additions
B and E “are quite pretentiously and rhetorically composed in perhaps the highest-

level Greek in the entire Greek Bible.”*

1.2 Authorship, date, and place of composition of Additions B
and E

The authorship, date, and place of composition of Additions B and E have been much
debated. Some scholars consider them, along with the other Additions, to have been
written by Lysimachus, son of Ptolemy, who, according to the so-called colophon at
the end of the LXX version (F:11), produced in Jerusalem the Greek translation of the
Hebrew book of Esther. This translation was then brought to Egypt by Dositheus, a
priest and a Levite, and his son Ptolemy, “in the fourth year of the reign of Ptolemy

2 E:16: Uiotov peyiotov {Hvtog Be00.

27 E:4: T0D TA TAVTA KATOTTEVOVTOG Gel Bgo pisondvnpov tmoAapPdavouctv EkpevEeadat diknv.

2 E:15-16: 00 KakoVpyoug dvtoag ... dvtag de viovg.

29 E:24: §6patt Kal mupi katavaAwdroetat.

30 E:5: alpdtov a8pwv.

31B:3: 4rodedetypévog ... AMeEVNVEYUEVOG; B:5: HOVWTATOV ... KEIPEVOV ... TAPAAAEGGOV ... SUGVOODV ...
GUVTEAODV.

32 E:15: 00 KAKOUPYOUG.

33 B:2-3: TOPEVLTNV péXpL TepdTwv ape€duevog; mobovuévny ... tubopévou; B:5: mavti did tavtdg; E:5:
ToAAGK1G 8¢ kal ToAA0UG; E:6: Tapadoylopd TapaAoyloapévwy.

3 E:21: vt OAebplag ... ebppocvvny.

35 B:3: 6 ow@poouvn map Nuiv dievéykag kal év Tf] €0voia GmapaAAdKTWG ... drodederypévog kal
devtepov TV Pacideidv yépag amevnveypévog; E:15: o0 kakovpyoug Gvtag, dikatotdrolg de
noAttevopévoug vopoig, vtag 8¢ viovg Tod viotov peyiotov {Bvtog Beod; E:24: ddpatt kai mupl
katavalwdrioetatl ... ob pdvov dvBpwnoig &Patog, GAAX kal Onpioig kal netelvoig €ig TOV dnavta
xpdvov €xOiotog kataotadoetat.

36 E:4: pioomdvrpov diknv.

37 B:2: dxuudroug Bilovg ... THv te PaciAeiav fjuepov; B:6: dnoAécar OAopilel; E:7: Aowpdtnt.

38 B:6: mdvtag oLV yuovai€iv kai Tékvolg drmoAéoat OAopilel.

39 E:24: &M kal Onpioig kai metetvois ... £x010tog kataotabroetat.

0 B:2: €fouABnv ... dvavewoacBar thv mobouvuévny Toig TEov GvOpwmolg eiprivny; B:6:
TPOCTETAYAUEV ... TAVTAS ... AoAEoat OAopilel.

4 Wills, Novel, 117.
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and Cleopatra,” which, according to the prevailing scholarly opinion, corresponds to
78/77 BCE.*2 Other scholars maintain that Additions B and E were written and
incorporated into LXX Esther at some later date by someone other than Lysimachus.
still others suggest that the two Additions may have originated in a version other than
the LXX. The dates that have been proposed for the composition of the two Additions
range from the 160s BCE to the early Roman era. As potential locations for their
composition, both Palestine and Egypt have been suggested.

Below, I will survey in chronological order some of the most notable scholarly
opinions that have been put forth over the past century regarding where, when, and
by whom Additions B and E to Esther were composed.*®

Friedldnder considers Additions B and E to be prominent examples of the Jewish
apologetic literature of the second century BCE and situates their composition within
a precise historical context, namely, the siege of Jerusalem by Antiochus VII Sidetes
in 135/134 BCE. Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 34/35.1-4, and Josephus, A.J. 13.242-248, relate
that, although the Seleucid king held the advantage, he accepted John Hyrcanus’
request for a truce during the Feast of Tabernacles. Despite the advice of his Friends
to annihilate the Jews because of their separatism and misanthropy, Antiochus VII
eventually raised the siege, after imposing heavy terms on Hyrcanus. Friedldnder
draws parallels between the accounts of the aforementioned historians and Additions
B and E, suggesting that the mild and pious Antiochus VII was the model for the
Artaxerxes of Additions B and E, while the figure of Haman served as a mouthpiece
for the anti-Jewish rhetoric of the second century BCE.*

Gregg maintains that the six Additions to Esther “originated among the Egyptian
Hellenistic Jews” sometime between 125 BCE and 90 CE, and detects a “slightly
Egyptian flavour” in the use of such terms as ddeA@dc, “brother/husband” (LXX Esth

12 See Bickerman, “Colophon,” 224-25. 78/77 BCE (Bar-Kokhba, cited by Koller, Esther, 121 n. 63,
corrected the year to 77/76 BCE) was the fourth year of the reign of Ptolemy XII Auletes and
Cleopatra V. Two other Ptolemies associated with a Cleopatra in the fourth year of their reign,
Ptolemy IX Lathyrus, co-regent with his mother Cleopatra III in 114/113 BCE, and Ptolemy XIII,
co-regent with his sister Cleopatra VII in 49/48 BCE, are dismissed by Bickerman. This is because
the formula referring to their reigns in contemporary official documents is PaciAevévtwv
KAeomdtpag kai ItoAepaiov, whereas in the documents from the reign of Ptolemy XII Auletes
and Cleopatra V, the name of the king precedes that of the queen, similar to LXX Esth F:11.
Torrey, Bardtke, Moore, Mittmann-Richert, and Hacham, among other scholars, favour the date
114/113 BCE, without, however, addressing the arguments put forth by Bickerman and, earlier,
by Motzo, “Autore,” [242-43] 293-94.

4 For a survey of the research on all the Additions to Esther, see De Troyer, End, 351-63; ead.,
“Additions,” 398-402; Smith and De Troyer, “Additions.”

4 Friedldnder, Geschichte, 114-28.
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D:9), @ilot, “Friends” (LXX Esth E:5), Makedwv, “Macedonian” (LXX Esth E:10), and
¢kt10évat, “exhibit publicly” (LXX Esth E:19). With regard to Additions B and E, in
particular, he argues that they “belong undoubtedly to Egypt,” not least because of
the verbal similarities that they share with 2 Maccabees, a book which “clearly
emanated from Egypt.”*

Based on MT Esth 3:12 and 8:9, which state that Ahasuerus’ decrees were written
“to every province in its own script and every people in its own language,” Roiron
assumes that the versions of these decrees that appear in Greek Esther are none other
than the original official documents that the secretaries of the Susa chancery had
composed in Greek, among other languages, for the Greek-speaking subjects of the
Persian king. These authentic letters, maintains Roiron, existed prior to and
independently of the story of Esther, along with a letter of Mordecai to the Jews (the
“first letter about Purim”), which recounted Mordecai’s dream and its interpretation,
the eunuchs’ plot, Haman’s intrigues and eventual downfall, as well as the institution
of acommemorative feast. This letter was followed by the “second letter about Purim”
(MT Esth 9:29), which corresponds to the actual Hebrew book of Esther, with the
inclusion of the prayers of Mordecai and Esther and the mention of God. The Greek
version resulted from the combination of the four aforementioned texts: the Greek
translator encapsulated the one “letter about Purim” within the other and
additionally inserted the official Greek versions of the two royal letters.*

Motzo holds that Additions B and E, along with the other Additions, were an
integral part of a free adaptation (“libero rifacimento”) in Greek of the Esther story,
whose contamination with a literal translation of the Hebrew Esther served as the
basis for the four Greek versions known to us or whose existence we can postulate:
the LXX, the Alpha Text, the Greek Vorlage of the Vetus Latina, and the version used by
Josephus. According to the Italian scholar, the author of the rifacimento greco of Esther
was Lysimachus, son of Ptolemy, an Egyptian Jew, as the name of his father reveals,
who had relocated to Jerusalem; there, around 50 BCE, he composed his version, which
was destined for the Egyptian Jews. In 48-47 BCE (the date which, according to Motzo,
is referred to in the colophon of LXX Esther), Lysimachus’ version was brought to
Alexandria, where the aforementioned contamination with the literal translation of
the Hebrew Esther took place: the Additions A-F included in the rifacimento were
added to the literal version. Lysimachus, argues Motzo, composed all the Additions in

% Gregg, “Additions,” 665, 668-69.
46 Roiron, “Parties.”
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Greek, employing a Semitising style for A, C, D, and F, and a style imitating that of the
decrees of the Hellenistic kings of Syria and Egypt, as well as that of the two decrees
of Ptolemy IV Philopator in 3 Maccabees, for Additions B and E.*’

Stein asserts that the two letters in Additions B and E are written in the style used
by the Hellenistic chanceries, specifically by the Ptolemaic one. He situates their
composition in Alexandria sometime between 114 and 30 BCE, more precisely during
the period of conflict between Cleopatra Il and her son, Ptolemy IX Lathyrus.
Cleopatra III had entrusted the command of her troops to two loyal Jews, Helkias and
Hananias, a choice that was criticised by some of her courtiers. Additions B and E,
contends Stein, aimed at addressing these critiques as well as the anti-Jewish policy
of Lathyrus. According to this interpretation, the loyalty of Helkias and Hananias is
reflected in the figure of Mordecai, while the anti-Semitic courtier is represented by
Haman.*

Schildenberger argues that the author of Additions B and E, as well as of the other
Additions, was an unknown Jew who, around 100 BCE, composed, most likely in Egypt,
the non-extant Greek version of Esther that underlies the Vetus Latina. This version,
which constitutes the Greek Urform of Esther, was a very free translation-cum-
adaptation of the original Hebrew version, which included the Additions. Its author
composed all the Additions in Greek, varying his style to suit the different genres
represented in them (dream, prayer, letter/decree). Some fifty years later—
Schildenberger espouses 48/47 BCE as the date referred to in the colophon of LXX
Esther—Lysimachus reworked the Greek Urform to align it with the Hebrew version,
thus producing the LXX Esther.*

Torrey assigns the authorship of Additions B and E to Lysimachus, whom he
believes to have been an Egyptian Jew (as indicated by the name of his father,
Ptolemy) who resided in Jerusalem. Lysimachus, Torrey argues, translated into Greek
an Aramaic version of the Esther story and inserted into it Additions B and E, which
he himself composed “in such Greek as was commonly written in Egypt in the second
century B.C.” and as is exhibited in 2 and 3 Maccabees, in the Letter of Aristeas, and the

47 Motzo, “Storia,” [213-14] 205-6; id., “Autore,” [242-48] 293-99; id., “Origine,” [267-68, 270] 263-64,
266; id., “Rifacimento,” [276-77] 269-70; id., “IIl Maccabei,” [285-88, 300] 274-77, 289.

8 Stein, “Essai.”

* Schildenberger, “Esther,” 3-40 [243-280], esp. 19-22 and 38-39 [260-62 and 278-79].
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Ptolemaic papyri. Lysimachus’ version, Torrey adds, was destined for the Egyptian
Jews and was brought to Egypt in 114 BCE.*°

Bickerman attributes all the Additions to Lysimachus, placing their authorship in
Jerusalem during the time of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 BCE).”* With regard to
Additions B and E, he asserts that “Lysimachus made a particularly conscious effort at
fine writing in composing two royal edicts,” where “he skilfully imitates the heavy
bureaucratic prose of his time, with its long sentences, use of rare words, and the high
moralizing tone.”** Bickerman further contends that “there is no Egyptian flavor in
the Greek Esther, as commentators maintain,” and that “traits and terms which are
regarded as Ptolemaic are simply Hellenistic.”>® Three of the technical terms that he
cites as examples of words “used in Seleucid administration, but not in Egypt” occur
in Additions B and E: Sidtayua (LXX Esth B:4), “a word which never occurs in
Ptolemaic documents,” oi sOpPovAor (LXX Esth B:3) “for royal council,” and tondpyot
[sic] (LXX Esth B:4), “used again in ‘Seleucid’ and not ‘Ptolemaic’ meaning.”*
Bickerman also points out that in Addition B, Haman bears the title of the Seleucid
“grand vizir” [LXX Esth B:6: to0 tetaypévov émi tv mpayudtwv], and that in his first
letter, Artaxerxes alternates between the first person singular and plural; this style
was endorsed by the Hellenistic kings in the third century BCE and later persisted
under the Seleucids, whereas the Ptolemies used the plural only.>

Bardtke places the Greek reworking and expansion of the Esther story in the period
of the Maccabean revolt, more narrowly demarcated by the first victories of Judas
Maccabeus in 167 BCE and the establishment of a feast (the “Day of Nicanor”) to
commemorate the defeat of the Seleucid general Nicanor on the 13th of Adar, 161 BCE.
It was in this period, Bardtke argues, that the figure of Mordecai came to be seen as a
personification of the agonistic spirit of the Maccabean wars and that the feast of
Purim was transformed into the “Day of Mordecai,” which is mentioned in 2 Macc
15:36 in connection with the “Day of Nicanor.” Bardtke posits a two-stage
incorporation of the Additions into LXX Esther: the first stage involved the insertion
of Mordecai’s dream and its interpretation (A:1-11 and F:1-10), the exposure of the

50 Torrey, “Esther,” 26-28.

51 See Bickerman, “Colophon,” 233; id., “Notes,” 248-59.
52 Bickerman, “Notes,” 249.

53 Bickerman, “Notes,” 250 n. 41.

54 Bickerman, “Notes,” 250 n. 41.

55 Bickerman, “Notes,” 249 with n. 40. Cf. Almagor, “Kingdom,” 301, who adopts Bickerman’s
arguments to support his contention that the Book of Esther originated within a Seleucid milieu.
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eunuchs’ conspiracy (A:12-17), and the royal letters in Additions B and E, which give
prominence to the figure of Mordecai; at the second stage, the two prayers were
inserted, with Esther being given prominence due to her longer and more
theologically significant prayer.>® Bardtke accepts 114 BCE as the date when LXX
Esther, including the Additions, was introduced in Egypt, as this date is closer to the
Maccabean events than the 78/77 BCE date proposed by Bickerman and others.”

Moore opines that it is unlikely that the same author who exhibited a high mastery
of Greek in composing Additions B and E would also be responsible for the prosaic
Greek used in the translation of the canonical text of Esther and the rest of the
Additions. He draws attention to a number of contradictions and inconsistencies
between Additions B and E and the canonical sections of Esther, which would likely
have been avoided if Lysimachus, the purported translator of the Hebrew book of
Esther, had authored the two Greek Additions. Therefore, he posits that Additions B
and E were written by an author other than Lysimachus, “in some sophisticated non-
Palestinian Jewish center such as Alexandria, Egypt,” sometime after 114 BCE, when,
as he believes, Lysimachus’ translation was sent to Egypt.”® Moore suggests that the
use of the term tondpxng, “toparch,” in LXX Esth B:1—a term chiefly known from the
papyri—might provide a clue to the provenance of Addition B.*

Along the same lines as Moore, Vermes and Goodman, in the revised Schiirer, assert
that the Additions were likely composed by different authors, either before or after
the translation of the Hebrew Esther into Greek. Concerning Additions B and E, they
submit that “their sophisticated style would be quite possible for a Jew in many parts
of the Mediterranean diaspora,” yet their similarities with 3 Maccabees “make an
Alexandrian origin . . . slightly more likely than other places in the Greek-speaking
diaspora.”®

Taking Moore’s thesis a step further, Gardner suggests the possibility that
Additions B and E were composed and added to LXX Esther in 78/77 BCE by Dositheus
and his son Ptolemy, who, according to the colophon attached to LXX Esther, brought

Lysimachus’ translation from Jerusalem to Egypt.*!

56 Bardtke, “Mardochdustag,” 103-12; cf. id., “Zusitze,” 18, 24-27.

57 Bardtke, “Mardochdustag,” 103-4 with n. 37; id., “Zusitze,” 27.

8 Moore, “Origins,” 383-86; id., Additions, 161, 165-66; id., “Esther,” 630, 632.
% Moore, Additions, 191.

¢ Schiirer, History, 3:2, 719-20 with n. 336.

¢! Gardner, “Relationship,” 3-4.
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Hanhart holds that the basis of the Greek Esther tradition is essentially the LXX
version, which, following Bickerman, he dates to the first half of the first century BCE.
He considers that all the Additions were originally written in Greek and were part of
the LXX version from the outset.*?

Wynn posits that the Esther story developed through a series of distinct recensional
stages that reflect diverse socio-historical contexts spanning the Persian, Hellenistic,
Maccabean, Hasmonean, and early Roman periods. He identifies seventeen such
stages. With regard to the six major Additions, he postulates that they came into
existence during the latter two periods and were incorporated into the various
developmental forms of Esther piecemeal. Addition A was prefixed to the Vorlage of
the AT in two stages: first, Mordecai’s dream (A:1-11), originally an independent
apocalyptic vision, was added; then, the account of the eunuchs’ plot (A:12-17),
initially part of Chapter 2, was relocated to follow A:11. The entire text of Addition A
was subsequently transferred to the Vorlage of the LXX, into which the rest of the
Semitic Additions (first F:1-10, and then C and D) were incorporated, before it was
translated into Greek in Jerusalem by Lysimachus. The latter’s translation of the LXX
Vorlage, which included Additions A, C, D, and F:1-10, was supplemented with the
Greek colophon (F:11) in Alexandria in 78/77 BCE, whereas the Greek Additions B and
E were added to it at a much later date.®® More specifically, Wynn assigns them to the
period of tension between the Alexandrian Greeks and Jews, which culminated in an
anti-Jewish pogrom in 38 CE. However, he is hesitant to propose a date as late as the
reign of Caligula, when this pogrom was launched.** According to Wynn, the final
recension of Esther is represented by the Alpha Text, which emerged within the
Alexandrian Diaspora during the first century CE. At that time, the Greek translation
of the Vorlage of the AT, until then supplemented only with Addition A, incorporated
Additions B through F from the LXX text.®

Jobes envisages the following scenario for the Greek Esther and its Additions: The
older of the two surviving Greek versions of Esther is the Alpha Text. The Semitic
Vorlage of this version, which was an ancestor of the MT and quite similar to it, was
translated into Greek in Egypt in the Ptolemaic period. During the Hasmonean period,
a new translation of Esther, the LXX version, was carried out in Jerusalem in either

62 Hanhart, Esther, 96.

% Wynn, Contexts, 77-78, 121-24, 211-48.
% Wynn, Contexts, 239, 248.

% Wynn, Contexts, 124, 240, 248.
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114 or 78 BCE, depending on which Ptolemy and Cleopatra are referred to in its
colophon. This version eventually supplanted the Alpha Text in the Jewish Diaspora.
At least four of the six Additions (A, C, D, and F) likely originated in the Alpha Text and
were copied into the LXX version when it was introduced into Egypt. The Alpha Text
preserves an older form of Additions B and E, which is closer to the original
autographs than that found in the LXX.% This does not necessarily imply that the two
Additions originated in the Alpha Text. It could be attributed to the broader
transmission of the LXX version, which led to more extensive textual changes in the
Additions included in it compared to those in the Alpha Text.*’

Dorothy puts forth the supposition that Additions B and E, added after C and D,
originated in the proto-AT, which was earlier than both the LXX and the MT versions
of Esther. Accordingly, he suggests, along the lines of Jobes, that the earlier form of
these two Additions is the one preserved in the AT. He dates their introduction into
the proto-AT to sometime after 250 BCE, when it became common practice among
Hellenistic historiographers to quote official documents verbatim as a means of
authenticating their accounts.®® Dorothy further contends that, although the royal
document contained in Addition E exhibits formal affinities with Hellenistic letters,
the one in Addition B formally conforms rather to decrees from the Roman period.*

According to Kottsieper, Additions B and E, along with Additions A:12-17, D, and
F:11, originated in Egypt, whereas Additions A:1-11, C, and F:1-10 originated in
Jerusalem. Additions B and E entered the Esther textual tradition when an early form
of the Alpha Text (the Proto-A recension), which had emerged in the Hellenistic
Diaspora by the early second century BCE at the latest and had developed into two
branches, the Egyptian and the Syrian, underwent revision in Egypt during the last
decade of the reign of Ptolemy VIII Euergetes 11 (126-116 BCE). In 78/77 BCE, an early
form of the LXX Esther text, based on an Aramaic Vorlage that included A:1-11, C, and
F:1-10, was promoted to Egypt by the Jerusalem Pharisees. There, it incorporated the

% Jobes, Alpha-Text, 5, 162-176, 223-33.

¢ See Jobes, Alpha-Text, 174: “The fact that the AT preserves the earlier form of additions B and E
does not prove the direction of the copy. It means only that since the time when additions B and
E were copied, in whichever direction, they have experienced fewer changes in the AT than they
have in the LXX. Though this data is consistent with the chronological priority of additions B and
E in the AT, it does not prove it”; cf. ibid., 232: “The additions, with perhaps the exception of B
and E, probably first appeared in the AT and were copied into the LXX text after its original
production.”

¢ Dorothy, Esther, 327, 332-34, 347-48, 350.

¢ Dorothy, Esther, 98-102, 180, 192.
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Egyptian Additions A:12-17, B, D, and E through contamination with the
aforementioned revised Proto-A version. The LXX text, as we know it, essentially took
its form in Egypt, most likely in Alexandria, around 50 BCE, and from there gradually
spread to the rest of the Greek-speaking Diaspora.” Kottsieper adduces the following
verbal and stylistic evidence to support the Egyptian, and more specifically
Alexandrian, origin of Additions B and E, as well as their composition during the reign
of Ptolemy VIII: (a) the bombastic, pseudo-classical style of Artaxerxes’ letters is
reminiscent of the style of the Ptolemaic chancery and of books such as 3 Maccabees,
which was written in Alexandria, (b) in LXX Esth B:1 and E:1, Artaxerxes styles himself
as “Great King” (Bacihevg péyac), and in LXX Esth E:2-3, he refers to himself as
“benefactor” (evepyétng); both designations were, in fact, titles borne by Ptolemy III
Euergetes I and Ptolemy VIII Euergetes 11, (c) the designation of Artaxerxes as “master
of the whole world” (ndong émkpatricag oikovuévng) in LXX Esth B:2 may hint at
Ptolemy VIII, who consciously aligned himself with the legacy of Ptolemy III, the latter
having presented himself as a world conqueror in inscriptions, (d) @iAot, “Friends,”
used for the royal counsellors, and cw@poctvn, “judiciousness,” denoting a quality
that the royal counsellors should possess, are technical terms attested in Hellenistic
Alexandria, (e) the two Additions exhibit close parallels with the Letter of Aristeas,
which was likely composed between 124 and 116 BCE, that is, during the time of
Ptolemy VIII, and (f) the epistolary formula kaA®g o0Ov mofoete, “you will then do
well to...,” in LXX Esth E:17, also occurs in Let. Aris. §§ 39 and 46, as well as in letters
from the Ptolemaic period, particularly around 120 BCE, that is, during the reign of
King Ptolemy VIIL.”

Haelewyck posits that Additions B and E, along with the other Additions, originated
in an early Greek form of Esther (G III or La-Greek I1I), which appeared between 120
and 100 BCE at the latest.”” The author of this Greek version did not merely translate
the Hebrew text of Esther but extensively remodelled it (omitting, for example, the
slaughter of the enemies of the Jews in Chapter 9) and supplemented it with seven
Additions, which he composed himself (A:1-10, B, C, D, E, F, plus H:1-5, which is
transmitted only through the Vetus Latina). This version is no longer extant but is
reflected in the Vetus Latina of Esther. It provided material for an early form of the

70 Kottsieper, “Zusdtze,” 117-31.
71 Kottsieper, “Zusatze,” 152-55, 188-95.

72 Haelewyck does not specify the place of origin of this version, but one can infer that he considers
it to be Palestine.
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Alpha Text (L°), which appeared in Jerusalem or, more broadly, in Syria-Palestine in
the early years of the first century BCE at the latest. This version contained Additions
A:1-10, A:11-18 (which was composed by its author), D, and F, but not B, C, and E. G
I11/La-Greek III also contributed to LXX Esther (G I), which came into existence in
78/77 BCE. The author of the latter aligned G 111/La-Greek IIT with the Hebrew text,
retained the six Additions A-F, incorporated Addition H:1-5 into Addition C, and also
supplemented his version with elements from L°, such as A:11-18. When the LXX text
began to supplant the other two Greek text forms, L° was aligned with it, and it was
on that occasion that Additions B, C, and E were added to it, resulting in the formation
of the current Alpha Text (L or GII).”®

De Troyer considers that at least Addition E is an integral part of LXX Esther (“the
LXX never existed without Add. E”).”* Although she does not express certainty about
whether Lysimachus composed Addition E (and, by extension, Addition B) or merely
found it in some source and integrated it (along with B) into his translation, she is
inclined to accept the former possibility, as it would be “difficult to imagine how Add.
E—and thus also Add. B—were in circulation without being anchored in a particular
context.”” She also follows Bickerman in placing the translation of LXX Esther in
Jerusalem during the reign of Alexander Jannaeus and in dating its introduction to
Egypt to 78/77 BCE.”® In her examination of LXX Esth 8:1-17, however, she traces “a
number of typically Ptolemaic terms: ‘granting’ in 8:1; the ‘archons of the satraps’ in
8:9; and possibly the ‘street plan’ in 8:15,” which, as she notes, suggest that “the author
of the narrative writes from a Ptolemaic background and is not familiar with the
Seleucid division of the empire.”””

Mittmann-Richert concurs with the communis opinio that Additions B and E are
original Greek compositions but considers it likely, on the basis of linguistic evidence,
that the other Additions, too, were written in Greek. She places the composition of all
the Additions in Jerusalem in the late second century BCE, probably before 114 BCE,
which is the date that she accepts as alluded to in the colophon of LXX Esther.
Regarding the authorship of the Additions, she maintains that they received their
current form only in connection with the translation process attributed to

3 Haelewyck, “Texte,” 13, 42-44; id., Hester, 84-94; id., “Relevance,” 472-73; cf. Bogaert, “Formes.”
74 De Troyer, End, 393, 396; cf. Smith and De Troyer, “Additions,” 391.

75 De Troyer, End, 392, 396.

76 De Troyer, End, 277, 398.

77 De Troyer, End, 278 n. 212; cf. ibid., 180 n. 4, 229-30, 263.
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Lysimachus and may even be entirely traced back to him. The linguistic and stylistic
differentiation between B and E and the other Additions, often cited as an argument
for different authorship, is, according to Mittmann-Richert, well within the range of
individual human linguistic capabilities.”

Passoni Dell’Acqua asserts that Additions B and E “were definitely included in the
Greek Esther during its final drafting” and dates them, on the basis of their language,
style, and affinities with 3 Maccabees and the Letter of Aristeas, to between the end of
the second and the beginning of the first century BCE. She further aligns with the
opinion expressed by previous scholars that the Additions in question have an
“Egyptian flavour” and attest to “the influence of Ptolemaic administrative
terminology.” The terms that she brings forward as evidence for her claim are
Tondpyat, “toparchs” (LXX Esth B:1), 6 tetayuévog émi tdv mpaypdtwy, “the overseer
of the affairs of the state” (LXX Esth B:6), Makedwv, “Macedonian” (LXX Esth E:10),
and é\ig/xwpa, “city/countryside” (LXX Esth E:24). She also challenges Bickerman’s
claim that Additions B and E have a Hellenistic, and more specifically Seleucid, rather
than Ptolemaic colouring by offering counterarguments to his points concerning the
switch between the first-person singular and plural in Addition B, and the use of the
terms Sidtaypa, “edict,” and €kBeua, “public notice” (the latter term, however, occurs
at 8:17, that is, outside of Additions B and E). Lastly, commenting on P.Oxy. 4443, which
preserves the passage E:16-24 with some variants vis-a-vis the LXX text, Passoni
dell’Acqua states that “the author of this text has a thorough knowledge of the
technical terminology used by the Ptolemaic administration.””

Tov argues for the organic unity of the translation of the canonical text of LXX
Esther and the Additions (or “Expansions,” as he thinks more apposite to call them).
For Additions/Expansions A, C, D, and F he posits that they originated from the same
Hebrew Vorlage (a rewritten version of a text similar to MT Esther) as the canonical
sections, whereas for B and E, he considers it probable that they were composed by
the translator of LXX Esther. With regard to the place and time of composition of the
translation, he adheres to the opinion that it was made in Jerusalem, sometime prior
to 78/77 BCE, when it was taken to Egypt and had its colophon appended to it at the

archive where it was deposited.®

78 Mittmann-Richert, Einfithrung, 68, 99-102.
79 Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Editti,” 56-61; ead., “Decree,” 75-81.
8 Tov, “LXX Translation.”
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Hacham advances the position that the translation of the Hebrew book of Esther
was sent from Jerusalem to Egypt in 114/113 BCE rather than in 78/77 BCE, and that
it was probably in Alexandria that this translation “was adapted, edited and entire
units appended to it.”® He suggests two possible periods during which the
“refurbished redaction of the story of LXX Esther,” which apparently included
Additions B and E, may have come into existence: the Ptolemaic period, more
specifically the later part of 107-81 BCE, or the Roman period, more precisely the reign
of Caligula, when anti-Jewish riots broke out in Alexandria. He opts for the former
period and argues that the “adaptation and recension” of Esther, as witnessed in the
LXX text, reflects the tensions that arose in Ptolemaic Egypt in the second half of the
second century BCE and the beginning of the first century BCE. During this time, the
elevation of the status of the Jews through their participation in the army and the
administration, as well as their involvement in the dynastic conflicts between
Cleopatra IT and her husband Ptolemy VIII Euergetes 11, and Cleopatra 11l and her sons
Ptolemy IX and Ptolemy X, provoked hostility from the Alexandrian Greeks within
and outside the court. This hostility manifested itself through accusations of Jewish
disloyalty to the regime, similar to those voiced in Addition B.*? Moreover, Hacham
argues for the intertextual dependence of Additions B and E on 3 Maccabees.®

Lastly, in an article discussing the place and time of composition of Additions B and
E, I linked the two Additions, on the one hand, with Philo’s writings through the
concept of the “evil-hating justice” (wicondévnpog dikn), which is used exclusively by
the Alexandrian philosopher and the author of LXX Addition E, and, on the other
hand, with the letter that the emperor Claudius sent to the Alexandrians in 41 CE to
settle the conflict that had broken out between the Greeks and the Jews in 38 CE under
Caligula. On the strength of these associations, I tentatively dated the composition or
the final redaction of LXX Additions B and E to the early forties of the first century
CE.®

As shown by the above survey, scholarship has placed Additions B and E within
various geographical, chronological, and historical frameworks and has arrived at
different assessments regarding their authorship and the process through which they
were integrated into the various Greek versions of Esther. The unresolved nature of

81 Hacham, “Bigthan,” 352 and 355 n. 91.

8 Hacham, “Bigthan,” 352-356; cf. id., “Anti-Judaism,” 110-17.
8 Hacham, “3 Maccabees.”

84 Domazakis, “Date.”
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the conclusions reached by previous inquiries warrants a reassessment of the
evidence provided by the two Additions, which I will endeavour to undertake in the
present study.

1.3 The aim of the present study

The present inquiry takes as its point of departure a footnote in a seminal article in
Esther scholarship, “Notes on the Greek Book of Esther,” in which Bickerman refutes
the assertion advanced by some scholars that the Greek Esther, including Additions B
and E, exhibits an “Egyptian flavour.”® In the five chapters to follow, I will revisit the
evidence that Bickerman presents in support of his thesis, namely, that Additions B
and E exhibit a Seleucid rather than Ptolemaic “flavour,” as well as the evidence
brought forward by other scholars mentioned in the preceding section regarding the
place and time of composition of Additions B and E. By reassessing the vocabulary,
phraseology, style, structure, and epistolary formulae used in the two letters of
Artaxerxes, as well as by exploring their intertextual connections with other
Septuagintal and extra-Septuagintal texts, I will endeavour to determine where and
when Additions B and E were written and to outline the profile of their author.

In Chapter 2, I will examine in detail three of the technical terms cited by
Bickerman as attesting to the Seleucid “flavour” of Additions B and E: 0 éml t@v
TpayudTwy, Tondpxng, and couPovAot. Moreover, 1 will provide additional evidence
supporting his contention that the author of the two Additions was acquainted with
the Seleucid administration, court titulature, and epistolary practice.

In Chapter 3, 1 will explore the Maccabean “flavour” of Additions B and E, discerned
through their allusions to historical figures and events associated with the Maccabean
revolt against the Seleucid rule in Judaea in the 160s BCE, as well as through the verbal
parallels that they share with 2 Maccabees.

In Chapter 4, 1 will closely investigate an epistolary feature of Addition B, to which
Bickerman drew attention: the switch from the first person singular to the plural of
majesty. Through an examination of this feature in the extant corpus of authentic
Hellenistic royal letters preserved on inscriptions and papyri, as well as in fictitious
royal letters contained in literary works, I will seek to determine whether the
composer of the two Additions followed a specific chancery style, Seleucid or

85 See Bickerman, “Notes,” 250 n. 41 and 1.2 above.
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Ptolemaic, or merely imitated the style of the royal letters included in the works that
served as his literary models.

In Chapter 5, I will first revisit some of the terms that the proponents of the
Egyptian/Ptolemaic origin of Additions B and E have cited in support of their
contention. 1 will then explore the intertextual connections between the two
Additions and Jewish-Greek literary works of undeniably Egyptian origin such as 3
Maccabees and the Letter of Aristeas. Lastly, I will assess whether the authors connected
to Ptolemaic Egypt, who have been proposed for the authorship of Additions B and E,
are plausible candidates for having written these texts.

In Chapter 6, I will endeavour to trace whether there is an Egyptian/Roman
“flavour” in Additions B and E. First, I will scrutinise Dorothy’s claim that Addition B
exhibits formal affinities with Roman edicts rather than with Hellenistic royal letters.
Next, I will examine the term Sidtaypa, which, according to Bickerman, never occurs
in Ptolemaic documents, while it is commonly used to render the Latin term edictum.
Ultimately, 1 will revisit my earlier discussion of the concept of the “evil-hating
justice” (uioomdvnpog dikn), which appears exclusively in LXX Addition E and in the
treatises of the first-century CE Alexandrian philosopher Philo.

Finally, in the Conclusion, T will attempt to interpret the presence of the various
“flavours” (Seleucid, Maccabean, Ptolemaic, Roman) that seem to co-occur in
Additions B and E, propose a time frame and a location for their composition, and put
forward my conclusions regarding their authorship.
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CHAPTER 2. THE SELEUCID “FLAVOUR” OF
ADDITIONS B AND E TO ESTHER

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I will discuss three technical terms that occur in Addition B to Esther
and which, according to Bickerman, pertain to the Seleucid rather than the Ptolemaic
administration. These terms are 6 tetaypévog €mi TOV mpayudtwy, “the overseer of
the affairs of the state” (2.2), soufovAot, “counsellors” (2.4), and tondpxng, “governor
of a district” (2.5).! In connection with 6 tetaypévog émi t@v npayudtwy, I will also
discuss a term not mentioned by Bickerman, namely, the honorific appellation matrp,
“father,” which occurs in both Additions B and E (2.3). The aim of my investigation
will be to determine whether these terms reflect a specific milieu, Seleucid rather
than Ptolemaic, as claimed by Bickerman, from which the two Additions presumably
arose, or whether their usage in these two texts can be attributed to the influence of
literary works, whether Septuagintal or otherwise, to which the author of Additions
B and E is indebted. Additionally, I will seek to determine whether the “ruler formula”
in the prooemium of King Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition B was modelled on that of a
Seleucid royal letter, specifically the one preserved on the so-called “Heliodorus
stele,” where this formula appears to have emerged as a novelty in Hellenistic royal
correspondence (2.6).

! Another term adduced by Bickerman, Sidtayua, will be discussed in 6.3.
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2.2 0 TeTaypévog €Ml TOV TPAYUATWV

In LXX Esth B:6, King Artaxerxes designates Haman as “the one who has been placed
in charge of the affairs of the state” (6 tetaypévog émi TtV npayudtwv).? In LXX Esth
E:11, the king further states that Haman was “the second person of the royal throne”
(t0 devtepov Tod PaciAikol Bpdvouv mpdowmov), an acknowledgement already made in
LXX Esth B:3, where Haman is said to “have gained the second honour in the kingdom”
(devtepov TV PaciAei®dv yépag dnevnveyuévog). These two verses take their cue from
LXX Esth 4:8, where Haman is designated as “the second to the king” (6 devtepedwv
T PactAei).

The attribution of the title 6 tetaypévog ént TV mpayudtwy to an Achaemenid
official such as Haman is, of course, an anachronism, as the office of émi t@®v
npayudtwy is not attested earlier than the late third century BCE. According to some
scholars, it evolved from the office of “chiliarch” (xiMapyog), which Alexander
instituted in the final years of his reign, in imitation of that of the hazarapatis in
Achaemenid Persia.® Other scholars, however, have contested the view that the
Achaemenid hazarapatis was akin to a “grand vizier,” second only to the Great King,
and have argued that his functions were limited to those of the eicayyeAetg, namely,
the official who controlled the king’s audiences, and the commander of the thousand
elite unho@dpot (spearmen who had gold or silver apples or pomegranates at the butt-
end of their spears) of the royal bodyguard.*

The information that we have for the office of énl t@v npayudtwv primarily comes
from the Seleucid and the Attalid kingdoms, while for the Ptolemaic kingdom the

evidence is less clear.’

2 The same term occurs in AT Esth 3:18 and is reflected in VL Esth B:6 (praeposito in rebus).
3 See Corradi, Studi, 257 (with reservations expressed on p. 263), and Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 97.

4 See Briant, “Sources,” 291-98; cf. Meeus, “Chiliarchy,” 302-6. Meeus, ibid., 303, 310, has further
argued that the Achaemenid title of hazarapatis was held by two distinct officials, the commander
of the elite royal bodyguard and the commander of the elite cavalry, and that under Alexander
and the Diadochi, the chiliarch had no administrative functions but was merely the commander
of the cavalry. Of the dozen or so Achaemenid officials proposed by modern scholars as possible
holders of the position of hazarapati$/chiliarch, only one, Tithraustes, is designated in ancient
sources (Nepos, Con. 3.2) as having been the “second to the king.” As Charles, “Chiliarchs,” 300-
301, notes, “there is little evidence to support the view that the Chiliarch was second only to the
king in power and influence at all times throughout the Achaemenid era ... It may well be that
the Greeks, incorrectly assuming that the commander of the guard infantry was normally the
second most powerful person in the land, erroneously attributed the position of Chiliarch to
powerful men who held other positions within the empire.”

5 See Corradi, Studi, 257, 263, 265, 267; Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 97 with n. 8.
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In the Seleucid kingdom, the title is attested during the period between the reigns
of Seleucus III (225-223 BCE) and Antiochus VIII (126/125-96 BCE); however, most of
our evidence for it pertains to the first half of the second century BCE.® Ehling lists
four Seleucid officials who in the literary and epigraphic sources are designated as 6
(tetaypévog) éml TV mpaypdtwv: Hermeias under Seleucus III and Antiochus III,
Heliodorus under Seleucus IV, Lysias under Antiochus IV and Antiochus V, and
Philippus under Antiochus IV; as possible holders of the office, he adds Andronicus
under Antiochus IV, Ammonius under Alexander Balas, and Lasthenes under
Demetrius I1.” In her list of Seleucid “viceroys” (énl T@v mpayudtwv), Savalli-Lestrade
includes not only those previously mentioned but also the brothers Aristus and
Themison under Antiochus II, Zeuxis under Antiochus III, and Heracleon of Beroia
under Antiochus VIII, whose uncertain status she denotes with a question mark.?
Capdetrey additionally lists Bacchides under Demetrius 1.° Strictly speaking, of the
Seleucid high officials just mentioned, only Heliodorus, Lysias, Philippus, and Zeuxis
are attested in the first two books of Maccabees and in epigraphic texts as bearing the

title 6 (tetaypévog) émi T@v mpayudtwv.’® Apropos of Hermeias, Polybius writes that

¢ See Robert and Robert, Fouilles, 177; Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 98; Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 280-81.
7 See Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 97-98; cf. Bikerman, Institutions, 187.

8 See Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 359, with further discussion on pp. 16, 18, 36-38, 44-46, 48, 57-59, 61-
62, 80-81, 88.

9 See Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 273-74 with n. 286, and 280 with n. 19. 1 Macc 7:8 designates Bacchides as
TV QIAwV 100 PaciAéwg kupiebovta év T@ Tépav Tod motapol kol péyav €v tfj BaoctAeiq, which
may be taken to mean that he had been appointed éni t@v mpayudtwv. But see Savalli-Lestrade,
Philoi, 67.

10 See 2 Macc 3:7: mpoxeiploduevog ‘HA6dwpov tov Eml tdV mpaypdtwy; IG X1,4 1113 [Delos; 187-175
BCE], 1. 1-2: faciAevg ZéAevk[og] ‘HA180wpov AloxOAov | TOV sbvTpogov, tetlayulévov 8¢ kai émi
@V Tpaypdtwv; cf. I6 X1,4 1112, 11. 1-2 and IG X1,4 1114, 11. 1-3; SEG 57-1838 [Maresha; 178 BCE],
A/B, 11. 1-2: mapd ‘HA108Wpov | tod &mi thv Tpayudtwv; 1 Macc 3:32: kai katéAinev Avsiav ... &mi
TV mpaypdtwv tod factAéwg o Tod totapod Evgpdtov kal £wg Opiwv Alydntov; 2 Macc 10:11:
avéderlev €mi TdOV mpaypdtwy Avsiav Tivd; 2 Macc 11:1: Aveiag €nitporog o0 BactAéwg kal
oLYYEVHG Kal €Ml TV Tpaypdtwyv; 2 Macc 13:2: Avciav Tov €nitpomov Kal £l T@V TpayudTwy; 2
Macc 13:23: ®IAmnov ... Tov dnoAeletppévov €nt TdOV mpaypdtwy; cf. 1 Macc 6:14: katéotnoev
avtov [tov dilimrov] éml ndong tig PaciAeiog avtol, and Josephus, AJ. 12.360: th¢ Pacilelag
avtov [tov @ihinnov] énitponov kabiotnouy; Robert, Amyzon no. 14 [202 BCE], 11. 7-8: mpdg Zeb&rv
t[ov énmi] | [t®]v mpayudtwy kaBeotapévo[v]; Robert, Amyzon no. 15 [201 BCE], 1. 8-9: mpdg Zed|Erv
oV &Ml T®V Tpayudtwv; Robert, Amyzon no. 19 [203/193 BCE], 1. 4: [Ond Zebv&iog] to0 émi TV
Tpayudtwv; Robert, Amyzon no. 22 [ca. 190/180 BCE], 11. 4-5: mpo[g ZeD]|[E1v TOV ye]vopevov émi
T®V npayudtwy; SEG 36-973 [Euromos; 198/197 BCE], 1. 3-5: Zeb&{¢ te 6 dmoAeAetppévos O|nd tod
BaciAéws Avtibyov émi T@V Emitdde | Tod Tavpov Tpayudtwy; SEG 64-1386 [Limyra; ca. 197-188
BCE], 1. 22: [tén tetay]uévwt mi | TV Tpaypdtwy. On the identification of the tetaypévog émi
@V Tpayudtwy mentioned in the last-cited inscription with Zeuxis, see Worrle, “Forschungen,”
380-82, and Virgilio, “Lettera,” 340-41, 358-59. On Zeuxis’ title and position, see Robert and
Robert, Fouilles, 176-80, Gauthier, Inscriptions, 39-42, Ma, Antiochos III, 125-30, and Capdetrey,
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he was mpogotw¢ TOV SAwv payudtwy and that he énéotn § ént ta mpdypata, while
other historians use similar expressions with respect to Ammonius and Lasthenes (6
tfic Pacihelag mpoeotnkwg)'? and Aristus and Themison (oi SioikoOvteg ThV
PaciAeiav).?

The officials invested with the title of 6 éni t@v mpayudtwv were high-ranking
courtiers' who belonged to the king’s intimates, often bearing such honorific kinship
titles as “father” (rmatrip), “brother” (&8eA¢gdc), “foster brother” (cvvtpogog), and
“kinsman” (ouyyevig)."® 1t is uncertain whether their office was permanent or
whether they assumed it under special circumstances, such as when the king departed
Syria for long military expeditions (Hermeias, Andronicus, Lysias), when the heir to
the throne was underage (Lysias), or during internal conflicts in the kingdom
(Bacchides). The fact that no such office is attested during the reigns of some Seleucid
rulers may suggest that it was not an institutionalised one.'® The responsibilities of
the énl t@v mpayudtwv covered the areas of administration, finances, and, from the

Pouvoir, 273, 297-300. Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 99 n. 27, does not include Zeuxis in his list of the
Seleucid “Reichskanzler” because of the geographically limited area (the cis-Tauric Asia Minor)
that was under his control: “Zeuxis war nicht ‘Reichskanzler’. Sein voller Titel lautete 6 £ni t@v
émtdde tod Tavpov mpaypdtwy ... Zeuxis war daher fiir die Reichsverwaltung Kleinasiens
zustindig ... Das Amt entspricht in etwa dem des ‘Generalstatthalters des Ostens’, das Timarchos
viele Jahre unter Antiochos IV. bekleidete.” Apparently, not all the Seleucid “Reichskanzler” are
designated in our extant sources as émi TtV Tpaypdtwy, and not all those designated as éni tv
Tpayudtwy were stricto sensu “Reichskanzler.”

11 Polybius, Hist. 5.41.1-2.
12 Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 33.4.1 (Lasthenes); 33.5.1 (Ammonius).
13 phylarchus apud Athenaeus, Deipn. 10.51.22 (ed. Kaibel).

14 These very high-ranking grandees should be distinguished from the anonymous officials who, in
several inscriptions from the reign of Antiochus III, are collectively designated as oi
(tacoduevor/tetaypévol) émi TV Tpayudtwy; the latter were apparently local governors who
were in charge of the affairs of the king in the satrapies of the Seleucid kingdom. See Welles, RC
no. 31 [letter of King Antiochus III to Magnesia-on-the Maeander; ca. 205 BCE], 1l. 25-26:
Yeypdoapev 8¢ kal | Tolg émi T®V mpayudtwv TeTayuévorg; SEG 35-1476 [letter of Tkadion to
Anaxarchus; Ikaros (Failaka); 204 BCE], 1. 11-12: #ypapav toig émi @y | mpaypdtwv
taloc]opévorg; SEG 60-1127 [letter of Antiochus III to the sanctuary of Sinuri; 203-201 BCE], 11, 1.
7: yeypdgapev §[¢ kali tloig éln[l tdv mpayudtwv tascopévoig]. See Corradi, Studi, 266; Bikerman,
Institutions, 145 n. 12, 205; Gauger, Beitrdge, 112 n. 179; Roueché and Sherwin-White, “Aspects,”
29-30. Cf. Virgilio, “Lettera,” 342: “Usato nella forma plurale e senza indicazione dei nomi dei
funzionari, il titolo assume il valore generico e collettivo dei funzionari che sono preposti—
ciascuno con le proprie competenze e con titolo specifico—ai vari settori della amministrazione
locale. I pragmata del tetaypévog émi t@v npayudtwy sono gli affari generali dello stato e del
regno...; i pragmata degli anonimi e generici tetayuévol émi TV mpayudtwyv sono gli affari locali
di competenza della amministrazione locale seleucidica nelle singole sedi nelle quali ciascuno di
tali tetayuévor esercita il proprio ufficio.”

15 See Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 104; Muccioli, “Crisi,” 251-74.

16 See Corradi, Studi, 262-63; Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 98.
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160s BCE, the army, as at least two holders of the office, Lysias and Bacchides,
undertook military campaigns.'’

The office of £ni TGV mpayudtwy is also attested in the Attalid kingdom. A series of
inscriptions from the Pergamon acropolis provides evidence that a certain
Menogenes, son of Menophantus, held this high title during the later part of King
Eumenes II's reign (197-159 BCE).** Two other inscriptions, one from Pergamon and
the other from Pessinous, further reveal that Menogenes had also held the title of
vopo@UAaE or cwuatogUAag, and possibly that of cuyyevrig, under Eumenes I1," and
that after the latter’s death, he was one of the three closest “cabinet ministers” to
Attalus I, whom the king summoned to discuss critical matters such as the campaign
against the Galatians.?

Was there an éni t@v npaypdtwv in Ptolemaic Egypt? The evidence that we have is
very scant. Polybius reports that, under Ptolemy IV Philopator (221-204 BCE), two
high-ranking officials, Sosibius and Agathocles, were at the head of the kingdom (ot
npoeot®@teg TAG PaociAeing).? In 204 BCE, the two of them, through a forged will, were
even appointed guardians of the king’s son, Ptolemy V Epiphanes.? After the death of
Sosibius and the murder of Agathocles, Tlepolemus became guardian of the boy king
and administrator of the royal affairs of Egypt (6 t& tfig PaciAeiag t@dv Alyvntiwv
npdypata petayxelptlduevog).?* In 201 BCE, due to general discontent with the latter’s
regency, the somatophylax Aristomenes assumed the guardianship of Ptolemy V and

took charge of the affairs of the state (6 ... éni T®V mpayudtwv yevopevog).” Worrle

17 See Corradi, Studi, 262-67; Bikerman, Institutions, 187-88; Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 98, 104-5;
Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 273-74, 280-82.

18 The title is attested in LPergamon 1.174, 1. 3 (Mnvoyévng Mnvo@dv[tov], | 6 &mi T&V Tpaypdrwv)
and has been restored in LPergamon 1.171-173, 175-176, 1. 3. See Corradi, Studi, 245, 265, 273, 377;
Allen, Kingdom, 129-30; Thonemann, “State,” 9, 12, 29, 41.

19 The titles are uncertain due to lacunae in the Pergamon inscription. See LPergamon 1.176a [197-
159 BCE], 1. 2-4: [Mnvoylévnv Mnvogdvtov, | [ouyyevii] Paciréwg Edpévou, | [tov kal
vo]uog@OAaka. The readings [ouyyevij] and [vo]uo@VAaka are conjectures proposed by Fréinkel,
the first editor of the inscription; in lieu of [vo]uo@OAaka, Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 135-37, has
suggested cwpato@VAaka.

20 See .Pessinous 7 [letter of Attalus II to Attis; 158-156 BCE], l. 4 with the comments of Welles,
Correspondence, 250.

2 Polybius, Hist. 5.63.1; cf. 5.35.7: 00T0¢ Y&p [sc. 6 Zwoifroc] udAiota téte mPoeoTATEL TGV TPayUdT®V;
Plutarch, Cleom. 34.2: 6 8¢ T®V SAwv mpoeatnKwG Kai TpoPfovAevwv Zwoifiog.

22 Polybius, Hist. 15.25.1; 15.25.5.

2 Polybius, Hist. 16.21.1; cf. 16.22.7: 814 6 OV TANméAepov kal T& Tpdypata Kal Té XprUata ur oG
énitpomnov, GAN wg kAnpovduov xeipiletv.

24 Polybius, Hist. 15.31.6. On Sosibius, Agathocles, and Aristomenes, see Mooren, Titulature, 63-66, 67—
68, and 76-77, respectively.
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argues that Polybius uses the expression 0 éml t@v mpayudtwv yevéuevog, followed
by the similar expressions yevopevog k0prog tdv SAwv mpayudtwy and mpootival tod
te PaciMéwg kal tfi¢ PactiAeiag (Hist. 15.31.7), not as a technical term to denote
Aristomenes’ title and office, but descriptively.”® He further argues that the
concentration of power in the hands of the aforementioned courtiers involved in the
guardianship of Ptolemy V does not suggest the presence of an éni T®v paypdtwyv at
the top of the Ptolemaic administrative hierarchy, as even the most powerful
individual in the kingdom, after the king, was merely the first among the royal philoi;?®
the absolutist nature of the Ptolemaic monarchy prevented any top official from
overpowering the others.”

Equally ambiguous with Polybius’ testimony is a passage of Plutarch, which relates
that, King Ptolemy XIII being very young, the eunuch Potheinus managed all the
affairs of the state (Pomp. 77.2: 6 mavta diénwv ta mpdyuata; Caes. 48.5: TAgioTov
duvduevog; cf. Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 42.36.1: 6 tnv dioiknowv T®v to0 MtoAepaiov
XpNudtwv mpooteTayuévog; Caesar, Bell. civ. 3.108.1: erat in procuratione regni propter
aetatem pueri nutricius eius). Along with the teacher of rhetoric Theodotus and the
Egyptian Achillas, he was one of the top counsellors of the king (Pomp. 77.2:
Kopueatdtatot ... sbuPovAor); he could convene the royal council, which consisted of
the most powerful men, whom he himself had chosen to confer power upon (Pomp.
77.2: fi0poroe PovArv TdV Suvatwtdtwv: €0vavto 8¢ péylotov olg Ekeivog €PovAeTo);
in 48 BCE, this council mandated the execution of Pompey, while Potheinus, together

5 Worrle, “Forschungen,” 383: “Beim fortbestehenden Fehlen jeder authentischen Dokumentation
ist man hier allein auf den Sprachgebrauch des Polybios angewiesen, der das Phdnomen jedoch
mit Varianten umkreist und eben nicht mit einem Terminus technicus trifft: Aristomenes
bezeichnet er zwar im Kontext des Untergangs des Agathokles als 6 petd tiva xpévov émi t@v
Tpayudtwy yevouevog, aber das ist kein Zitat eines Titels, sondern eine Positionsbeschreibung.”

2 Worrle, “Forschungen,” 383: “Dal es sich dabei um die Position an der Spitze einer etablierten
administrativen Hierarchie handelt und dafiir der Titel eines éni t@v mpayudtwv gebraucht
wurde, kann allerdings noch immer mit Wilcken und Thomas bestritten werden”; ibid., 384: “Das
konnte eher fiir eine ‘gruppendynamische’, politische Konstruktion sprechen, wonach der Erste
im Ptolemierreich nach dem Konig selbst eben der Erste im Kreis der koéniglichen ¢ilot
geblieben ist und sich nicht als Inhaber eines administrativen Spitzenamtes verstehen lieR, wie
es sich bei den Seleukiden unter Antiochos III. und IV. institutionalisierte.” Cf. Wilcken,
Grundziige, 7-8: “Die verschiedenen Ressortchefs unterstanden direkt dem Konig. Die
Vermutung, daR es zwischen ihnen und dem Konig einen Vezir nach Art der persischen
Chiliarchen mit dem Titel eines éni t@v Tpayudtwv gegeben habe, ist nicht zu erweisen und ist
abzulehnen”; ibid., 8 n. 2: “Bei der groRen Fiille des Materials ist man hier wohl berechtigt, a
silentio zu schlieRen”; Beloch, Geschichte, 386 n. 1: “Im Ptolemaeerreich wird das Amt Polyb. XV
31, 6 erwdhnt, doch handelt es sich dabei um eine Vormundschaftsregierung, und es bleibt
ungewil, ob es auch in normalen Zeiten einen éni t@v mpayudtwv gegeben hat.”

277 See Thomas, “Aspects,” 188-89; Walbank, Commentary, 2:492.
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with Achillas, later contrived a plot against Caesar (Plutarch, Caes. 49.4).% One can
draw an analogy between the position and the deeds of Potheinus and those of Haman
in Addition B: like Potheinus, Haman was the most prominent of the king’s soufovAot
(see LXX Esth B:3); he managed the affairs of the kingdom; he engaged in plotting
against his enemies. There is, of course, a difference, namely, that Potheinus was the
tutor—nutricius in Caesar’s words (Bell. civ. 3.108.1)—of a thirteen-year-old king,
whereas Haman was the émi t®v mpayudtwv of a grown-up king. Yet, the appellation
“father” that Artaxerxes reserves for his “prime minister” (LXX Esth B:6; E:11) may be
interpreted as implying that Haman had been the tutor, acting in loco patris, of the
king, when the latter was underage.?” However that may be, although Potheinus, and
before him Sosibius, Agathocles, Tlepolemus, and Aristomenes, were de facto émi t@v
npayudtwy, the terminology used by Polybius, Plutarch, and Cassius Dio does not
allow us to assume that the office and the title of 6 tetaypévog ént t@v mpayudtwv
were current in Ptolemaic Egypt, as they were in the Attalid and the Seleucid
kingdoms.

As for the tetayuévor émi tdv mpaypdtwyv, who, along with the strategoi of Egypt,
are the addressees of Ptolemy IV Philopator’s second letter in 3 Maccabees,* they
were likely officials holding positions below the rank of strategos, similar to those
mentioned in a series of amnesty decrees issued by Ptolemy VI Philometor (or
Ptolemy V Epiphanes),* Ptolemy VIII Euergetes 11,’2 and Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II,

2 See 2.4 below.

2 See 2.3 below.

%0 3 Macc 7:1: BaciAebg Ttodepaiog ®1hondtwp toig kat Afyvmrov otpatnyoig kal mdol Toig
tetaypévolg émi mpaypdtwv. Cf. Polybius, Hist. 5.34.4, who states that the same Ptolemy IV
Philopator treated with negligence and indifference those who were charged with the external
affairs of Egypt (0Afywpov 8¢ kai pdbupov vmodekviwv toig émi tdv #w mpayudtwv
Satetayuévorg); see Corradi, Studi, 266-67, and Walbank, Commentary, 1:564. Cf. also SEG 8-466
[Magdola; 95 BCE], an asylia petition addressed to Ptolemy X Alexander I, in which the petitioners
accuse tobg &mi tpaypdtwy tetaly]|uévoug (11, 20-21) of harassing and extorting from the temple
of Heron.

31C.0rd.Ptol. 34 [163 (or 186) BCE], col. 1, 1. 7.

32 C,0rd.Ptol. 41 [145/144 BCE], 1. 13; 43 [145/144 BCE], 1. 20.
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Cleopatra II, and Cleopatra II1.** The same generic plural is attested in Seleucid royal
documents and is also used to refer to various types of officials in literary sources.®

Apart from the instances of the designation ¢ émi t@v mpayudtwv in 1 and 2
Maccabees, noteworthy in the Septuagint are the expressions kafiotdvat Tiva émi TdV
npayudtwv/éni mdong thg Pacideiag and denyeicbor tdOV €mi th¢ Paciielag
npaypdtwv, which occur in LXX Daniel and in 4 Maccabees, respectively. In LXX Dan
2:48, King Nebuchadnezzar rewards Daniel for interpreting his dream by appointing
him over the affairs of Babylonia (katéotnoev éni t@v npayudtwv tfig BapvAwviag);
in the reign of Darius, Daniel gains ascendancy over the three administrators that the
king sets up over the one hundred and twenty seven satraps of his kingdom (6:[3]2-
[4]3: Aavin) €lg v TGV TP1GV dvp&v Umép Tdvrag Exwv é€ovaiav év Tf factAeiq); the
king decides to appoint him over all his kingdom (6:[5]4: ¢BovAedoato 6 PaciAes
Kataotficat TOv AavinA éni mdong tfi¢ PactAeing avtod); Daniel does receive this
promotion (6:[25]24: kai AavinA kateotddn €ni ndong tiig PaciAeiog Aapeiov), to the
detriment of the other triumvirs, but not before triumphantly emerging out of the
lions” den where the schemes of his antagonists had sent him. The phraseology here
is reminiscent of LXX Gen 44:43, where the Pharaoh appoints Joseph over all the land
of Egypt (kai katéotnoev abtov €@ OAng yfi¢ Alyumtov), and is identical to that
employed in 1 Macc 6:14, which relates that King Antiochus IV appointed Philippus
over all his kingdom (katéotnoev adtov éni ndong ti¢ factAeiag avtod), that is, he
assigned him to the position of the éni t@v mpaypdtwyv, as indicated in 2 Macc 13:23,
which uses the appropriate technical term.

In 4 Macc 12:5, King Antiochus 1V tells the youngest of the seven brothers who
refuse to eat meat from pagan sacrifices that, if he complies with his orders, he will
become his philos (“Friend”) and will assume command of the affairs of the kingdom

33 C.0rd.Ptol. 53 [121/120-118 BCE], col. x, 1. 248; 55 [ca. 118 BCE], col. i, Il. 6-7. In the papyri also occur
similar generic terms and expressions such as ot t@v npayudtwv kndduevor (UPZ 1.110, 11. 10-
11), ol pdg taig npaypateiaig (C.0rd.Prol. 53, col. vii, 1. 160-61, col. viii, . 179), and oi mpaypatikoi
(C.ord.Ptol. 52, 1. 25). As Philopator’s letter in 3 Macc 7:1-9 is a circular one (entole), the collective
designation ol tetaypévol émi t@v mpayudtwv, which appears in its prescript, seems to be
equivalent to that found in the prescripts of authentic Ptolemaic royal circulars, namely, oi ta
PaciAika mpaypatevdpevor. See C.0rd.Ptol. 47, 1. 4-5; 62, 11. 4-5; cf. P.Gen. 3.132, 1. 5; P.Grenf. 2.37,
1I. 4-5; P.Tebt. 3.2.904, 1. 3.

34 See n. 14 above.

3 See, e.g., Demosthenes, Cor. 247: SragBeiperv Tovg £ni tdV npayudtwv; Polybius, Hist. 3.12.5; 3.69.4;
5.98.9: TOVG £Mi TIPAYUATWV TATTOUEVOUG; 8.31.6: TOVG EMITNIELOTATOVG <TGV> ETL TRV TPAYUATWY
[of Hannibal’s military officers]; Philodemus, Hom. 9.15 (ed. Dorandi): oi £&mi t®v Tpayudtwv; Ps.-
Demetrius, Epist. Charact. (p) 5 (ed. Weichert): toig €nl mpayudtwyv Tattopévolg.
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(pidog €on kai TdOV émi thg PactAeiag dpnynon mpayudtwv). The author here goes a
step further than his source text, 2 Macc 7:24, which simply states that the king
promised the young man to make him his philos and entrust him with public affairs
(pidov €g1v kal xpeiag éumotevoey), and has Antiochus IV promise the seventh
brother a position analogous to that of the éni t@v mpayudtwv, which Lysias and
Philippus held late in his reign.

The title 6 £ni TV mpayudtwv is nowhere in our extant ancient Greek sources
associated with the “second” position in the royal hierarchy, as it is in Additions B and
E to Esther. Let it be noted first that in LXX Esther, Haman is “promoted” to
increasingly higher ranks and titles: at 3:1, we are told that he held the first seat
among all the king’s “Friends” (¢énpwtofddper tédvrwv t@v @idwv avtod; cf. AT Esth
3:1: €0nke [0 Pacidedg] tOV Bpbdvov albtod Umepdvw TV @iAwv avtod), which in
Hellenistic court officialese would likely correspond to a rank above that of té®v
npwtwv (kal mpotipwuévwy) @iAwv, possibly that of cuvyyevig®® at 4:8, he is
designated as second—in the sense of immediately inferior—to the king (devtepevwv
1@ PaociAel), and at 5:11 as holding the first place and being at the head of the kingdom
(Tpwtevey kal Myeiobat tig Pacileing); lastly, in Additions B and E he is said to have
obtained the second honour in the kingdom (B:3: deUtepov tév BaciAeidv yépag), to
be the second father of the king (B:6: deutépov matpdg), and the second person of the
throne (E:11: t6 deltepov t0d PactAikod Opbvov mpdowmov), forming a duumvirate
with the king (B:4: cuvapyiav).’” The motif of the “second to the king,” so prominent
in the canonical parts of Esther and in Additions B and E,*® is likely drawn from Jewish-
Greek literature, more specifically from books in which a non-royal individual, often
a Jew, holds the second rank to a Persian, Assyrian, or Egyptian king, the prototype

36 Cf. the appellation natrjp in LXX Esth B:6 and E:11, which will be discussed in 2.3; cf. also 1 Esd 3:7
and 4:42, where the king’s “kinsman” is seated next to him (see n.39 below), and Xenophon, Cyr.
8.4.3-5.

37 On the term cuvapyia, see 6.5, n. 174,

38 To the verses already cited, we should add LXX Esth 10:3/AT Esth 7:52: 6 8¢ Mapdoxaiog Siedéxeto
tov Paciréa Aptagépénv/Acovfipov. The meaning here is not that Mordecai succeeded
Artaxerxes to the throne, but that he acted as substitute/deputy for him. The verb diadéxopa
was chosen to render the Hebrew noun mishneh, “double, copy, second (in order/rank).” In the
sense attested in LXX Esth 10:3/AT Esth 7:52, we find it elsewhere in the Septuagint (e.g., in 2 Chr
31:12 and in 2 Macc 4:31) and in the papyri (see Rodriguez Adrados et al., Diccionario, s.v., 11, 4).
See Milik, “Modeles,” 326, and Cavalier, Esther, 87-88.
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being Joseph, who in Gen 41:43 is symbolically mounted on Pharaoh’s second chariot
and is appointed over all the land of Egypt.*

As can be seen from the preceding discussion, although the author of Additions B
and E could have used a descriptive designation similar to those occurring in other
Jewish-Greek works (e.g., 6 kataotadeig émi dong tiig PaotAeiag/Ent TdV mpayudtwy
tfi¢ PaciAelag) to denote Haman’s position as “chief minister” or “chancellor,” he
opted for the technical term 0 tetaypévog €ni TV mpayudtwv. In the current state of
our knowledge, this term is elsewhere attested, in the singular, with reference to an
official of the highest rank, in only two Seleucid inscriptions: in the first it is applied
to Heliodorus and in the second (possibly) to Zeuxis. The abbreviated title, 6 éni t@v
Tpayudtwy, is attested in both the Seleucid and the Attalid administration, but not
later than the mid-second century BCE, while the last Seleucid official who may have
been an éni tdOV npayudtwv (although he is not expressly designated as such in our
extant sources), Heracleon of Beroia, was the minister of Antiochus VIII around the
turn of the second and first centuries BCE.

The author of Additions B and E to Esther seems to have been acquainted with the
Seleucid court titulature either first-hand* or from literary sources. He may even
have intended to draw a parallel between Haman and one of the powerful Seleucid émi
@OV mpaypdtwv known to us. Haman’s character and fate, as depicted in Additions B
and E, indeed bear similarities to those of certain Seleucid “grand viziers.” The author
of Addition B, through the pen of King Artaxerxes, attributes malignity to Haman (LXX
Esth E:6: kakorfeix), as does Polybius to Hermeias (Hist. 5.50.5: tfi¢ ‘Epueiov
kakonBeing). Haman's spite against Mordecai recalls Hermeias’ hatred and jealousy of
Epigenes, King Antiochus III’s honest and reasonable advisor (Polybius, Hist. 5.41-42;
5:49-50). Haman is a prominent member of the royal council (LXX Esth B:3), as
Hermeias was (Polybius, Hist. 5.41.6-5.42.5; 5.49; 5:51). King Artaxerxes appears to

% In 1 Esd 3:7, the winner of the contest of the three bodyguards will sit in the second place, next to
King Darius, and will be called his “kinsman” (SeUtepog kabigitar Aapeiov ... kal ouyyevig
Aapeiov kAnBrjoeta; cf. 4:42: kai £xSuevig pov kabrion Kal cuyyevAg pov kAnBrion); in Tob 1:22,
the Assyrian king Esarhaddon appoints Ahiqar as second to himself (katéotnoev avtov O
Taxepdovog éx deutépag); in Jdt 2:4, Holophernes is second in command after Nebuchadnezzar,
King of the Assyrians [sic] (§eUtepov 8vta pet’ avtév). See Volkmann, “Zweite,” 285-97, 311-14,
and Milik, “Modéles,” 326-27.

% Copies of Seleucid royal letters were publicly displayed throughout the Seleucid kingdom. Copies
of the dossier recorded in the so-called “Heliodorus Stele,” for example, in which Heliodorus is
designated as Seleucus IV’s émi T@v Tpaypudtwy, were posted in sanctuaries throughout Coele-
Syria and Phoenicia; three of these copies, two from Maresha and one from Byblos, have come
down to us. See Yon, “Marisa,” 92-94, 97-98; Cotton-Paltiel, Ecker, and Gera, “Juxtaposing,” 1-3.
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have had a strong personal attachment to Haman, to the extent of addressing him as
“father” (LXX Esth B:6; E:11); the same appellation was used by Kings Antiochus I1I and
Demetrius II Nicator for Zeuxis and Lasthenes, respectively.* King Artaxerxes accuses
Haman of scheming against him, his benefactor (LXX Esth E:3: Toic éavt®v ebepyétaig
gmiyelpovoly pnyaviocdat), and of attempting to deprive him of his life and transfer
the rule of the Persians to the Macedonians (LXX Esth E:12, 14); this reminds us of
Heliodorus, who murdered King Seleucus IV (having perhaps taken part in a
conspiracy with the Ptolemaic court),* and of Heracleon of Beroia, who, as Athenaeus
tells us, despite owing his advancement to King Antiochus VIII, almost drove his
benefactor from the throne (0n6 tod T'punod kaAovpévov Avtidyxov tod PaciAéwg
npoaxOeic uikpod deiv tig PaoiAeiog EEERaAe TOV evepyétnv)® and, in 96 BCE, either
murdered him or had him murdered in an attempt to seize the Syrian throne.* Haman
becomes an enemy of the Jews, as did Heliodorus, Andronicus, Lysias, and Bacchides:
Heliodorus when he attempted to seize money from the Jerusalem Temple,
Andronicus when he murdered the pious Jewish high priest Onias 111, and Lysias and
Bacchides when they launched military campaigns against Judas Maccabeus in
Judea.*® Haman is condemned to death by King Artaxerxes, as Antiochus III and
Antiochus IV had their émi t@v mpaypdtwyv, Hermeias and Andronicus, respectively,
killed;* Haman’s wife and sons are executed (LXX Esth E:18; cf. LXX Esth 9:7-10; VL
Esth 7:9), just as Hermeias’ wife and sons were stoned by the people of Apameia.*” Also
of note is that in the Vetus Latina of Esther, Haman appears to be accompanied by three
hundred men, all of whom honour him (VL Esth 5:9: et trecenti viri cum eo et omnes
adoraverunt eum; cf. 6:4); these men recall the great retinue and the spearmen who, in

41 See 2.3 below. Cf. also King Seleucus IV’s striking declaration of affection for Heliodorus, which is
expressed in Aristotelian terms (cf. Eth. nic. 1166a30-31), in IG XI,4 1113 [Delos; 187-175 BCE], 1L.
1-3: Bacirebg Zéhevk[og] ‘HAMSwpov AloxOhov | OV cbvtpogov, tet[ayulévov 8¢ kal émi Tédv
npayudtwy, | Tpdg dv Exer te klai £€]er g mpdg EauTdv.

12 See Holleaux, “Décret,” 261; Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 100 n. 39. Will, Histoire, 2:256, conversely, sees
Heliodorus as “l'instrument insconscient” of the machinations of the Attalids and the Romans.

43 Athenaeus, Deipn. 4.38.19-21 (ed. Kaibel).

44 See Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 88.

% See Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 100 (Heliodorus) and 101 (Lysias); Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 48
(Andronicus) and 67 (Bacchides).

6 See Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 102-3.
7 See Polybius, Hist. 5.56.15.
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2 Maccabees, accompany Heliodorus when he enters the treasury of the Temple (2
Macc 3:28: yeta moAAfg tapadpoufi kai tdong dopugopiag).

It is well-nigh impossible to determine which of the above-named Seleucid officials
the author of Additions B and E might have intended to allude to by designating
Haman as 0 tetaypévog €mi t@v mpaypdtwy. It may be that the fictional Haman
embodies the anti-Jewish attitude of more than one Seleucid ént t®v mpaypdtwv. It is
also possible that for the title discussed here the author of the two Additions drew
upon 2 Maccabees (or upon Jason of Cyrene’s historiographic work, which 2
Maccabees epitomises). In this book, the title appears five times in reference to three
Seleucid “chief ministers,” Heliodorus, Lysias, and Philippus. If, as I have argued
elsewhere,” the adjective tpioaAithprog, “thrice impious,” used of Haman in LXX Esth
E:15, is an allusion to the Seleucid military commander Nicanor, an enemy of the Jews,
who is assigned the same rare epithet in 2 Macc 8:34 and 15:3, then Haman’s
designation as 0 émi TV mpaypdtwv could also have been intended as an allusion to

’

one of the Seleucid “chief ministers,” whose anti-Jewish acts are recounted in 2
Maccabees. Philo provides a relevant parallel: alluding to Gen 41:43, where the
Pharaoh appoints Joseph over all the land of Egypt, he uses for Joseph the term
énitpornog Atyvmrov, “governor of Egypt,” a term which he elsewhere employs for A.
Avillius Flaccus, the Roman prefect of Egypt (32-38 CE), under whom violent anti-
Jewish riots took place in Alexandria in 38 CE.** Behind this terminological choice,
Pelletier sees Philo’s intention to present Joseph as a model governor whom the
successors of the seditious Flaccus should emulate, and to use Flaccus’ example as a

cautionary tale.”

% See Bikerman, Institutions, 197; Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 104. Cf. the 1,000 unAo@dpor of the Persian
royal bodyguard that were under the command of the hazarapatis; see Meeus, “Chiliarchy,” 303-
4.

% Domazakis, Neologisms, 236-44. See also 3.6.

50 Philo, Somn. 2.43: eit’ &nitpomog fi kNdepwv Alylmrov mdong dvaknpitretal, Toig Tipaic TOD
PaciAéwg olodpevog devtepeia. Cf. los. 178, 184, 190, 196, 210, 218, 232.

51 See Philo, Flacc. 2: 6 ®Adkkog ... kaBiotatar tfig AAe€avdpeiog kal Thg xdpag énitpomnog; 43: 6 Tfig
Xwpag émitpomog; 152: tfig Alyomtouv kai tfig Oubpov APong éEmitpomog; 163: O tiig
€0JAUOVESTATNG XWPag Emitpomnog Alydmtov; Legat. 132: Tod €mitpdmov tiig Xwpag. The formal
Greek rendering of the title praefectus Aegypti was €napyog Alyontov; less formal but commonly
used designations occurring in inscriptions and papyri were fyeuw@v, fyepovebwv, and
fyoduevog. The term €nitponog was commonly used as the Greek equivalent of procurator. See
Stein, Prifekten, 26, 179-80; Mason, Terms, 49, 142-43, 149,

52 Pelletier, In Flaccum, 23; cf. Goodenough, Politics, 22-23.
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It is also difficult to determine whether the use of the title 0 tetayuévog émi t@v
npayudtwv should be regarded as an indication that Additions B and E were composed
in the second century BCE, considering that the attestations for the office of éni tGv
npayudtwv that have come down to us are clustered in that century. Such an
inference would be based on the assumption that an author writing about a remote
time and place, in this case, the Achaemenid Persia, would likely avoid using obsolete
technical terms denoting, for example, court and administrative titles, and instead
use terms taken from his own time and milieu. In the first century BCE and the first
century CE, the readers of Greek Esther would still have been able to understand what
the role of Haman as 6 tetaypévog émi Tdv mpayudtwv was; however, the association
of this title with that of the Seleucid “chief ministers” of the second century BCE might
have eluded many, especially those living in regions not formerly occupied by the
Seleucids. Diodorus Siculus, writing around the mid-first century BCE, uses the
designation 0 mpogotnkwg thi¢ PaoctAeiag (Bibl. 33.4.1; 33.5.1) to denote the position of
Ammonius and Lasthenes, who, as mentioned earlier, were likely holders of the office
of énl T@v mpaypdtwv under Alexander Balas and Demetrius I, respectively. Likewise
Josephus, in the late first century CE, designates Philippus, whom the dying Antiochus
IV had appointed to the position previously occupied by Lysias, his éni t®v
TpayUdtwy, as énitpornog i PaoctAeiag (A, 12.360). In his paraphrase of Add Esth B:6,
Josephus omits Haman’s title as 0 tetaypévog €ni tdv mpaypdtwy and retains only the
designation of him as the king’s “second father.”

A final comment is warranted regarding Bickerman’s statement that “Haman not
only bears the title of the Seleucid grand vizir, he also writes as one.”** Bickerman
apparently refers to the letter of condemnation (Addition B), which he considers to
have been written by Haman on the basis of MT/LXX Esth 3:12, which states that
Haman dictated a letter to the royal secretaries in the name of the king. However, as
I pointed out in the Introduction, the letter in Addition B is written by Artaxerxes
himself as a confirmation of a previous letter sent by Haman.** Moreover, regarding
Bickerman'’s statement, it is unclear which Seleucid “grand vizir” he is referring to
and what he means by “he also writes as one.”

Epigraphic and literary sources have transmitted to us very few letters written by
Seleucid royal officials known to have held the title of 0 émi t@v npayudtwv: half a

53 Bickerman, “Notes,” 249.
54 See 1.1, n. 16.
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dozen by Zeuxis,* one by Heliodorus,*® and one by Lysias.’” Some of the letters of these
officials share common features with those written by Seleucid kings, such as the
kinship terms used in their prescripts and the royal plural employed in their bodies.
However, these features are either absent from Haman’s/Artaxerxes’ letter in
Addition B or used in a different way.

In the prescript of his letter to the strategos Dorymenes, Heliodorus uses the same
term of address, “brother,” that King Seleucus IV uses in the prescript of his letter to
Heliodorus in the same dossier;*® the appellations “brother” and “father” elsewhere
occur only in the prescripts of letters addressed by Seleucid kings to persons of very
high rank, such as their éni t@v mpayudtwv or other kings.” As we will see in the
following section (2.3), in Addition B to Esther, Haman is honorifically designated as
the king’s “father”; however, this designation appears in the body of Artaxerxes’
letter, not in its prescript.

Moreover, in their letters, the Seleucid kings, with rare exceptions, use the first
person plural (pluralis maiestatis).*® Their £€ni t®v mpayudtwv employ either the royal
plural (Zeuxis and Heliodorus in epigraphic sources) or the first person singular
(Lysias in 2 Maccabees), but not a mixed style like that used in Addition B to Esther.*!
The switch from singular to plural exhibited in Addition B is attested almost

55 See SEG 37-1010, 11. 7-16 [letter of Zeuxis to Philotas; Balikesir; 209 BCE]; SEG 54-1353, 1l. 20-24
[letter of Zeuxis to Philomelos; Philomelion; 209 BCE]; SEG 33-870 [fragment of a letter of Zeuxis;
Labraunda; ca. 203 BCE; cf. SEG 40-982, no. 46]; SEG 45-1501 [letter of Zeuxis (?) to the Amyzonians;
Amyzon; 203 BCE; cf. Welles, RC no. 38; on the attribution of this letter to Zeuxis, see Ma, Derow,
and Meadows, “RC 38”]; Robert, Amyzon no. 11 [letter of Zeuxis (?) to Amyzon; 203-190 BCE; cf.
Welles, RC no. 40]; SEG 33-867 [fragment of a letter of Zeuxis; Kildara; ca. 197 BCE]; SEG 37-859, B,
1. 5-D, 1. 13 [letter of Zeuxis to Herakleia under Latmos; 196-193 BCE]. The first two of the
aforecited inscriptions contain copies of the same letter addressed to different officials.

56 See SEG 57-1838, A, 11. 7-12 [letter of Heliodorus to Dorymenes; Maresha; 178 BCE].

7 See 2 Macc 11:17-21.

58 SEG 57-1838, A, 1. 7: ‘HAMbdwpog Aopupével Tdr adehpd; A, 1. 13: BaoiAedg ZéAevkog ‘HA0dWpwL
T &N P,

59 See Gera, “Olympiodoros,” 144 with nn. 98-100.

¢ See Chapter 4.

¢ Not only Zeuxis and Heliodorus but also other high-ranking Seleucid officials use the first person
plural in their letters. As Roueché and Sherwin-White, “Aspects,” 31, note, “in these cases ‘we’
perhaps stands collectively for the authority which that official and his group of subordinates
represent in the state as the section responsible for carrying out the king’s policy.” See also
Welles, Correspondence, 137; Ma, Antiochos III, 271; Gauger, Authentizitdt, 133. Exceptions are the
strategoi Olympichus in Caria, Philomelus in Phrygia, and Ptolemy, son of Thraseas, in Coele-Syria
and Phoenicia, who use the first person singular in correspondence. See Virgilio, “Aspetti,” 403-
4; id., “Esplorazioni,” 316-17.
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exclusively®? in royal letters issued by Attalid, Seleucid, and Ptolemaic kings, as well
as by some of the rulers of the minor kingdoms of Asia Minor.3

Lastly, neither Zeuxis, nor Heliodorus, nor Lysias writes under the name of a king,
as Haman does (assuming, like Bickerman, that Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition B was
written by Haman); a possible exception may be Lysias, if he is the actual author of
the letter that the child-king Antiochus V addresses to him in 2 Macc 11:22-26.

2.3 matnp

In LXX Esth B:6, King Artaxerxes designates Haman not only as “the one who has been
placed in charge of the affairs of the state” (to0 tetaypévou €mi t@v mpayudtwv) but
also as his “second father” (devtépouv matpdg Nu@V);* the latter designation recurs in
LXX Esth E:11, where the king states that Haman enjoyed such benevolence from him
as to be “proclaimed [his] father” (&ote dvayopedesbat UGV matépa).

The juxtaposition of the title 6 tetaypévog £ni TV payudtwyv with the appellation
natrip in LXX Esth B:6 does not seem to be accidental. Two Seleucid royal letters
preserved in literary sources provide evidence that a high-ranking Seleucid official
serving as €mi TV mpaypdtwv could be addressed by the king in writing as “father.”

1 Macc 11:30-37 reproduces a copy of a letter from King Demetrius II Nicator to
Lasthenes, which is attached to a letter that the king sent to Jonathan Maccabeus. In
the prescript of the latter letter, Demetrius addresses Jonathan as “brother” (11:30:
Iwvadav t@ d8eAp®); in the body of the same letter, he refers to Lasthenes as his
“kinsman” (11:31: AacBével T® ovyyevel NUAOV), while in the prescript of his letter to
Lasthenes, he addresses him as “father” (11:32: AacOéver t@ natpi).® In 147 BCE, the
Cretan Lasthenes provided Demetrius, who was in his early teens, with a body of
mercenaries that helped him wrest the Seleucid throne from the usurper Alexander
Balas; when Demetrius ascended to the throne, he appointed Lasthenes over the

¢ The use of both singular and plural in the same letter is also attested in the correspondence of the
strategos Olympichus with Mylasa. See Virgilio, “Esplorazioni,” 316 with n. 186.

6 See Chapter 4.

¢ AT Esth 3:18 also reads devtépov matpdg fudv, while VL Esth B:6, probably due to a misreading of
U@V to OUGV, reads sequente patre vestro, “your next-ranking father” (trans. Bellmann and
Portier-Young, “Latin,” 276).

& Demetrius IIs letter is quoted without strict verbal accuracy by Josephus, AJ. 13.127-129, who,
however, retains the prescript unchanged.
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kingdom. The designation ¢ tfi¢ PaciAeiag npoeotnkdg that Diodorus Siculus (Bibl.
33.4.1) uses with reference to Lasthenes appears to be equivalent to the title 0
TETAYUEVOG EML TGOV Tpayudtwv.® The age difference between Demetrius, who was no
more than sixteen when he wrote the letter to Lasthenes (146/145 BCE), and his
considerably older chief minister justifies the respectful address of the latter as
“father.”®”

Josephus (AJ. 12.148-153) transmits a letter from King Antiochus III to Zeuxis, his
€Ml TV Tpaypdtwy in cis-Tauric Asia Minor, written between 212 and 205 BCE. In the
prescript of this letter, the king addresses his official as “father” (AJ. 12.148: Ze0&161
T® matpi). Gauger has questioned the authenticity of this letter, inter alia, on the
grounds that: (a) the use of honorific kinship terms such as tatfp and &deA@dg in the
prescripts of Seleucid royal letters is connected to the use of cuyyevng, “kinsman,” as
a court title expressing fictive kinship; however, none of these terms were in existence
as early as the last decades of the third century BCE; (b) except for Antiochus I1I’s letter
to Zeuxis, there are no other attestations of a ruler addressing in writing one of his
high officials as “father” prior to that in Demetrius II’s letter to Lasthenes (see above),
whose prescript Gauger believes that Josephus imitated; (c) the age difference
between Antiochus 11T and Zeuxis was not significant enough to justify the appellation
“father” on the part of the king; Gauger actually assumes that the king was coetaneous
with or slightly older than his official; and (d) between 212 and 205 BCE, Zeuxis did
not serve as chief minister to Antiochus III and does not seem to have had any special
personal relationship with the king that would have justified being addressed as
“father” by him.®® Gauger also considers it improbable that the letter was written by
Antiochus III’s son, who, at that time, was in his early teens.®® Other scholars, however,
consider it likely that Zeuxis was indeed older than Antiochus I11. They point out that
he held the very high position of representative of the king in Asia Minor for
approximately twenty-five years and that he seems to have enjoyed the latter’s
complete trust and confidence.” As for the argument from silence suggesting that the
rank of “kinsman” and the related appellations “brother” and “father,” which appear

¢ See Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 80; Muccioli, “Crisi,” 264.

¢ See Bikerman, Institutions, 43, 193; Gauger, Beitrdge, 104; Ehling, “Reichskanzler,” 103; Savalli-
Lestrade, Philoi, 80-81.

¢ Gauger, Beitrdge, 83-151, 332-33; id., “Formalien,” 66, 69; id., Authentizitdt, 127-29.

% Gauger, Beitrdge, 139-42.

70 See Gauthier, Inscriptions, 39-42 with n. 90, and Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 37-38; cf. Muccioli, “Crisi,”
256.
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in Seleucid royal correspondence, had not yet been established in the late third
century BCE, Gauthier notes that it cannot be ruled out that it was Antiochus I1I who,
having been betrayed by kinsmen ex sanguine such as Achaios, created this rank and
promoted to it officials of his choice, like Zeuxis, who showed steadfast loyalty to
him.”

One can also cite here 2 Macc 11:22-26, which quotes a letter of King Antiochus V
Eupator to Lysias, who was his guardian (¢énitpomnog), “kinsman” (cuyyevr|g), and “chief
minister” or “chancellor” (¢mi t@v npayudtwv).”? In the prescript of this letter (11:22),
which was written in 163 BCE, the king addresses Lysias as “brother” (t® &3eA@®
Avoiq). Wellhausen has questioned the authenticity of the letter on the grounds that
the nine-year-old Antiochus would be expected to address his much older chief
minister as “father.””® Gauger has argued that, compared to the “brother” address, the
“father” address expressed a special and closer relationship between a younger
addresser and an older addressee (evident in the case of King Demetrius 11, who was
particularly grateful to Lasthenes because he owed his throne to him), which
presumably did not exist between Antiochus V and Lysias.” Yet, as Gera has pointed
out, the fact that, in the line immediately following the prescript, the boy king refers
to the recent demise of his natural father (11:23: to0 matpdg NuUGV €ig Beolg
petaotdvtog) may have prevented him (or Lysias, who was most likely the actual

71 See Gauthier, Inscriptions, 42. See also Muccioli, “Crisi,” 255, 257, 261-63, who maintains that the
title of cuyyevrig was introduced into the Seleucid titulature by Antiochus IV or his son Antiochus
V Eupator, but dissociates it from the honorific appellation tatrp, arguing that it should not be
assumed that the latter term was the exclusive prerogative of a cuyyevrig. Regarding the non-
attestation of the appellation “father” in any unquestionably authentic royal documents dating
from the third century BCE, Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 80-81, brings into attention three letters of
King Philip V of Macedon, written between his eighteenth and twentieth years, in which he
refers to Antigonus Doson, his late cousin, stepfather, and tutor after the death of his biological
father Demetrius 11, as “father” (I.Labraunda 5 [letter of Philip V to Mylasa; ca. 220 BCE], 1l. 7, 14,
48; LLabraunda 7 [letter of Philip V to Olympichus; ca. 220 BCE], 1. 12; Hatzopoulos, Macedonian
Institutions II, no. 9 [letter of Philip V to Adaios (?) in Amphipolis; 218 BCE], . 7; cf. Polybius, Hist.
4.2.5; 4.24.7). Savalli-Lestrade points out that, since Antigonus Doson was both Philip’s cousin
and adoptive father, these letters do not prove that a young prince would refer to an older tutor,
who was not a family member, as “father”; nevertheless, she believes that Philip used this
appellation to express his respect for Antigonus in his role as tutor rather than as a relative. On
this point, see Crampa, Labraunda, 32, and Hatzopoulos, “Vies,” 108.

72 See 2 Macc 11:1.

73 Wellhausen as cited by Gauger, Beitrdge, 133.

74 Gauger, Beitrdge, 133-34.
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author of the letter) from addressing his chief minister as “father,” which would have
been more appropriate given their age difference.”

In light of the above, in LXX Esth B:6, the designation of Haman as the king’s
“second father” implies not only that Artaxerxes was considerably younger than his
éml TOV mpaypdtwv’® but also that his relationship with him was characterised by
affection, trust, and respect. Moreover, in LXX Esth E:11, the verb dvayopgteoBat (“to
be proclaimed”), conjoined with the verb npookvveicBat (“to be offered obeisance”),
may imply that the designation “father” had an official character and was used by the
king, and likely by all others, as an honorific title. It is unknown what might have
earned Haman this appellation/title. The king presents it as a privilege owed not to
Haman’s merits but to his own universal @iAavBpwria (“benevolence,” “munificence
expressed by the granting of benefits”). Based on what we know about Seleucid émi
@OV mpayudtwy such as Zeuxis, Lysias, and Lasthenes, we may surmise that the author
of Additions B and E imagined Haman to have served in loco parentis, acting as the
guardian, mentor, counsellor, and later perhaps co-ruler (see LXX Esth B:4) of the
young and inexperienced king.”’

Bickerman states that “the title ‘father’ seems to have been employed only by the
Seleucid hierarchy.””® Indeed, we have no evidence of its being used in the Ptolemaic
court. Although in the prescripts of four Ptolemaic royal letters, dating from around
135 to 115 BCE, four strategoi/epistrategoi, who were also “kinsmen” of the king and the

queen(s), are addressed as “brothers,”” no high officials are addressed as or otherwise

75 Gera, “Olympiodoros,” 144-45; cf. Gauger, Beitrdge, 133. It should be noted, however, that the use
of matrp in both a literal and an extended sense is attested in a few private letters on papyrus
from Roman Egypt, which indeed give rise to puzzlement and confusion. See, e.g., P.Merton 1.22
[second century CE], 1l. 1-2, 15-16: TTtoAepaiog AnoA[Awv]i[w]t matpi xai[ple[t]v ... dondletal oe
0 Tathp pov kal Tapamiwv; P.Oxy. 10.1296 [third century CE], 11. 1-3, 14-15, 18-19: A0priAiog Alog
AVpnAiw ‘Qpelwvi 1@ yAUKUTATEW pov Tatpl TOAAX Xaipewv ... domdlopat TOV mATépav Hov
MéAavov ... dondlattat AudG Tdvteg 0 Tathp pov ‘Qpeiwv. See discussion in Dickey, “Kinship.”

76 Gauger, Beitrdge, 107, 332, estimates that, in the case of the Seleucid kings and their éni t&v
npayudtwy, who are addressed as “fathers” in official letters, the age difference was at least
thirteen to fifteen years.

77 In a different context, the age factor may be irrelevant, as, for example, in the Joseph story in
Genesis, where Joseph is proclaimed “father” of the Pharaoh (45:8) despite being younger than
him; see Philo, Ios. 242: ndoav pev Alyvntov émtéTpaypal, Tiunv 8¢ xw TV TPWTNV Tapd TQ
PaciAel kai ug véov Gvta mpeoPutepog OV WG TATéPa TIUd.

78 Bickerman, “Question,” 308.

7 See C.Ord.Ptol. 48, 1. 3: mpog BonOov tov cuyyevi; 49, 1. 6: [Bonbwt tdr &deApdn]; 51, 1. 7: tpog Adxov
OV ovyyevéa; 52, 1. 3: [Ad]xwt tén &dehody; 57, L. 3: [Epuokpdter t@ ovyyevel]; 58, L. 5:
‘EpuokpdTel T@L ddeA@L; 59, 1. 6: [Poupodtt Td1 cuyyevell; 60, 1. 12: doppodtt Tét &deApdL. See
Gauger, Beitrdge, 104-5.
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designated by the appellation “father” anywhere in the corpus of Ptolemaic royal
documents.® Furthermore, the combination of the title 6 éml t@v npaypdtwv with the
appellation matrip is not attested in any literary or documentary sources pertaining
to the Ptolemaic kingdom. The closest parallel one can adduce is Aristomenes, King
Ptolemy V’s guardian, about whom Polybius (Hist. 15.31.6) says that he became émi t®dv
npayudtwv, and Diodorus Siculus (Bibl. 28.14.1) adds that the young king “loved him
like a father” (Aydna kabarnepel natépa); yet, it is unknown whether the king used the
appellation natnp when addressing him, either orally or in writing.®!

There are, however, attestations of matrip used as an honorific title in other
Hellenistic kingdoms. Plutarch relates that Metrodorus of Scepsis enjoyed the
friendship of Mithridates VI Eupator, King of Pontus, to such a degree that he was
called “father of the king.”®* Metrodorus was a philosopher and rhetorician who
became a statesman when he joined the court of Mithridates. According to Strabo
(Geogr. 13.1.55), the king honoured him exceedingly and appointed him as a sort of
Chief Justice, against whose decisions no appeal could be lodged with the king. His
hostility towards Rome, which he shared with Mithridates, earned him a nickname
(probably Misoromaios, “Roman-hater”).® The accounts of his death in 71 BCE differ:
Plutarch (Luc. 22.4-5) relates that Mithridates had him put to death on the grounds
that he had betrayed him, whereas Strabo (Geogr. 13.1.55) reports that he revolted
from the king while on an embassy to Tigranes, King of Armenia; Tigranes sent him
back to Mithridates, but on the way, he was either killed by order of Tigranes or died
of illness. If Metrodorus was born around 150 BCE, his appellation “father of the king”

% atrip is used in an extended sense in the prescripts of a few private letters on papyrus from the
third and the second centuries BCE. See, e.g., UPZ 1.65; 1.68; 1.75; 1.93 [159-152 BCE], in the
headings of which a certain Apollonios addresses one Ptolemaios as “father” (AmoAA@viog
TMtoAepaie ¢ matpl xaiperv), although we know from other sources that Ptolemaios was his
eldest brother. See Dickey, “Kinship,” 161.

81 See Gauger, Beitrdge, 96. Gauger, ibid., 93, considers the description of Haman as “overseer of the
state affairs,” counsellor, and “father” of the king as possibly influenced by late Ptolemaic rather
than late Seleucid models, without elaborating on this point.

8 Plutarch, Luc. 22.2: MNtpédwpog 6 TKAPLOG ... dkufj d& @rAiag Toocavty xpnoduevog, (ote matnp
npocayopeveaBat tol PaciAéwg. Metrodorus was apparently one of the philoi of King Mithridates;
see Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 182. The Pontic aulic titulature included titles also attested in other
Hellenistic courts, such as cOvtpogog, thv @ilwv, TV TpdTwV PiAwV, TOV TIHWUEVLY QIAWY,
as well as the title discussed here, tatrjp. See McGing, Policy, 93 with n. 28, and Savalli-Lestrade,
Philoi, 171-91.

& Pliny, Nat. 34.34.
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would be consistent with the fifteen- to twenty-year age difference between him and
Mithridates.®

The parallel between Metrodorus of Scepsis and Haman is especially suggestive:
both were foreigners—one Greek and the other a “Macedonian” (see LXX Esth E:11)—
who placed themselves in the service of “barbarian” kings® and attained high-ranking
positions; both held pronounced hostility towards a particular people, the Romans in
the case of Metrodorus and the Jews in the case of Haman; both were so esteemed by
their kings that they established a fictive kinship with them;* and both eventually fell
from grace and were sentenced to death on charges of treachery.

One is also tempted to draw a parallel between the extermination order issued by
Artaxerxes in Addition B and a similar order issued by Mithridates VI Eupator in 88
BCE. According to Appian (Mithr. 22), Mithridates “wrote a secret message to all his
satraps and city governors ordering them to launch a simultaneous attack, thirty days
later, on the Romans and Italians resident with them, including their wives and
children, and any freedmen of Italian birth. They were to kill them and throw them
out unburied ... He also announced penalties for anyone burying the dead or hiding
the living, and rewards for informers and those who killed people in hiding.”’
Mithridates did not rescind his order as Artaxerxes did, and therefore, on the
appointed day, thousands of Romans and Italians residing in the province of Asia were
massacred.®® There is no evidence that Metrodorus played in this case the role that
Haman played in the Esther story, namely, that he prompted Mithridates to undertake
his murderous scheme. According to Theophanes of Mytilene, it was a Roman

8 See Kroll, “Metrodoros,” col. 1481; cf. Gauger, Beitrdge, 94. Pédech, “Métrodore,” 66, following
Jacoby (FGrHist 184 [p. 609]), posits that there were two Metrodori: the father, born around 160
BCE, who is mentioned by Cicero, and the son, who served at Mithridates’ court. If this were the
case, Metrodorus the son would have been coeval with Mithridates. However, this supposition
does not hold. See Briquel, Regard, 124 n. 23.

8 To his eastern subjects, Mithridates presented himself as a Persian king, claiming descent on his
father’s side from Cyrus and Darius. See McGing, Policy, 94-95, 98-99, 107, 112.

% Note the similarity—which is, of course, coincidental—in the phrasing of LXX Esth E:11 (&ote
&vayopeveobar fudv matépa) and Plutarch, Luc. 22.2 (dote mathp mpoocayopevecbar tol
BactAéwg).

8 Trans. McGing, LCL.

8 Cicero (Leg. man. 5) speaks vaguely of “many thousands of Roman citizens” (tot milibus civium
Romanorum) that were slaughtered. Memnon (FGrHist 434 F 22.9) and Valerius Maximus (Fact. dict.
mem. 9.2.4, ext. 3) estimate the number of slain Romans at 80,000, while Plutarch (Sull. 24.4) raises
the figure to 150,000. Both numbers are likely exaggerated. See McGing, Policy, 113 n. 119.
Compare the number of Persians killed by the Jews on the thirteenth of Adar in the provinces of
the Persian kingdom, as given in MT Esth 9:16 (75,000) and AT Esth 9:16 (70,000).
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politician and historian, Rutilius Rufus, who, in a speech found by Pompey in
Mithridates’ private documents, had urged the king to massacre the Romans in Asia.®
However, given his high position, his personal relationship with the king, and his
vehement anti-Roman polemic, it is difficult to imagine that Metrodorus did not
influence Mithridates’ ideas and deeds.*

The possibility that, when composing Additions B and E to Esther, their author had
Metrodorus and Mithridates in mind cannot be ruled out. Metrodorus was likely a
contemporary of Lysimachus, the alleged translator of LXX Esther. He was a well-
known figure not only in Asia but also in Rome (his mnemotechnics were praisingly
mentioned by Cicero, and his anti-Roman stance was criticised by Ovid and, allusively,
by Dionysius of Halicarnassus®'). Therefore, it is not impossible that both Lysimachus
and the author of Additions B and E (whom I presume to be distinct from Lysimachus)
had heard or read about him, about his relation with the king of Pontus, and about the
latter’s orchestration of the “Asiatic Vespers.” Some of the details given in Addition
B, such as the appellation “father” assigned to the king’s foremost counsellor, the
content of the king’s letter to the satraps and the provincial governors, the mass
murder of thousands of people, including women and children, in a single,
prearranged day, and the penalties for those who would dare to hide the proscribed
people (cf. VL Esth B:7), could well have been inspired by real, contemporary, or
approximately contemporary historical persons and events rather than merely being
invented elaborations of the author of this Addition.

Another instance of natrip used in all likelihood as an honorific title comes from
the kingdom of the Tarcondimotids in Smooth Cilicia. An honorary inscription from
Hierapolis Castabala, dating to the late first century BCE, is dedicated to a certain
Styrax, who is designated as “father of the kings.”*? The identity of the kings in
question is uncertain, yet it is possible that reference is made to Tarcondimotus II

8 See Plutarch, Pomp. 37; cf. Pédech, “Métrodore,” 71 with n. 31.

% An anti-Roman speech of Mithridates, purportedly delivered to his troops in 89 BCE, which has
come down to us in the epitome of Pompeius Trogus’ Philippic Histories made by Justin (38.4-7),
and perhaps also a letter of Mithridates to the Parthian king Phraates 111, purportedly written in
69/68 BCE and transmitted by Sallust (Hist. 4.69M), are thought to echo Metrodorus’ ideas. See
McGing, Policy, 160; Briquel, Regard, 136, 143, 145; Whitmarsh, “History,” 376-78.

91 Cicero, De or. 2.88, 3.20; Tusc. 1.24; Ovid, Ep. Pont. 4.14.37-40; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom.
1.4.3. On Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ possible allusive reference to Metrodorus’ anti-Roman
writings, see Briquel, Regard, 117-27, and Whitmarsh, “History,” 367-78.

92 Heberdey-Wilhelm, Kilikien 64: M&pxog Kepktiviog THpng | Ztopaka oV matépa TV | faciAéwv.
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Philopator (T 17 CE) and his sister Julia 1.”* Since it can be established from other
epigraphic evidence that Tarcondimotus II Philopator was the father of Julia II, the
possibility that Styrax had married Julia I and fathered Tarcondimotus II and Julia II,
as some scholars had surmised in the past, must be ruled out. In the absence of any
kinship between Styrax and the members of the Tarcondimotid royal family, we are
to assume that matrip is used as an honorific title for Styrax, expressing respect
towards a high-ranking courtier who was close to the kings and likely older than
them.** This and other court titles, such as t@v npdtwv kal TpotipwpéVWY GidwV TOD
Paciréwg, which is attested in another honorary inscription from Hierapolis
Castabala,” were perhaps remnants of the old Seleucid occupation of Cilicia.?

Lastly, Josephus recounts that the Pharisees, who wanted to remove King Herod
from the throne of Judaea and install his brother Pheroras in his place, enticed a
certain Bagoas, a eunuch at Herod’s court, into believing that he would be named
“father” and “benefactor” of the person who, according to their predictions, would be
appointed king.”” Bagoas and the leaders of the Pharisaic conspiracy were executed by
Herod in 5 BCE.

In the designation of Haman as the king’s “second father,” some scholars have seen
references to biblical texts, such as Gen 45:8 (God made Joseph a father to Pharaoh,
lord of all his house, and ruler over all the land of Egypt), Isa 22:21 (Eliakim will be a
father to the people of Jerusalem and to the house of Judah), and 2 Chr 2:13, 4:16 (King
Hiram proposes to send to Solomon the craftsman Huram-abi—abi signifying “my
father” or “my master [craftsman]”*).” The most relevant of these passages is Gen
45:8 (which in the LXX reads kai énoinoév pe [sc. 6 0ed¢] w¢ matépa dapaw kai KOptov
Tavtog tol otkov avTol Kal dpxovta mdong yiig Alyumtov), as Josephus’ designation as
“father to Pharaoh” and his position as “grand vizier” can readily be paralleled to that

9 See Dagron and Feissel, Inscriptions, 70; Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 203.

9 See Dagron and Feissel, Inscriptions, 69-70; Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 203; Wright, “Tarkondimotos,”
84; Virgilio, “Esplorazioni,” 283.

9 Heberdey-Wilhelm, Kilikien 66, 1. 3.

% The rank of t@v mpWTWV Kai TpoTipwpEVWY @ilwy is indirectly attested for the Seleucid court;
see Bikerman, Institutions, 41-42, and Muccioli, “Crisi,” 260 with n. 26. The term tondpxng, which
is attested in connection with King Tarcondimotus I, may also have been inherited from the
Seleucid administration; see 2.5 below.

97 Josephus, A.J. 17.45: fipto 8¢ 6 Baywag Om a0T@V ¢ nathp T kol eepyETnG dvouacdnoduevog Tod
gmkataotadnoouévou mpoppricel PactAéwg.

% See Myers, Il Chronicles, 10.

9 See Bardtke, “Zusitze,” 39 n. 6b; Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 157.
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of Haman.'® Josephus was promoted to that position because he saved Egypt from
famine by interpreting Pharaoh’s dream and by offering him his wise counsel. While
Haman is praised by Artaxerxes for his sound judgment as a counsellor and for his
loyalty (LXX Esth B:3), he neither saved the king’s life, as Mordecai had done, nor, as
far as we know from the Esther story, did he render any exceptional service to Persia.
Considering that the analogies that some scholars have traced between the book of
Esther and the story of Joseph in Genesis involve Joseph and Mordecai or Esther,** it
would be unlikely that the gentile Haman’s designation as “father” was intended as
an allusion to the patriarch Joseph, unless we are to see it as a contrastive or ironic
analogy.1?

More relevant is the parallel with the sage Ahiqar, a high official in the service of
the Assyrian kings Sennacherib and Esarhaddon. In the Aramaic version of the story
of this sage, Ahiqar is said to have become “counsellor of all Assyria” and “keeper of
the seal” for King Sennacherib. Even after falling from grace due to false accusations
by his nephew and successor Nadin of conspiring to overthrow King Esarhaddon, he
is addressed by the official Nabusumiskun, who owes him his life, as the “father of all
Assyria, on whose counsel King Sennacherib and all the Assyrian army used to rely.”*%
Ahiqgar also features in the Book of Tobit, albeit in a slightly different guise: he is
Tobit’s nephew—therefore, a Jew—whom King Esarhaddon appoints as “second to
himself” (1:22: katéotnoev adTOV 6 Zaxepdovog ¢k devtépag). Haman in Addition B to
Esther enjoys a status similar to that of Ahiqar: he holds the second place in the
kingdom; he is the most highly regarded counsellor of the king; he is honorifically
called “father” of the king (though not of all Persia, unlike Ahiqar, who is addressed
as “father of all Assyria”). It is noteworthy that in the Vaticanus/Alexandrinus version
of Tobit, it is Haman, not Nadin, who frames Ahigar and is eventually sentenced to
death (14:10: 18¢ ti émoinoev Apav Axiaxdpw ... kal Axidxapog pev £6won, ekelvw d¢
70 Gvtanddopa dneddOn). This likely intentional twisting of the story indicates that

100 Vergote, Joseph, 114-15, maintains that the expression “father to Pharaoh” in Gen 45:8 is a
transposition to Hebrew of the Egyptian title it-ntr, “father of god” (ntr, “god,” being the king).
This honorific is attested in the titulature of many viziers, high-ranking officials, and priests of
the New Kingdom, who were assigned a fictive kinship with the king due to their high rank,
advanced age, wisdom, or other exceptional qualities. If this interpretation is accepted, notes
Vergote, “father of god” is equivalent to “counsellor of the king” and can be compared to the
German Geheimrat. Cf. Gauger, Beitrdge, 91-92.

101 See Grossman, “Analogies,” 397-99.

102 See Grossman, “Analogies,” 398-99.

103 See Lindenberger, “Ahiqar,” 494, 497.
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the similarities between the court tale of Nadin and Ahigar and that of Haman and
Mordecai did not go unnoticed.

nathp is also attested as an honorific appellation given to a person of respect by the
members of a community, rather than by a single royal individual. In Greek literary
sources, it is used for prominent Persian, Jewish, Greek, and Roman kings, statesmen,
and military commanders, and is often combined with the appellations cwthp
(“saviour”) and/or ebepyétng (“benefactor”):1** Cyrus the Elder was called “father” by
the Persians because he cared for the welfare of his subjects;'®> Xenophon was called
“father” and “benefactor” by his soldiers when they were in straits;'* Pelopidas and
Sulla were hailed as “fathers” and “saviours” by the citizens of their respective cities,
just as L. Siccius Dentatus was by his soldiers;!*” the elder Razis, one of the victims of
the Maccabean persecution, was called “father of the Jews” because of his goodwill
towards his people.'®® The Latin title pater/parens patriae, rendered in Greek as matfp
natpidog, was bestowed upon Cicero in 63 BCE, after he suppressed Catiline’s
conspiracy,'® upon Caesar in 44 BCE, upon Augustus in 2 BCE,"'° and subsequently
upon all the Roman emperors who gained military victories and gave benefactions,

104 See Skard, “Pater,” 46-48. It may be noted here that all three appellations, nattjp, swtrip, and
€vepYETNG, occur in Additions B and E to Esther but are used for different persons: the first is
applied to Haman (LXX Esth B:6, E:11), while the latter two are used for Mordecai (LXX Esth E:13),
who had saved the king’s life.

105 Herodotus, Hist. 3.89: Aéyovot ITépoat 6 ... K¥pog [Av] mathp ... &t fmidg te kol dyadd oot mdvra
¢unxavioato; Xenophon, Cyr. 8.1.44: obtotl aUTdV [TdV Kdpov] domep oi dprotor matépa éxdAovy,
St énepédeto abT@v; 8.2.9: tig & dAANOG KaTAOTPEYAUEVOS GpXTV VIO TGOV GpXOUEVWVY TTATHp
kaAobpevog dmédavev fj Kipog; Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 9:24.1: Kbpog, 6 gacty, ob uévov fv katd
oV téAepov avdpeiog, GAAX kal TpOG TOLG UTOTETAYHEVOUG EDYVWOUWY Kal @IAGVOpwmog. di1dmep
avTtov ol Mépoat mpoonydpevoav matépa; cf. ibid., 4.30.2. Cyrus is not designated as “father” in
any Achaemenid inscription, which indicates that “father” never became an official title in
Persia, as pater patriae did later in Rome; see Skard, “Pater,” 51 n. 5.

106 Xenophon, Anab. 7.6.38: 8te ye &v T01g dmépo1g AueV ... tatépa éut kaleite kal aiel (¢ evepyétov
pepvioeobat Umioyveiohe.

107 Plutarch, Pel. 33.1: natépa kal owTApa ... Gmokaodvrag Ekeivov [tov Melomidav]; Sull. 34.1: swtfipa
Kol Tatépa oV ZOAAav drokaloGvteg; Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 10.46.8: matépa kal
cwtfpa kal Bedv kal tdvta Td TiwidTata dvopdlovteg [tov Sikkiov]; cf. ibid., 4.32.1 and 12.1.8.

108 2 Macc 14:37: kata trv ebvolav natr|p tév Tovdaiwv nposayopevduevog. Cf. 4 Macc 7:1, 5, 9, where
the elderly martyr Eleazar is also designated as “father.” See Domazakis, Neologisms, 186-87 with
n. 71.

109 pPlutarch, Cic. 23.6: dote TG adTtd [t Kiképwvi] TV mdnote peyiotag Yneioacdor kai
TPOCAYOPEDSAL TTATEPQ TATPIS0G. TPWTW Yap Ekelvew dokel To0O UapEar.

110 Res gest. divi Aug. 35: 1 Te GUVKANTOG Kail T inmikOv tdypa 8 te cvvrag dfjpog TV Pwpaiwv
TPOoNyopeLaé e matépa matpidog.
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while the Roman senators were from long ago called patres (matépeg).!! In LXX Esth
B:6 and E:11, the plural genitive pronoun nu®v, which modifies the noun matrp
(devtépov matpdg/matépa NUGV), is not to be understood as a collective plural—
Haman being the “second father” of the Persians after King Artaxerxes, but rather as
a plural of majesty.*? The appellation/title natrip was conferred upon Haman by the
king himself, who, by condemning his chief minister to death, committed an act of
figurative patricide.

In conclusion, while the juxtaposition of the honorific natrjp with the title 6 éml
@OV mpaypdtwy in LXX Esth B:6 suggests that the author of Addition B was acquainted
with the Seleucid aulic titulature, it is not possible to identify a specific historical or
literary model upon which the fictive Haman might have been based. The epistolary
texts, in whose prescripts Zeuxis and Lasthenes are addressed as “fathers” of Kings
Antiochus 11T and Demetrius 11, respectively, do not mention the title of 0 éni t@v
npayudtwv, which, as we know from other sources, these Seleucid high officials bore
(Zeuxis with certainty, Lasthenes presumably). Less likely but not to be excluded is
the possibility that the author of Additions B and E had in mind a non-Seleucid
historical figure, such as Metrodorus of Scepsis, or even a biblical one like Joseph.

2.4 o0uPovAot

Bickerman includes the term ot cOpPovlor, “the counsellors,” among the technical
terms occurring in Greek Esther, which, as he argues, are “used in the Seleucid
administration, but not in Egypt.” To support his argument, he refers to a letter of
King Antiochus IV transmitted by Josephus (A.J. 12.263) and to Corradi’s Studi ellenistici
(p. 243).1

The oOpfovAor mentioned in LXX Esth B:3'* are the counsellors whom King
Artaxerxes asks for advice on how to promote the security, the peace, and the welfare
of his subjects. Their number and names are not specified, but the most prominent

m plutarch, Rom. 13.6: dxpt vOv ToU¢ év cLYKAATw tehodvtag ol pév #wbev dvdpag fyspudvag
kahoDotv, adrol 82 Pwpaiol Tatépag cLYYeYpaUUEVOUS ... v dpxfi Hév obv Tatépag adtodg uévov,
Uotepov 8¢ mAe1dvwv TposavalauPavouévwy TRTEPAG GUYYEYPAUUEVOUG TPOGNYOPELGAV. See
Skard, “Pater,” 42-45, 62, 66-70.

112 See 4.1.
13 Bickerman, “Notes,” 250 n. 41.
114 The same term occurs in AT Esth 3:16 and is reflected in VL Esth B:3 (consiliariis).
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among them is said to be Haman, “the second to the king.” In the first chapter of LXX
Esther, Haman is not listed among the three (seven in MT Esther) rulers of the Persians
and Medes “who were close to the king and were seated first by the king” (1:14: ol
£YYUG to0 PaciAéwg, ol mpdtot tapakadriuevol td PaciAei) and served as Artaxerxes’
legal advisors.'" Later in the narrative, when Haman has been elevated above all the
“Friends” of the king and holds the first place in the kingdom (3:1; cf. 5:11), he appears
to be Artaxerxes’ most influential counsellor: acting on his own initiative, he advises
the king to exterminate all his Jewish subjects (3:8-9), whereas later it is the king who
consults him on how to honour Mordecai (6:6-10). Neither the rulers of the Persians
and Medes nor Haman are designated as the king’s copfovlot. It seems that the author
of Addition B took his cue from the canonical text of LXX Esther for assigning to
Haman the role of Artaxerxes’ counsellor but not for designating him as soupovAoc.
The term cOuPovlog is not infrequent in the Septuagint. It occurs twenty-eight
times, in eight of which it is used in conjunction with BaciAetg, denoting a king’s
counsellor.!® In the Septuagint, more specifically in 1 Esdras, also occur the very rare
noun ovpPovAevtig and the substantivised present participle of the cognate verb
ouuPouAevw, both used with reference to King Artaxerxes’ counsellors.!'” Artaxerxes’
Council of Seven mentioned in his letter to Esdras (Ezra 7:14; 1 Esd 8:11 par. 2 Esd 7:14)
recalls the seven noblest Persians (lIépoag tovg dpiotoug T@V mepl avtodv £ntd) whom,
Xenophon (Anab. 1.6.4) tells us, Cyrus the Younger summoned as advisors in the trial
of Orontas.!® The septumvir in MT Esth 1:14 probably reflects the same tradition as
Ezra 7:14, whereas its reduction to a triumvir in LXX Esth 1:14 may be due to the

115 In MT Esth 1:14, the list of the princes of Persia and Media includes seven names, some of which
are similar to those in the list of the eunuchs who attended the king at 1:10 and later advised him
about the choice of a new queen (2:2-4). See Duchesne-Guillemin, “Noms.” In the LXX version of
the latter list figures a eunuch named Haman; however, this Haman cannot be the same as the
villain of the Esther story, who had begotten ten sons (LXX Esth 9:7-10).

116 XX 1 Chr 27:33; LXX 2 Chr 25:16; LXX Isa 19:11; 1 Esd 8:55; 2 Esd 7:14, 7:15, 7:28, 8:25.

1171 Esd 8:11: toig éntd @iAoig cupPovAeutaic; 8:26: Evavt Tod PactAéwg kai TV cupPovAevdvtwv
Kol Tdvtwv TV @iAwv Kal yeylotdvwy avtod.

18 Xenophon does not use the term s0pPovAog with respect to the seven Persian nobles, but uses it
with respect to the Greek general Clearchus, who was also summoned to attend the trial as an
advisor (Anab. 1.6.5: KAéapyov 8¢ ... naperdeoe sOpuPovrov; cf. 1.6.9: cupPovAedw). Cyrus informs
the seven nobles and Clearchus that he has summoned them to consult them on the fate of
Orontas (Anab. 1.6.6: cUv UUiv PovAevduevog). See also Herodotus, Hist. 5.24, where King Darius I
asks Histiaeus, the tyrant of Miletus, to follow him to Susa and become his cUcoitog and
oUuPovAog. See Briant, Histoire, 141-42, 319.
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influence of sources such as 1 Esd 3:9 and LXX Dan 6:(3-4)2-3, which speak of three
all-powerful ministers running the Persian kingdom under King Darius.'*

For the mention of the Persian king’s cOufovAot, the author of Addition B may be
indebted to the second of the two letters of Artaxerxes quoted in 1 Esd 8:9-24 par. 2
Esd 7:12-26.1%° The two Artaxerxes documents quoted in 1 Esdras exhibit notable
similarities to the two Artaxerxes documents embedded in LXX Esther and may in fact
have influenced their composition.'” In his letter to the Samaritan officials (1 Esd
2:22-24; 2 Esd 4:18-22), Artaxerxes orders the cessation of Jerusalem’s rebuilding
because he has received information that the city has long been hostile to foreign
kings and that its people are prone to revolts and wars (1 Esd 2:22-23: €otiv 1] TOAIg
gkelvn €€ aiwvog Pacthebov dvtimapatdocovon Kai ol GvOpwrol AmooTdoelg Kal
TOAépoUG év alti] ouvtehodvtec). Similarly, in Addition B, Artaxerxes implements
anti-Jewish measures because he is informed that the Jews, among other issues,
constantly disregard the decrees of the kings (B:4: t& t@v BaciAéwv mapanéunovrag
dinvek®¢ datdypata) and are continually hostile to all men (B:5: €vog ... v
avTimapaywyf mavti S mavtog avOpwnw kelpevov). It is noteworthy that, to express
the hostile disposition of the Jews, the kings in both letters employ military terms
with the same prefixes, avti + tapd (dvtimapatdoow, dvtimapaywyn).

Artaxerxes’ decree in the form of a letter addressed to Esdras in 1 Esd 8:9-24 also
exhibits similarities to the royal documents in Additions B and E to Esther. In both the
letter to Esdras and Addition E, the attitude of the Persian kings towards the Jews
changes from negative to positive. Both kings now grant concessions to the Jews and
honour their god, proclaiming him to be the U{notog 8edg, “the Most High God” (1 Esd
8:19, 21; LXX Esth E:16); in both letters, the kings emphasise their benevolence (1 Esd
8:10: kal & @IAGvOpwma Eyw kpivag; LXX Esth E:11: i #XoueV ... @1havOpwniag); both
letters conclude with sanction clauses that threaten severe penalties for those who
would disobey the royal commands. Moreover, in both the letter to Esdras and
Addition B, the kings use the same verb of command (1 Esd 8:10, 19: npocétaéa; LXX

Esth B:6: mpootetdyapev)?? and refer to consulting their counsellors (1 Esd 8:11:

119 See Milik, “Modeles,” 369.
120 See 4.2.5.

121 Tt is uncertain whether the documents in Ezra 4:17-22/1 Esd 2:22-24 and Ezra 7:12-26/1 Esd 8:9-
24 should be attributed to the same King Artaxerxes. Some scholars argue that the first was
issued by Artaxerxes I and the second by Artaxerxes II. See 4.2.5, n. 51. On the identity of the King
Artaxerxes in LXX Esther, see 1.1, n. 15.

122 [n his letter to the Samaritan officials, Artaxerxes uses the verb émtdoow instead (1 Esd 2:22, 24).
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kaBdmnep dédoktar €uol te kal toi¢ enta @iloig ocvpPovAevtaig; LXX Esth B:3:
nubopévov d¢ pov T®OV ovpuPodlwv).!” These similarities suggest that, when
composing Additions B and E, their author may have had the Artaxerxes documents
in 1 Esdras in mind, if not within reach.

It remains to examine whether Bickerman’s claim that the term ooufovlog in
Addition B specifically reflects the Seleucid rather than the Ptolemaic administrative
language holds true. The Seleucid document that he cites is a letter from King
Antiochus IV to Nicanor from 166 BCE, which is not known outside Josephus. In the
study that he devoted to it, Bickerman considers it authentic.!* In this letter, the king
refers to a council that he held with his “Friends”: [A.]. 12.263] suufovAevouévorg Auiv
peta t@v @ilwv. Bickerman remarks that “these words would be incomprehensible
in an administrative letter written under the Caesars, but they were perfectly natural
in a Seleucid text.”'? In his Institutions des Séleucides, he further states that “le
monarque en référait a ses amis dans toutes les circonstances graves et ne prenait
aucune décision importante sans avoir demandé 'avis des amis.”*?* Although this is
supported by a number of ancient literary sources, it should be noted that in the texts
which Bickerman refers to occur the terms ot ¢iAot, ol év T® cuvedpiw, and the
collective terms cuvédpiov and drafovAiov, but nowhere is the term cOupovAog used
with respect to a Seleucid royal philos. There occur, however, the cognate terms

123 The term used in 1 Esd 8:11 (cupfovAevtai) is not the same as that which occurs in LXX Esth B:3
(c0pPovror); however, the translator of 1 Esdras elsewhere uses the term cOufovAor (8:55) as
well as the term oi cuufovAevovteg (8:26) with respect to Artaxerxes’ counsellors. The translator
of 2 Esdras uses only the term cUufovAor (7:14, 15, 28; 8:25). In 1 Esdras, the king’s counsellors
belong to the class of “Friends” (8:11: toi¢ énta ¢iAoig cupfovAeutais; 8:13: £y e Kal ol @iloy);
in Addition B to Esther, the participants in the royal council are designated as cOufovAot but not
as “Friends”; however, Haman is implicitly designated as one of the king’s “Friends” in LXX Esth
E:5 and explicitly in LXX Esth 3:1.

124 Bickerman, “Proclamation,” 401-3.

125 Bickerman, “Proclamation,” 384.

126 Bikerman, Institutions, 48; cf. ibid., 188-90.

56



ouuPovAevw, cupPouAn, and cupPovAia.'” In a late source not cited by Bickerman, 4
Maccabees, we also find the term cuupooAiov used of Antiochus IV’s council.'?

Bickerman also refers to Corradi’s Studi ellenistici, a chapter of which is devoted to
the synedrion of the Hellenistic kings. Corradi emphasises that the synedrion, the royal
council, was not an exclusively Macedonian and Hellenistic institution, as it is attested
at different times and independently of one another in Persia, in Sicily, and in Rome.'*
With regard to the Hellenistic kingdoms, Corradi clarifies that the synedrion of the
king’s philoi is attested not only in the Seleucid but also in the Attalid and Ptolemaic
kingdoms. 13

For the kingdom of Pergamum, the Italian scholar cites a letter of Attalus II to the
priest Attis (Welles, RC no. 61 [158-156 BCE]), in which the king relates that he
convened his state council. This council consisted of his cousin (rather than his
brother) Athenaeus, his “foster brother” (cOvtpo@og) Sosander, and Menogenes, who
had been the “prime minister” (¢mi T@v npayudtwv) of Eumenes II, along with many
others of his “familiars” (Gvaykaiot). Among these, a certain Chlorus receives special
mention for his counsel (I. 9: suufovAedwv), which ultimately won the day.'*!

For the Ptolemaic kingdom, Corradi cites Josephus, who relates that during the
reign of Ptolemy VI Philometor (180-145 BCE), the Jews and the Samaritans residing
in Alexandria asked the king to convene his council of philoi to resolve their conflict

127 [Reign of Antiochus IIT] Polybius, Hist. 5.41.6-7: G0po1obévtog 8¢ T00 cuvedpiov ... kal TpwdTov
ovpPovAevovtog Emiyévoug; 5.42.2: @avepdv €k tii¢ ouUPOVAfiG yeyovéval, 5.49.1-2: mdAv
40po160évtog Tol cuvedpiov ... katd TV avTod cupPoLAiaV; 5.50.7: of pév 0OV &v T cuvedplw;
5.58.2: [0 BactAevg] avEdwke Toig @idoig SiaPovAiov; 8.21.2: kabicavtog 8¢ Tob cuvedpiov; 8.23.3:
ol pév o0V motol TGV PIAWY ... cuvePolAgvov; 18.50.4: yevouévng cuvedpeiac kotviig; Diodorus
Siculus, Bibl. 28.12: eicaxfévreg 8¢ [ol mpéoPeic] eig td ocuvédpiov; Josephus, AJ. 12.148:
BovAevoapévey pot peta TV @iAwv; Livy, Urb. cond. 35.17.3: Rex ... consilium de bello Romano habuit;
[Reign of Antiochus V] 1 Macc 6:28: [0 faciAevg] cuvryaye ndvtag Tovg piloug adtod; [Reign of
Demetrius I] 2 Macc 14:5: tpookAn0eig eic suvédpiov Vo oD Anunepiov; [Reign of Antiochus VII]
Posidonius, FGrHist 87, F 109=Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 34/35.1.1: oi 8¢ mAeiovg aUT® TV Pidwv
ouvePovAevov; Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 34/35.16: T@V T00 AvTiéXoU GIAWV TAPAKAAOVVTIWY ... O
’Avtioxog 00devi Tpénw mpooedéxeto Tovg Adyoug. On the Seleucid royal council, see Corradi,
Studi, 240-43, 250-51; Mooren, “Kings,” 127, 129-30; Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 359; Capdetrey,
Pouvoir, 278-80, 388-89.

128 4 Macc 5:1: mpokabicag yé ol HeTtd TV cLVESpwVY 6 TOpavvog Avtioxog; 17:17: adtdg yé Tot O
TOpavvog Kai SAov to supPovAiov.

129 See Corradi, Studi, 232-35.

130 See Corradi, Studi, 239.

131 See Corradi, Studi, 245-47; Virgilio, Lancia, 138-39; Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 135-37, 138, 146-47, 148;
ead., “Elaboration,” 24.
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regarding the relative legitimacy of the temples in Jerusalem and on Mt. Gerizim.'*?
He also cites Polybius, who reports that in 169 BCE, Philometor’s ministers Comanus
and Cineas, along with the king, convoked the synedrion and decided to summon a
council of the most distinguished leaders of the army to deliberate on how to address
Antiochus IV’s invasion in Egypt.'* Although there is no explicit mention of the royal
philoi attending this synedrion, Corradi posits that many of those who took part in it
were members of that class.* In three sources not cited by Corradi, we find the only
instances of the term ot cOpPovAor used with reference to the counsellors of two
Hellenistic kings, more specifically Ptolemaic ones. Teles tells us of three exiles, the
Lacedaemonian Hippomedon, and the Athenian brothers Chremonides and Glaucon,
who fled to Egypt and became coadjutors (ndpedpot) and counsellors (cUupovAor) of
King Ptolemy II Philadelphus;** in the Letter of Aristeas, King Ptolemy II asks a Jewish
elder who should be appointed as royal counsellors (§ 264: tiot 8¢ cvufovAoig
xpfiofat;);1* and Plutarch (Pomp. 77) relates that the eunuch Potheinus, Theodotus of
Chios, and Achillas the Egyptian were the chief counsellors (kopveaiétator ...
obuPovAor) of the boy King Ptolemy XIII, who in a council (fovAr}) convened by
Potheinus in 48 BCE decided the fate of Pompey.

Lastly, Corradi points out that even the Roman emperors had a political synedrion
similar to that attested in the Hellenistic monarchies, as can be seen, for instance,
from Josephus, who writes that in 4 BCE Augustus convened the council of his philoi
to give advice on the succession to Herod’s throne.'’

As can be seen from the above, the participants in the Hellenistic royal councils

seem to have had no specific designation.’*® In the relevant literary sources, they are

132 Josephus, AJ. 13.75: mapekdAecdv Te oLV ToiG @iloig kabioavra Tov PaciAéa Tovg mept TOUTWV
&koboar Adyoug; 13.76: 6 uév ovv PactAevg moAAovg TV @idwv €ig supPovAiav mapaiafav
€kdO10ev dkovaduevog T@V Aeydvtwv. See Corradi, Studi, 243-44.

133 Polybius, Hist. 28.19.1: £80&¢ to1g mept OV Kopavov kai Kivéav cuvedpevoaoty peta ol BaciAéwg
KOWVOPOUAIOV KATAYpA@EV €K TOV EMPAVESTATWY NYEUOVWV TO PBovAevoduevov mept TV
€veoTWTWV. See Corradi, Studi, 244-45.

134 Corradi, Studi, 245. On the Ptolemaic synedrion, see also Polybius, Hist. 5.35.7, 16.22.10, 18.53.5, and
18.54.1-3. Savalli-Lestrade, “Elaboration,” 22-23, further cites Welles, RC no. 14 [letter of Ptolemy
IT; 262 BCE], 11. 8-10, and FGrHist 160 F 1 [war bulletin of Ptolemy III (?); 246 BCE], col. 4, 1. 10-12.

135 Teles, fr. 3, p. 23, 1. 11-12 (ed. Hense?).

136 Cf, Let. Aris. § 125: cupPovAevdvtwy ... TdV @ilwv.

137 Josephus, AJ. 17.229: [0 Kaioap] cuvijyev £l Tapokwxf YVWUOV TOUG @IAOUC ... Kal keAelel Aéyely
10i¢ PovAopévorg mepl T@V EveotnkStwy; cf. AJ. 16.163 [edict of Augustus renewing privileges
granted to the Jews by Julius Caesar; 12 BCE]: £80&¢ pot kol @ £u@ cupfovliw. See Corradi, Studi,
248, 255; Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 240.

138 See Corradi, Studi, 254-55.
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referred to simply as oi ¢ilot, ol cUvedpor or ot év @ cuvedpiw and, thrice, in a
Ptolemaic context, as ol oOufovAol. The latter term, contra Bickerman, is not
specifically associated with the Seleucid court and, therefore, cannot be included
among the terms that attest to the Seleucid “flavour” of Additions B and E to Esther.
Another point that has to be stressed is that mentions of councils held by
Hellenistic kings are not infrequent in Greek literary sources but are rare in royal
epistolary documents transmitted epigraphically or quoted in literary texts. This can
be explained by the fact that the deliberations between a king and his counsellors
were normally held in private, with the king alone having the final say and making
his decision public.* The only epigraphically preserved royal letter that mentions a
royal council, that of King Attalus II to the priest Attis (Welles, RC no. 61), was part of
asecret and confidential correspondence that was inscribed on stone and made public
a century and a half after it was exchanged between the parties involved.'*® Apart
from the fictional letter of Artaxerxes in Addition B to Esther and the decree of
Artaxerxes in 1 Esdras, the only royal letters quoted in literary texts that record the
king deliberating with his counsellors are those of Antiochus III to Zeuxis and of
Antiochus IV to Nicanor, as reproduced by Josephus (AJ. 12.138-153 and 12.162-163,
respectively). Gauger, who has questioned the authenticity of Antiochus I1I’s letter to
Zeuxis,"! lists the phrase fovAevoapéve pot peta t@V eidwv, Ti Sel Totelv (A,). 12.149)
among the “unproblematische passagen” of this letter."? Savalli-Lestrade, on the
other hand, considers the mentions of the royal counsellors in both the letter of
Antiochus III and that of Antiochus IV to be interpolations.’** The fact that the
aforequoted phrase from the letter of Antiochus IlI—duplicated in the letter of
Antiochus 1V, where PouvAedouar has been replaced by cuupovAevopar—occurs

139 See Bikerman, Institutions, 190; Mooren, Titulature, 128, 131; Savalli-Lestrade, “Elaboration,” 25-
26.

140 See Welles, Correspondence, xli and 247; Mooren, Titulature, 132 n. 38; Bencivenni, “Words,” 154.
One may also cite the letter of Seleucus II to Miletus (Welles, RC no. 22; 246 BCE), in which the
young king refers to a briefing that he received from his father’s philoi (1. 9: tapaBévtwv fuiv
TGOV TaTPIKGOV Pidwv), who apparently served as his advisors.

141 See 2.3 above.
142 See Gauger, Beitrdge, 49.
13 See Savalli-Lestrade, “Elaboration,” 24-25; but see Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 387.
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frequently in Greek historiographical texts!* but has no parallel in authentic Seleucid
letters'* lends weight to Savalli-Lestrade’s doubts.

The letter of Antiochus III to Zeuxis (209-205 BCE), which deals with the relocation
of 2,000 Jewish families from Mesopotamia and Babylonia to Phrygia and Lydia, is
especially relevant to our discussion because, like the letter of Artaxerxes to Esdras in
1 Esdras, it has lexical and phraseological points of contact with Additions B and E to
Esther. Antiochus addresses Zeuxis, his €mi t@v mpayudtwv in cis-Tauric Asia Minor,
as “father” (AJ. 12.148); Artaxerxes uses the same appellation for his éni TGV
npayudtwv, Haman (LXX Esth B:6; E:11);'¢ Antiochus, adopting a Jewish-friendly
policy, allows the Jews to live according to their own laws (A.J. 12.150: v6po1ig adtovg
xpfiobat toig i8io1g); Artaxerxes in his second letter grants the same permission (LXX
Esth E:19: €dv tovg Tovdaiovg xpficBal toig avt@v vopipoig); both kings emphasise
their gilavOpwria (A,J. 12.152: tfig map’ UV Tuyxdvovteg iAavOpwniag, LXX Esth
E:11: £Tuyev NG #xouev mpog mav #0vog @ihavBpwmiag; 1 Esd 8:10: kai t& @iAdvOpwna
gyw kpivag'”); and both kings refer to their counsellors, designated as iAot in the
former letter and as cOpfovAot in the latter. While it cannot be excluded that the
author of Additions B and E knew a version of the letter of Antiochus III to Zeuxis,*®
the absence of the term sVpfovlog, or of one of its cognates, in that letter, and the
presence of the term cupPovAevtrig in the letter of Artaxerxes to Esdras, make the
latter letter a stronger candidate for the source from which the author of Additions B
and E might have derived the reference to Artaxerxes’ counsellors and the term ot
obuPovAot in LXX Esth B:3.

144 See Polybius, Hist. 5.2.1: T® 8¢ PaociAel PovAevopévy petd TV @iAwv; 5.4.13: [0 PactAevg]
éPovleteto petd tdV @ilwv; 5.22.8: [6 d{Ainnog] Povlevoduevog uetd tdv @ilwv; Diodorus
Siculus, Bibl. 12.4.4: 'Aptaépéng 8¢ 6 PaciAels ... BovAevoduevog peta v @idwv; Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Ant. rom. 19.13.3: I0ppog 8¢ petd t@v @idwv PovAevodpevog Nicolaus of
Damascus, FGrHist F 130, 11-12: fovAevopévey 8¢ Kaioapt petd tdv @idwv.

145 The verbs fovAedw and supPovAedw occur only in three Attalid royal letters (Welles, RC no. 23, 1.
19; no. 29, 1. 2; no. 61, 11. 5-6, 9).

146 See 2.3 above.

147 This phrase has no counterpart in the MT. The term ta @iAdvBpwna, common in the Hellenistic
period, especially in Ptolemaic Egypt, is used anachronistically here as a designation for the
benefits that the king confers upon his subjects. See Kortenbeutel, “Philanthropon,” cols. 1032-
34.

18 1t is possible that this letter, along with the other two documents of Antiochus III quoted
consecutively by Josephus (AJ. 12.138-144, 12.145-146, 12.148-153), formed part of a dossier
compiled in the first century BCE. See Eckhardt, “Memories,” 256-57. Honigman, “Decree,”
argues that the Persian documents quoted in Ezra-Nehemiah and in 1 Esdras depend on the first
of the three documents included in this presumed dossier.
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2.5 TOmapxNg

The term tomdpxng occurs in the prescript of the LXX version of Artaxerxes’
condemnation letter. The king addresses his letter to two categories of subordinate
officials, the rulers of the 127 lands of the Persian kingdom and the toparchs:

LXX Esth B:1: toig ano tfi¢ 'Iviikig €wg thig Aiblomtiag €katodv €ikoot EMTa XwpOdV
&pXOULGLV Kal TOTAPXALG VTOTETAYUEVOLG

In the Alpha Text, the addressees of the royal letter are the rulers of the 127 lands and
the satraps:

AT Esth 3:14 [=B:1]: t0ig &md tfig Tviikfig €wg tig Albromiag Ekatov Kai elkoot Kal ntd
XWPQOV EpXovst Kal 6atTpdnalg

The prescript of Artaxerxes’ letter in the Vetus Latina of Esther is more expansive. The
addressees are the rulers of the 127 lands and the satraps, those who are truly and
properly of the same mind as the king:

VL(R) Esth B:1: eis qui in India usque Ethiopiam CXXVII regionibus principibus et satrapis
[MS 130 adds here et locorum praefectis, which corresponds to the phrase kai tondpxaig

found in the LXX]"? subditis hiis qui vere qui proprie sentiunt quae in nos

In his version of Artaxerxes’ letter, Josephus names only the rulers of the 127
satrapies:

AJ. 11.216: t0ig &m0 "TvOIKAG €wg Tfi¢ Aibromiag EnTd Kal €1KOGL Kol EKATOV OATPATELDV
dpyxovot

The prescript of LXX Addition B takes its cue from the preceding canonical narrative
(LXX Esth 3:12), where it is specified that the addressees of the royal letter are the
strategoi (toig otpatnyoic), the rulers of the 127 lands from India to Ethiopia (toig

149 See Motzo, “Versione,” [143-44] 285-86; Haelewyck, “Version,” 295.
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&pxovotv katd maoav Xwpav and Tvdikig wg thg Aibromiag, Taig EKATOV £1KOGL ETA
xwpaig), and the rulers of the nations (toig te dpyovor T@v £€0v&v).'° The
corresponding verse in the MT mentions the king’s satraps, the governors over all the
provinces, and the officials of all the peoples.

The prescript of the king’s countermanding letter in Addition E mentions the rulers
of the lands in the 127 satrapies and those loyal to the government (LXX), the rulers
of the 127 lands and the satraps who are loyal to the government (AT), the 127 satraps
governing the peoples (VL), but not the toparchs:

LXX Esth E:1: toig ano tf¢ 'Tviiki¢ £wg Tfi¢ Albromiag EKatov €1Koot EMTa catparneialg
Xwp&V dpxovotv kal toig ta nuétepa @povodotv AT Esth 7:22 [=E:1]: toig &mo tiig
Tvdikiig €wg TG Aibromiag EKatoV Kal €1kool Kal ENTA Xwp@V EpXOULsL Kal 6aTpamnalg
701G T& Nuétepa @povoiot VL(R) Esth E:1: his qui ab India usque Ethiopiam CXXVII satrapis
gentium imperantibus

The canonical narrative that precedes LXX Addition E (LXX Esth 8:9) relates that the
royal secretaries wrote to the Jews what the king had commanded to the stewards
(toig oikovéuoic) and the chiefs of the satraps ... in the 127 satrapies (kai Toi¢ &pyovotv
TGOV 0ATPATIRV ... EKATOV EIKOOL ETTA oA TPATEINIG).

150 This verse has no counterpart in AT Esther.
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The table below lists the officials to whom the king’s letters are addressed in the
different versions of Esther at 3:12, 8:9, B:1, and E:1:

"Tvdikfic €wg thg Albrotiog, Taig Ekatov
€1KOGL ETTA XWPALG

MT Esth 3:12 to the king’s and to the governors over all the provinces | and to the officials of
(trans. NRSV) satraps all the peoples
LXX Esth 3:12 To1§ 0TPATNYOIG Kol To1g dpxovaty katd Tacav XWpav &nd | Toig T dpxXovsLV T@V

£0vQv

VL (R) Esth 3:12

et scribis et ducibus
regis

et principibus per omnem regionem ab India
usque in Ethiopiam CXXVII regionibus

uniuscuiusque loci
praepositis gentium

LXX Esth B:1

101G 4mo Tii¢ Tvdikfig €wg T Aibromiag
EKATOV €1KOOL ENTA XWPRV &PXOLGLY

Kal Tomdpyaig
UTOTETAYHEVOLG

AT Esth 3:14 [=B:1]

Kal catpdmalg?

701G 4mo Tii¢ Tvdikfg £wg Thg Aibromiag
£KatoV Kal e1koot Kal Enta Xwp@dv &pxovot!
151

(trans. NRSV)

provinces from India to Ethiopia, one
hundred twenty-seven provinces

VL(R) Esth B:1 et satrapis subditis® | eis qui in India usque Ethiopiam CXXVII [MS VL 130: et locorum
regionibus principibus' praefectis]
hiis qui vere qui proprie
sentiunt quae in nos®
MT Esth 8:9 to the satraps and the governors and the officials of the

LXX Esth 8:9

Kol TOig pXouoty TV catpandv Gnd Thg
"Tvdikfig €wg TAG Albrotiag, Ekatodv eikoot
ENTA COTPATEIALG KATA XWPAV KAl XWpav?

101 oikovépoig

VL(R) Esth 8:9

et principibus satrapum ab India usque ad
Ethiopiam centum viginti septem satrapis
gentium imperantibus?

actoribus!

LXX Esth E:1

701G 4mo Tii¢ Tvdikfg £wg Thg Aiblomiag
£KATOV €1KOOL ENTA oaTPATEINLG XWPDV
dpxovotv

Kol TOTG Ta Nuétepa
@povodoty

AT Esth 7:22 [=E:1]

Kol oatpdmnaig Toig
Ta fuétepa
@povoiot?

701G 4mo Tii¢ Tvdikfig £wg T Aiblomiag
£KatoV Kal £1koot Kal Enta Xwp@v dpxovot!

VL(R) Esth E:1

CXXVII satrapis
gentium
imperantibus

his qui ab India usque Ethiopiam

151 The superscripts indicate the order in which the official titles are given in the text.
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On the basis of this table, the following remarks can be made:

MT Esth 3:12 lists officials of three ranks, from the highest-ranked (satraps) to the
lowest-ranked (officials of the peoples, viz. ethnarchs or tribal chieftains).'*? LXX Esth
3:12 also lists three ranks of officials, but instead of the expected catpdrnat uses the
term otpatnyoi, while it elaborates on the middle rank: the generic “governors over
all the provinces” of the MT becomes the more geographically and numerically
precise “rulers of every land from India to Ethiopia, the 127 lands.” LXX Esth B:1 omits
the satraps/strategoi, retains the “rulers of the 127 lands from India to Ethiopia,” and
instead of the “officials of all the peoples/rulers of the nations” mentions the
toparchs; the participle Omotetaypévoig modifies either solely the tondpxaig (the
toparchs are subordinate to the rulers of the 127 lands) or, more likely, both the
tondpyaig and the toig ... xwp@v dpxovot (both the toparchs and the rulers of the 127
lands are subordinate to the king).'* Both AT Esth 3:14 [=B:1] and VL Esth B:1 mention
the rulers of the 127 lands and the satraps in the same order: the latter are named
after the former. It is only MS VL 130 (Monacensis 6239) that at B:1 lists the officials
named in LXX Esth B:1, plus the satraps listed in MT Esth 3:12 and in AT Esth 3:14;
here, too, the satraps come after the rulers of the 127 lands. Thus, the composers of
the Alpha Text and the Greek Vorlage of the Vetus Latina of Esther appear to have
regarded the satraps as occupying a lower rank than the rulers of the 127 lands.

It should be noted here that in the canonical part of LXX Esther, the administrative
terminology and the hierarchy of the officials are somewhat blurred. At 1:1 we read
that Artaxerxes ruled over 127 “countries/lands” (ékatov eikoor £mntd Xwpdv
¢kpdtnoev) and at 8:9 that letters were written to the 127 “satrapies” (€katov eikoot
¢nta oatpaneiaig). We are thus to understand “lands” (x®pat) and “satrapies”
(catpaneiot) as synonymous terms. Accordingly, we would have expected the rulers
of the 127 lands/satrapies to be designated as “satraps.” However, at 3:12 we
encounter a periphrastic expression instead: toig dpyovowv Kata TEcav XWPAV Ao
"TvOikfg wg Aibromiag, Taig Ekatov elkoot Enta xwpalg. We can only assume that these
dpxovteg of the 127 x®dpar are satraps. At 1:3, 8:9, and 9:3 we find one more
periphrastic term, oi Gpxovteg TV satpan®v, “the chiefs of the satraps.” On the basis
of the above-cited list of officials at 3:12, we may assume that the “chiefs of the

152 See Clines, Scroll, 46.

153 Cf. 1 Esd 3:2: Aapeiog €noinoev SoxMV ... TAGLY TOIG GATPATALS KAl OTPATHYOIG KAl TOTAPXALS TOIG
U atdv; cf. also Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 1.39.8: BaciAevg BaciAéwv Bedg péyag Aapeiog
Yddomn kai TmvBfipt kal toig U éue satpdmaig xaipewv. Elsewhere in Additions B and E (B:2;
E:3), the substantivised participle oi Urotetaypévor is used to refer to the king’s subjects.
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satraps” are the strategoi, who in LXX Esth 3:12 are mentioned before the “rulers of
the 127 lands,” viz. the satraps, and the “rulers of the nations.” Alternatively, we may
surmise that the translator of Esther had in mind some kind of “super-satraps,” like
the three “presidents” (fjyo0uevor) that King Darius set over the 127 satraps of his
kingdom.”* A third possibility is that the 127 “lands” were subdivisions of no more
than twenty to thirty satrapies (about which I will talk further below) and that the
“chiefs of the satraps” were at the head of these superior administrative units, having
the “rulers of the lands” (who were also called “satraps”) as their subordinates. It is
more likely, though, that the genitive catpan@v in the combination dpyxovteg tév
catpan@v resulted from a scribal error (the original reading being catpanei@v),'>®
considering that in all its instances in LXX Esther (1:3; 8:9; 9:3), catpdnng renders 7171
(“province”).ts

The above issue creates a discrepancy between the prescript of LXX Addition E, in
which the addressees of the royal letter are termed as “rulers of the lands, in the 127
satrapies,” and the immediately preceding text (LXX Esth 8:9), where the addressees
are termed as “chiefs of the satraps, in the 127 satrapies.” Both verses speak of 127
satrapies, but the “chiefs of the satraps” cannot apparently be the same as the “rulers
of the lands.” This, together with the fact that both LXX Esth B:1 and E:1 omit, or
designate by a different title, officials that are named as addressees of the royal letter
in the preceding canonical narrative (otpatnyoi, &pxovteg t@v €éBv@v, oikovduot) and
adds addressees that are not named elsewhere in the canonical narrative (tondpyat
and ol ta nuétepa @povolvteg), may indicate that LXX Additions B and E were not
written by the same person who translated the canonical part of LXX Esther or may
be the result of subsequent redaction. In the Alpha Text, there are no such
inconsistencies, as the same titles of officials (&pxovteg xwpdv and catpdmal) are
mentioned in the same order at both B:1 and E:1 and also elsewhere (7:42: o1 dpxovteg
Kai ol TOpavvol kal ol catpdrmatl kai ol BactAtkol ypappateic). In the Vetus Latina of
Esther, there is a discrepancy between B:1, which states that the king’s letter is sent

154 1XX Dan 6:(2)1-(3)2: kal Aapelog ... KATEGTNOE CATPATAG £KATOV €iKool émta mi mdong Tfg
PaciAeiag avTod kai €T abT@V &vdpag TPeig yovpévoug avT@V.

155 Only MS 71 preserves the reading sanatpiwv (sic) at 8:9. Cf. Josephus, AJ. 11.185, 11.216, 11.272,
11.287.

156 See Kahana, Esther, 4, 11. The combination & dpxwv (twv) catpan®v elsewhere occurs only in Dan™
2:48: Karscmosv avToV [sc. TOV AavinA] émi ndong xwpocg Baﬁv?xwvoq Kol ocpxovroc carpomwv émi
TavTag Tovg cso<povg Baﬁv)\wvoq, and in Jos. Asen. 1.3: 00tog [sc. 6 evte@prig] v dpxwv TévTwy
TGOV GATPATAOV Kal TOV UEYIoTEAVWY T0D apad.
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“to the 127 districts, to the chief-officials, and the subordinate satraps,” and E:1, which
has the letter addressed “to the 127 satraps governing the peoples.”**’

Ancient literary and documentary sources give no support to the book of Esther’s
assertion that King Ahasuerus’ [=Xerxes 17]/Artaxerxes’ kingdom consisted of 127
“provinces” (MT Esth 1:1; 8:9; 9:30)/“lands” (LXX Esth 1:1; 3:12; B:1)/“satrapies” (LXX
Esth 8:9; E:1), or to 1 Esdras’ and LXX Daniel’s similar claims that King Darius’ kingdom
comprised 127 satrapies (1 Esd 3:2), over which he set 127 satraps (LXX Dan 6:[2]1;
6:[4]3).1® Herodotus (Hist. 3.89) states that Darius I divided his empire into twenty
administrative units called satrapies (catparnniat), to which he appointed governors
(&pxovteg). The Achaemenid royal inscriptions provide higher, albeit divergent,
numbers of the dahydva (lands, countries) subject to Darius I and Xerxes I: the former’s
inscriptions at Bisitun (DB §6), Persepolis (DPe §2), Susa (DSe §3), and on his tomb at
Nag$-i Rustam (DNa §3) list 23, 25, 27, and 29 lands, respectively, while the latter’s
inscription at Persepolis (XPh §3) lists 30 lands.”*® Although these inscriptions speak
of dahyava rather than “satrapies,” the lands/countries listed in them largely
correspond to those designated as “satrapies” in the Greek sources.!*

The term oatpdmng, as used in Greek literary and epigraphic sources, exhibits
imprecision and fluidity. As Jacobs notes, it is applied to officials of different rank and
seems to have had the general meaning of “governor™: “a satrap can be defined as the
highest official of a particular administrative area, irrespective of its hierarchical
level.”*** Accordingly, we may assume that the governors of the 127 satrapies
mentioned in LXX Esther and in 1 Esdras, and the 127 satraps mentioned in LXX
Daniel, ruled over “satrapies” that did not belong to the same level in the
administrative hierarchy as the twenty to thirty satrapies listed by Herodotus and by
the dahyava catalogues of the Achaemenid royal inscriptions. Instead, they belonged
to a lower level, although the governors themselves bore the title of “satrap,” just like
the governors of the superior administrative units, to which they were subordinate.!¢?

As for the term tomdpxng, which occurs in LXX Esth B:1, its earliest literary
attestations are found in the Septuagint. In Gen 41:34, Joseph advises Pharaoh to

157 Trans. Bellmann and Portier-Young, “Latin,” 275, 285.

158 MT Dan and Dan™ 6:1 speak of 120 satraps.

159 See Tavernier, “Peoples,” 42; cf. Jacobs, “Administration,” 837-39.
160 See Jacobs, “Administration,” 837-39, 845-49.

161 Jacobs, “Administration,” 836.

162 See Jacobs, “Satrapies”; cf. id., “Administration,” 836.
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appoint toparchs to gather one-fifth of the harvest of the land of Egypt during the
seven years of prosperity. Chosen to render 7p», “overseer,” tondpxng was drawn
from the Ptolemaic administrative terminology that was current in Egypt at the time
of the translation of the Pentateuch, in the third century BCE.!** Indeed, in Ptolemaic,
and later in Roman Egypt, the toparch was at the head of a second-order
administrative division of the chora, the toparchy (tonapyia/ténog). Two (dvw and
Kdtw, the “upper” and the “lower”) or more toparchies constituted a nome (voudg),
at the head of which was the nomarch (voudpxnc), who from the latter half of the
third century BCE was supplanted by the strategos (ctpatnyds), an originally military
and later civil official. The Arsinoite nome was a special case, as it was divided into
three merides (uepideg); these were, in turn, subdivided into nomarchies, which were
superseded by toparchies in the 230s BCE.!** Each toparchy consisted of several
villages, komai (k@uat1), each of which was under a komarch (kwudpyxng). At the level
of the nome, we also find the offices of the steward (oikovduog) and the royal scribe
(Baoihikdg ypaupatelg), and at the level of the toparchy and the kome, the offices of
the district scribe (tomoypaupatedg) and the village scribe (kwuoypaupatetg),
respectively.'® Of the aforementioned offices, four are cited in the canonical part of
LXX Esther: otpatnydg (3:12), oikovduog (8:9), Pacihikdg ypaupatevg (9:3), and
Kwudpxng (2:3), but only one (BactAikog ypappatelg) is cited in AT Esther (7:42).

Outside of Egypt, toparchies are attested in Palestine during the Seleucid,
Hasmonean, and Roman periods.

From 200 BCE, when it passed from the Ptolemies to the Seleucids, until at least the
mid-second century BCE, Coele-Syria and Phoenicia constituted a single satrapy,
which was under a “strategos and high priest” (otpatnydg kai dpxiepete).’*® Paralia,
Idumaea, Judaea, and Samaria seem to have been subunits of this satrapy. The first

two of these subunits are attested as having been under a strategos'®” and the other

163 See Samuel, “Organization,” 227-28; Lee, Study, 98.

164 See Holbl, History, 59; Falivene, “Geography,” 529; Manning, “Branches,” 108-112.

165 See Huss, Verwaltung, 46-73, 110-21; Manning, “Branches,” 109-111.

166 See SEG 41-1574 [dossier concerning King Antiochus I1T and his general Ptolemy, son of Thraseas;
Scythopolis (area of Hefzibah); 199-195 BCE], B, 11. 5-6, passim; OGIS 230 [dedication by Ptolemy,
son of Thraseas; Soloi; 197 BCE], 1l. 2-3. See also Bikerman, Institutions, 198-99; Capdetrey, Pouvoir,
248-49.

167 Tn 165-163 BCE, Gorgias is strategos of Idumaea (2 Macc 10:14, 12:32); under Antiochus V,
Hegemonides is strategos “from Ptolemais to Gerar” (2 Macc 13:24); in 143-142 BCE, Simon
Maccabeus is strategos “from the Ladder of Tyre to the borders of Egypt” (1 Macc 11:59); under
Antiochus VII, Kendebaios is epistrategos of the coast (1 Macc 15:38). See also Capdetrey, Pouvoir,
249-50.
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two under an official who bore the double, military and civil, title of “strategos and
meridarches” (otpatnydg kai uepiddpxng).'® It is reasonable to assume that these
subunits were called merides or meridarchiai, although meris/meridarchia is not attested
as an administrative unit elsewhere in the Seleucid Empire (cf., however, the name of
the divisions of the Arsinoite nome in Egypt).'®® These merides/meridarchiai were
presumably the equivalent of the hyparchies (Onapyiai) attested in other parts of the
Seleucid kingdom. For the latter part of the second century BCE, we know from Strabo
(Geogr. 16.2.4) that Coele-Syria was divided into four satrapies, which likely
corresponded to the four above-mentioned merides/meridarchiai.”® According to 1
Maccabees, southern Samaria was subdivided into districts, which the Greek
translator of this book calls toparchies (tomapyiot): in 1 Macc 11:28, Jonathan
Maccabeus asks King Demetrius II to make Judaea, together with the three toparchies
of Samaria (Aphairema, Lydda, and Ramathaim, which seem to have been de facto
under Jonathan’s control), tax-free. However, in two royal documents quoted in 1
Maccabees—Demetrius I's letter to the nation of the Judaeans (152 BCE) and Demetrius
IIs’ letter to Lasthenes, forwarded to Jonathan Maccabeus, which grants the
annexation of Aphairema, Lydda, and Ramathaim to Judaea (145 BCE)'”'—these three
districts are designated as vopoi. As noted previously, both vouds and tomapyia
belonged to the administrative terminology of Egypt. Their use in Coele-Syria and
Phoenicia may have been a remnant of the period of Ptolemaic occupation of the area
(with the difference, of course, that in Egypt the two terms could not be used
interchangeably, since the toparchy was a subdivision of the nome).'”? If, as scholars
believe, 1 Esdras dates from the second century BCE and reflects the contemporary

administrative terminology,'” it can corroborate the aforementioned evidence: at

168 [n 167-166 BCE, Apollonius is strategos and meridarches of Samaria (Josephus, AJ. 12.261, 12.264,
12.287) and in 150 BCE, Jonathan Maccabeus is strategos and meridarches of Judaea (1 Macc 10:65).
See Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 249-50, 261.

169 See Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 249-50, 261. It should be noted that meridarchai are also attested in two
first-century BCE inscriptions found in India. See Bengtson, Strategie, 26-29; Capdetrey, Pouvoir,
261.

170 See Bikerman, Institutions, 200; Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 250, 261.

171 See 1 Macc 10:30, 38 (letter of Demetrius I), 11:34 (letter of Demetrius II); cf. 11:57 (letter of
Antiochus VI to Jonathan).

172 See Bikerman, Institutions, 198; Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 262.

173 On the date of translation/composition of 1 Esdras, see Bird, 1 Esdras, 6 (“somewhere in the (mid)-
second century BCE”) and Béhler, 1 Esdras, 14 (“soon after 130 BCE”). On the use of the term
“Coele-Syria and Phoenicia” as a chronological marker for dating 1 Esdras to the second century
BCE, see Bikerman, “Coelé-Syrie,” 264-65; cf. Talshir, “Milieu,” 140-42.
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4:48, the translator/author of the story of the three bodyguards anachronistically
refers to the toparchs in Coele-Syria and Phoenicia and Lebanon, to whom King Darius
sends letters of instruction (ndotv toig tondpyaic év Koidn Zupia kai dotviky kai Toic
&V T AMPavy).

Bickerman’s statement that tondpyng in LXX Esth B:1 is used “in Seleucid meaning”
is apparently based on his assumption that LXX Esther, including its Additions, took
its form in Jerusalem around 100 BCE and that its composer, Lysimachus, had in mind
the contemporary administrative division of Coele-Syria and Phoenicia in four
satrapies (which presumably had replaced in the mid-second century BCE the four
merides of Paralia, Idumaea, Judaea, and Samaria), which were further subdivided into
toparchies. However, it should be noted that the author of Addition B avoids to
designate the superiors of the toparchs either as satraps or as strategoi; this suggests
that he was not particularly interested in referring accurately to a specific
administrative system, whether Seleucid or other.

For the Roman period, we know from Josephus that Judaea was divided, for
administrative and possibly for taxation purposes, into eleven kAnpouvyioat or
tomapyiat.l” Pliny the Elder gives a list of ten Judaean toparchies, which largely
overlap with those listed by Josephus.'” These toparchies were named after the most
important or central of the villages of which they were comprised.”’® The Roman
toparchy-division known from the aforenamed first-century CE writers must have
existed since at least the mid-first century BCE, as in 43 BCE Cassius sold into slavery
the inhabitants of Gophna, Emmaus, Lydda, and Thamna, districts included in the
toparchy lists of both Josephus and Pliny."”” The Romans seem to have retained in
Judaea the pre-existing toparchy-division system and to have created additional
toparchies to accommodate new circumstances. Josephus also mentions toparchies
outside Judaea, one in Samareia, two in Peraea, and two in Galilee; the latter four had
cities instead of villages as their capitals.'” The title of the officials who were in charge
of the toparchies in Roman Palestine eludes us.'’® Outside Palestine, the title of
toparch held by the dynast of Upper Cilicia Tarcondimotus I and his successors in the

174 Josephus, B.J. 3.54-56. See Schiirer, History, 2:190-96.

175 Pliny, Nat. 5.15[70]. See Schiirer, History, 2:191-92.

176 See Cotton, “Aspects,” 84-86.

177 See Schiirer, History, 2:196.

178 Josephus, B.J. 2.252; 2.509. See Cotton, “Aspects,” 86-88.
179 See Cotton, “Aspects,” 87-89.
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first century BCE,'*° as well as by Aias, son of Teukros, high priest of Zeus in Olba, in
Rough Cilicia, around 10-15 CE,'®! may have been a remnant of the Seleucid, if not the
Ptolemaic, domination of Cilicia.’®?

Whether the toparchy-division system attested in Coele-Syria and Phoenicia was
also applied to the rest of the Seleucid Empire is a matter of debate. Bengtson has
postulated that the toparchies were the smallest Seleucid administrative units, after
the satrapies and the hyparchies, and that this threefold division originated in the
time of Alexander the Great. He has argued that the term 6 témog, most often attested
in the plural, oi témo, “the places, the regions,” occurring in epigraphic sources in
conjunction with a term denoting an official who was in charge of the téno¢/témor,®
is used as an administrative terminus technicus and that the officials associated with
the témo1 were toparchs.'®* Bertrand and Gruenais, on the other hand, have argued
against the term témnog having a technical, administrative sense and have treated it
instead as a generic term, a “mot outil,” whose meaning is conditioned by the context
in which it is used.’®

The toparchs are listed in the prescripts of a few Ptolemaic royal and non-royal
circular letters (entolai).'* In a circular of Ptolemy Il Philadelphus, they are mentioned
after the nomarchs and before the komarchs and the royal scribes: C.Ord.Ptol. 3

180 See OGIS 752, 11. 3-4: Tapkovdiuwtov Ztpdtw[vog] | vidv tondpxnv. See also Bengtson, Strategie, 22
n. 3; Wright, “Tarkondimotos.”

181 In Jate Augustan and Tiberian coins from Olba, Aias is styled as “toparch of the Kennateis and the
Lallasseis”: AIANTOZ TEYKPOY APXIEPEQY. TOITAPXOY KENNATQON KAI AAAAZIEQN. See Hill,
Catalogue, 119-23.

182 See Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 262.

183 See, e.g., SEG 47-1739 [Laodikeia on the Lykos; 267 BCE], 1. 4: ‘EAévov émpeAntod to0 té[mo]v, 1l.
24-25: Ayt kypiwt tod td|mov; SEG 41-1574 [Skythopolis (area of Hefzibah); 199-195 BCE], 1. 14:
[6 T00 tém]ov mp[o]estnkwg, L. 16: [tovg €]nl T@V ToMWYV TETAYUEVOULG,

184 See Bengtson, Strategie, 10-11, 22, 26-29; cf. Ma, Antiochos III, 123, 149 n. 145; Aperghis, Economy,
270-72.

185 Bertrand and Gruenais, “Topos,” 75-78; cf. Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 262-66. Along similar lines, Allen,
Kingdom, 94-95, notes, apropos the Attalid kingdom, that “it seems unlikely ... that the word topoi
as applied to the provinces had any precise or consistent constitutional significance, and it is
more likely that it was a convenient generic formula for describing different regional
phenomena not precisely expressible in other terms. It cannot be compared with the Seleukid
toparchiai in Syria, for which a specific official is attested. In the Attalid kingdom the only official
associated with the topoi for which we have evidence is that of the strategos of the whole
province.” More recently, Salles, “TOPOL,” has suggested that locutions of the type “preposition
+ geographical name + témot” denote areas that were far from the administrative centre of a
province but still subject to the authority of the governor who was in charge of the province.
These areas may have been isolated, territorially discontinuous, or of recent acquisition.

186 On the Ptolemaic “Kollektiv-entole,” see Bikerman, Institutions, 194; Bickerman, “Chancellerie,”
251-59; Huss, Verwaltung, 46-51.
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[275/2747 BCE], 11. 14-15: [BaoiAevg Tt]oAepaiog toig voudp[xaig kali toilg tondpxaig
| kol to1g kw]udpxaig k[ali faciAikoig ypayya[t'sf)m]. In another circular issued by the
same king, they are listed after the military commanders and the nomarchs, and
before the oikonomoi, the antigrapheis, the royal scribes, the Libyarchs, and the police
officers: C.Ord.Ptol. 18 [263 BCE], 1I. 1-4: [BactAe]ug MroAepaiog [toig ot]patnyoic kai
toi[c inmdpyaig] | [kali toig fyeudor kai to[i]g voudpyaig kai Toic To[mdpxaig kai Tolig
| [oik]ovduoig kai toig dvtiypagedor kai toi¢ PaciA[ikois ypauulatedot | [k]ai Toig
AMBudpxang kal toig dpxipuAakitalig tdot xalipewv. In yet another circular letter from
an unknown sender, possibly a dioiketes, the toparchs are listed after the nome
strategos, the military and the police officers, the nomarch, the oikonomos, the royal
scribe, and the antigrapheus, and before the topogrammateis, the komarchs, and other
minor officials: P.Gen. 3.132 [175-125 BCE], 1. 1-5: t®t otpatny®[t tol
‘HpakAeomoAitov kal td1 @povpdpxwt kai T]@d1 émotdTnt | [TV @uIAakitdV Kol TG
vlopdpxnt kai T éml T®V mPooddwv kali T@r olkovéuwt | [klod Td1 PaciAik@dt
ypappa[tel kol tét dvtiypa@el kai toig tomdpxaig] kai tomoypau[ual|[tedol] kai
Kwudpxaig ka[i kwpoypauuatedol kai T@L dpxrpuAakitin kai @uAakitog | [k]ai
Yewpyoig kal toig [&]AAoi[¢ ta PactAika mpaypatevopévolg xaipev].!® In all these
circulars, the toparchs are listed after the strategoi and/or the nomarchs and before
the comarchs, that is, in the correct hierarchical order.

In the extant corpus of Seleucid royal correspondence we find no circular letters
addressed to civil officials. We do have a single fragmentary circular issued by King
Antiochus 111, but it is addressed to his military officers, “the generals, the

commanders of the cavalry and the infantry, the soldiers, and the rest.”**® What has

187 Cf, SB 22.15766 [223 or 181 BCE], 1l. 2-6, and P.Rainer Cent. 45 [197-190 BCE], 1. 2-9. See Samuel,
“Organization,” 214-15; Falivene, “Geography,” 526; Huss, Verwaltung, 47-50; Manning,
“Branches,” 111.

188 Welles, RC no. 39 [Amyzon; ca. 203 BCE], II. 1-4: BaciAelg ‘Avtioxog otpatnyois, | inndpxatg, tel®v
fyeudot, otpajtidtalg, kai toig &AAoig | [x]aip[e]iv. See Robert and Robert, Fouilles, 138-39, and
Capdetrey, “Ecrit,” 117 n. 61. Bencivenni, “Considerazione,” 141 n. 12, states that, aside from
Welles, RC no. 39, there is one more Seleucid circular of the Ptolemaic entole type: Antiochus III’s
programma for the Jerusalem Temple, as quoted by Josephus (A.]. 12.145-146). However, there is
a clear distinction between a programma (public proclamation) and an entole. A programma has no
prescript indicating the addressees and begins abruptly with an order (see Bickerman,
“Proclamation,” 358); an entole can serve as a covering letter for a programma (see Bickerman,
“Chancellerie,” 257-58). According to Josephus, Antiochus III had his programma published
throughout his kingdom (AJ. 12.145: kata mdcav tv Poaciheiav £E€Onkev). However, as
Bickerman, “Proclamation,” 372-73, notes, this was likely an erroneous assumption on the part
of Josephus; the programma in question was probably simply displayed at the gate of Jerusalem.
See also Welles, RC no. 16 [ca. 260 BCE], a very fragmentary letter of King Eumenes to members
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come down to us instead are a few dossiers consisting of letters/prostagmata issued by
Seleucid kings, as well as cover letters from officials forwarding copies of the royal
letters down the administrative hierarchy. These dossiers do not provide information
about the titles of the lower-level officials who received the royal orders, as it was
common practice for the writers of official letters not to mention their own titles or
those of their addressees in the prescripts of their missives.'® Therefore, even if the
toparchs were part of the chain of transmission of Seleucid royal letters, they cannot
be identified, and scholars can only make informed guesses at to whether a particular
recipient of a copy of a royal letter might have been a toparch. The Philomelion
dossier (SEG 54-1353; 209 BCE), for example, contains a letter from King Antiochus III
to Zeuxis, who, as we know from other sources, was “overseer of state affairs” (6 émi
TGOV TpaypudTwy) in cis-Tauric Asia Minor, and four cover letters: a letter from Zeuxis
to Philomelos, a letter from Philomelos to Aineas, a letter from Aineas to Demetrius,
and a fragmentary letter from Demetrius to an unknown recipient. The titles of the
officials under Zeuxis are unknown. Malay, the editor of the editio princeps of this
dossier, conjectures that Philomelos “would have functioned as the strategos of the
satrapy of Phrygia,” Aineas “would likely have administrated a hyparchy belonging to
the Phrygian satrapy,” Demetrius “would have served as a toparch,” and the unnamed
recipient of Demetrius’ letter “could have been a priest or a royal appointee ...
responsible for the revenues of a sanctuary.”°

A similar dossier from Maresha (SEG 57-1838; 178 BCE) contains a letter from King
Seleucus 1V, Antiochus III’s son, to Heliodorus, along with two cover letters: one from
Heliodorus to Dorymenes, and another from Dorymenes to Diophanes. Heliodorus is
well known from other sources, both epigraphic and literary;'! in 178 BCE, he was
King Seleucus IV’s “overseer of state affairs” (éni t@v npayudtwv). The titles of the
other two officials are not known to us, but Gera plausibly conjectures that Dorymenes

of the army, which has been restored on the basis of the aforecited Welles, RC no. 39: A, 11. 1-2:
[EVuévng otpatnyois inmdpyaig fyepléot kal innedot | [xaiperv].

189 See Bikerman, Institutions, 193; Bickerman, “Chancellerie,” 255; Cotton and Wérrle, “Seleukos IV,”
195 with n. 20; Gera, “Olympiodoros,” 138.

19 Malay, “Copy,” 411-13. The letter of Antiochus III to Zeuxis is also preserved in the Pamukcu
dossier (SEG 37-1010), which contains only two cover letters: a letter from Zeuxis to Philotas, who
was probably the strategos of the satrapy of Mysia, and a letter from Philotas to Bithys, who was
probably a hyparch in charge of a subdivision of the satrapy. See Malay, “Copy,” 411-12;
Capdetrey, “Ecrit,” 120, 124; id., Pouvoir, 354-55.

11 See Cotton and Worrle, “Seleukos IV,” 199 with n. 50, and 2.2 above.

72



was the strategos of the satrapy of Coele-Syria and Phoenicia and Diophanes the
meridarches of Idumaea.'*?

In light of the foregoing discussion, it is unlikely that the prescript of Addition B to
Esther was modelled on that of a Seleucid royal letter. As I have pointed out, no
Seleucid circular letter addressed collectively to civil officials serving at different
administrative levels has yet come to light. This may, of course, be accidental—just as
the absence of instances of the term tondpyng in the Seleucid documents that we
know of may also be accidental. Nevertheless, it must be acknowledged that the
prescripts of the Ptolemaic circular letters, in which the toparchs appear alongside
other officials, offer closer parallels to the prescript of the circular letter in Addition
B to Esther. This does not necessarily mean that the prescript of Addition B was
modelled on that of a Ptolemaic entole. If that were the case, one would expect to find
the greeting xaipetv at the end of LXX Addition B:1, as it is invariably present in the
prescripts of the Ptolemaic entolai and, in fact, appears in the prescript of Artaxerxes’
letter in Addition E.'

If, by way of comparison, we look at the prescripts of Ptolemy IV Philopator’s entolai
in 3 Maccabees,"* a book of undeniably Egyptian provenance, we find that they do not
accurately reflect the prescripts of extant, authentic Ptolemaic circular letters. In the
prescript of the first letter (3 Macc 3:12), the king addresses the strategoi and the
soldiers of all the nomes of Egypt: toig kat Afyuntov kai Katd TOTOV 6TPATNYOIG Kal
otpatidtalg. No Ptolemaic circular that has come down to us is addressed solely to
the strategoi and the soldiers.'”> Even the aforementioned Seleucid entole issued by
Antiochus III in 203 BCE lists other military officers, namely, the commanders of the
cavalry and the infantry, between the strategoi and the soldiers. The prescript of the
second circular (3 Macc 7:1) is addressed to the strategoi of Egypt and to all those in
charge of the affairs of the state: toig kat' Afyumtov otpatnyoig kal oLy TOig
tetaypévolg €mt mpaypdtwy. The designation ol tetaypévor €mi mpaypdtwy is attested

192 See Gera, “Olympiodoros,” 140, 145, 149.

193 Only the Vetus Latina of Esther preserves the greeting salutem at the end of B:1. See 6.2.

194 The author of 3 Maccabees uses the terms £miotoAd (3 Macc 3:11, 25, 30; 6:41; 7:10) and npdotayua
(3 Macc 4:1) for these royal missives. Bickerman, “Chancellerie,” 258 n. 20, remarks: “Il est
remarquable que I'auteur évite le terme technique entole.”

195 Cf, the aforecited C.Ord.Ptol. 18 and C.Ord.Ptol. 42 [145/144 BCE], 1. 16-17: BaciAevg IMt[oAepaiog
TaiG év] Kompwt tetaypévaig mel[ikais kol immikaic] | kai vavtika[ic Suvdueot xaiplewv. For
Lenger, “Décret,” 459, this was “le seul example ptolémaique d’'un message du roi a ses troupes,”
but see now P.Vind.Tand. 1 [letter of Ptolemy II Philadelphus; mid-third century BCE], 1l. 3-5:
[Baot]Aelg ITroAepaiog @1A&deA[og To1g ...] | kai Toig fyeudory kai tlolic inmedow [- ca. 10 -] | v
(i ‘H]paxAsomoAeitn Taccouévloig xaiperv.] '
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in a few Ptolemaic prostagmata, but in the prescripts of the entolai we commonly find
the designation ot ta Pacidika mpayuatevdpevor.'® Lastly, the prescripts of both
circulars conclude with the greeting xaipewv xai €pp®obat instead of the simple
xaipew. This expanded greeting, attested in private and a few official letters from the
second and first centuries BCE,” occurs in only one royal letter, that of Ptolemy
Alexander I and Berenice III to the strategos Apollodorus dated to 99 BCE."® The author
of 3 Maccabees seems, however, to have copied this greeting from the prescript of the
letter of King Ptolemy II Philadelphus to Eleazar in the Letter of Aristeas (§ 35). As L have
demonstrated elsewhere, the letter in question is intertextually connected with both
3 Maccabees and Additions B and E to Esther.'

The point of the above comment is that the authors of fictitious royal letters did
not necessarily seek to reproduce formulae found in authentic royal documents, but
instead freely derived epistolary elements from both non-literary and literary
sources. To return to Addition B to Esther, the inclusion of the toparchs, along with
the governors (satraps) of the 127 lands of the Persian kingdom, among the addressees
of King Artaxerxes’ letter may have been influenced by the similar inclusion of these
officials in lists of invitees and letter addressees of the Persian king Darius and the
Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar in 1 Esdras (in the story of the three bodyguards)
and in LXX Daniel, respectively. As shown in the table below, the toparchs are featured
in seven lists within these books, in four of which they are listed along with the satraps
and the strategoi.

19 See nn. 14, 30, 33 above.

197 Since the formula xaipewv kal €pp®obat has been used by some scholars as a chronological marker
for dating both 3 Maccabees and the Letter of Aristeas, it should be noted that, although the
majority of its attestations occur in the last two centuries BCE, it did not disappear “without trace
ca. 50 BCE” (so Bickerman, “Pseudo-Aristeas,” 120) or “toward the end of the first century BC”
(so Johnson, Fictions, 139). The latest attestations that I have traced are found in P.Erl. 117 [first
century CE], L. 2, in SB 18.13614 [second/third century CE], 1. 2, and in Pseudo-Ignatius’ Epistle of
Maria Cassobolita (fourth [?] century CE]. The extended formula (nAeiota) xaipewv kal d1d Tavtog
¢pp®oban is attested in BGU 16.2660 [1 CE], . 2, in SB 6.9017 Nr. 31 [first/second century CE], 1. 2-
3,and in P.Sarap. 91 [90-133 CE], I. 2. These attestations should be taken into consideration when
discussing the terminus ante quem for 3 Maccabees.

198 C,0rd.Ptol. 63, 1. 2.

19 See Domazakis, Esther, 184-85.
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LXX Esth 1:1-3  o0tog 6 T01¢ Kol ToTg
ApTagépeng ... |Tlepo®v kal | Epxovotv T@V
Soxnv MAdwv CATPATIOV
£noinoev £vdé&oig
LXX Esth B:1 ApTagépeng ... T0i¢ &mo TG | Kol Tomdpyaig
T48e ypdpet TvOkAG éwG | UTOTETAYHEVOLG
tig Atbromiag
EKATOV €TKOOL
ENTA XWPOV
dpxovot
1Esd 3:1-2 Aapeiog ndowv Toig | kal oLy Toi¢ | Kal Tomdpyaig
£noinogv O avTéV | catpdmalg kal | Toig U avTOV
Soxnv Kal TEowv | 6TpaTNyOig amo Tiig
T0ig "TvakfiG uéxpt
oikoyevéaotv Tii¢ Aibomiag
avTod Kai £V Taig EKaTOV
ALY TOIG efkoot £nTa
Heylotaoy catpamneioig
g Mndiag
Kal Tfg
TMepaidog
1Esd 3:14 [Aapeiog] névrag Kol catpdmag | kal Tomdpxag | kal bdToug
g€amooteilag | Tovg Kal
€kdAeoey MEYIOTAVAG | 0TpATNYOUg
L[
TMepaidog
Kol TG
Mndiag
1Esd 4:47 AKPETOS ... Kol Kal Tomdpyag? TpOG MAVTAG
Eypapev adT® GTPATIYOVG oikovdpoug!
TAG EMOTOAAG Kol oatpdmnog’ 200
1Esd 4:48 [Aapeiog] &LV TOiG
gypapev TOTAPX LG EV
£MOTOAGG KoiAn Zvpia
Kai ®owviky kal
TOIG €V TQ
ABéve
1Esd 4:49 [Aapeiog] TavTa Kol o6aTpdmny | Kol Tondpxnv Kol 01KOVOHoV
Eypapev Suvatdv
LXX Dan 3:2 NapBovxodovo- oaTPATAG KXl | TOTEpXAG Kal Ondtoug | SroknTdg Kal
oop ... oTPATIYOUG ToUG T
dnéoteilev Eovaiidv
Emouvayayeiv KATE XDPAV
LXX Dan 3:94:  ouvAxOnoav ol €émapyot TOTApXAL apximaTpdTal
[88-Syh: kai ol iAot
Umatol] 100 PaciAéwg

200 The superscripts indicate the order in which the official titles are given in the text.
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In 1 Esd 3:14 and in LXX Dan 3:2, the list of officials includes the satraps, the strategoi,
the toparchs, and the hypatoi.?® Torrey considers that “this coincidence can hardly be
accidental” and attributes it either to an intertextual influence of 1 Esdras on LXX
Daniel or to the possibility that both books share the same translator.?®? Torrey further
argues that 1 Esd 3:1-2 may have influenced Esth 1:1-3.2%

1 Esdras 3:2 exhibits close verbal similarities to LXX Esth B:1: the catpdmaig kat
otpatnyoig corresponds to the generic &pxovat, which in this context designates the
satraps, the tondpyxaig toi¢ O adTdV corresponds to Tomdpyxalg vOTETAYUEVOLG,2*
while both verses mention the 127 satrapies/lands from India to Ethiopia. The author
of Addition B may thus have been influenced by the lists of Persian officials in the
story of the three bodyguards in 1 Esdras (a section of the book that has no extant
Semitic Vorlage) rather than by the administrative terminology prevalent at the place

201 The term Unatog has perplexed commentators because, unlike the other terms with which it co-
occurs in 1 Esd 3:14 and in LXX Dan 3:2, it was not part of the Ptolemaic or the Seleucid language
of administration. From the early second century BCE, it was used, initially in the combination
otpatnydg Uatog and, from around 125-100 BCE, as a self-standing technical term, to render the
Roman title consul (see Mason, Terms, 156, 158, 165-68). Even if we accept that Unatog was used
here in a loose, non-technical sense (see Muraoka, Lexicon, s.v.: “very high-ranking official”), it
would still evoke the Roman consul, an official of the highest rank. It is thus curious that in both
1 Esd 3:14 and LXX Dan 3:2, the hypatoi are listed after the satraps, the strategoi, and the toparchs
(in Theodotion Daniel they are listed before the strategoi and the toparchs [3:2], after the toparchs
and before the strategoi [3:3], and after the strategoi and the satraps and before the toparchs [6:7]).
Harvey, “Court,” 183-84, suggests that “we have all six levels [of courtiers of the Ptolemaic court]
in the list of five officers in 1 Esd 3:14 plus the suggenes [in 3:7]” and that the composer of the
story of the three bodyguards “knows that there are six levels but does not know the correct
titles for every rank.” This suggestion is unconvincing. It is very unlikely that the composer of
this story accurately knew the highest title, cuyyevr|g, ignored the rank of t@v ¢iAwv, which
appears elsewhere in 1 Esdras (8:11, 13, 26), and thought that a relatively modest administrative
title like tondpxng could be used as a substitute for or be equivalent to a court title. Of the five
titles listed in 1 Esd 3:14, two are attested in Ptolemaic Egypt (otpatnydg, tondpyxng) and three in
the Seleucid kingdom (catpdmnng, otpatnydc, and tondpxng—assuming that the toparchies in
Palestine, if not elsewhere, too, were headed by an official called tondpyng rather than ¢
(tetaypévog) émi t@V téMwV or a similar designation), while the title of cuyyevAg is attested at
both the Ptolemaic and the Seleucid courts, and a similar title existed in the Achaemenid court
(see Muccioli “Crisi,” 251-74; Strootman, Court, 99, 151). Talshir, I Esdras, 132, is more likely
correct in suggesting that the translator of 1 Esdras “supplies random titles that he knows from
the contemporary official vocabulary” (and, I would add, from literary texts, as seems to be the
case with peylotdv).

22 Torrey, Ezra, 48, 84-85; cf. Thackeray “Esdras,” 761.

203 Torrey, Ezra, 47-48. Thackeray, “Esdras,” 761, posits that the influence runs from LXX Esth 1:1-3
to 1 Esd 3:1-2.

204 Talshir, I Esdras, 133, conjectures that toig O’ a0tdv in 1 Esd 3:2 is “an internal Greek corruption”
for toig vndroig (cf. 1 Esd 3:14); however, this conjecture has no manuscript support. What we
have here is a sort of inclusio (Soxrv peydAnv ndoiv toi¢ U AVTOV ... TOMAPXALG TOTG VT AVTOV),
which emphasises that all the officials invited to the royal feast were mere subordinates to King
Darius.
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and time in which he lived.? The points of contact between 1 Esdras and Addition B
that I traced in the previous section (2.4) corroborate this possibility.

2.6 The prooemium of Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition B

LXX Esth B:2 serves as a prooemium to Artaxerxes’ letter of condemnation. Before
stating his decision and the rationale behind it, the king outlines his principles of
governance, namely, moderation and kindness, aiming to ensure tranquillity in the
lives of his subjects and peace in his kingdom. Such prooemia, while very rare, are not
absent in the letters of Hellenistic kings. A characteristic example of a letter featuring
such a prooemium is the one that King Seleucus IV sent in 178 BCE to Heliodorus—who,
like Haman in Addition B to Esther, held the office of £nti t®v npaypdtwv—concerning
the appointment of Olympiodorus as in charge of the sanctuaries of Coele-Syria and
Phoenicia.”® According to Bencivenni, the prooemium of this letter constitutes “a
compositional novelty,” as the king “adds an extra component to the typical structure
of an epistolary prostagma, in which he speaks in the first person of virtues and
principles that are usually recognized and attributed to him by others (by decrees
from cities or through epistolary declarations from members of his family).”?” In this
“ruler formula,”?* Seleucus IV presents himself as caring for the safety of his subjects
and striving to secure the prosperity of his kingdom and the goodwill of the gods.?*®
In both the prooemium of Seleucus IV’s letter and that of Artaxerxes, reference is made

205 This is not the place to discuss whether the administrative terms that occur in 1 Esdras indicate
an Egyptian or Palestinian origin for the book. Claims have been made for both possibilities; see
Thackeray, “Esdras,” 762; Bird, 1 Esdras, 7; Bhler, 1 Esdras, 14; see also nn. 173 and 201 above.

206 Seleucus IV’s letter is part of a dossier that also includes two cover letters, one by Dorymenes and
the other by Heliodorus. See SEG 57-1838. On this inscription, see Cotton and Warrle, “Seleukos
IV”; Bencivenni, “Considerazione”; Gera, “Olympiodoros”; Cotton-Paltiel, Ecker, and Gera,
“Juxtaposing”; Muccioli, “Stele.”

207 Bencivenni “Considerazione,” 140, 152: “una novita compositiva”; ibid., 149: “Nell'incipit della
lettera, gli ingredienti ideologici di cui il re & debitore si mescolano a creare una formula nuova”
... “Il re parla in prima persona di virtl e principi che di solito sono riconosciuti e accreditati al
sovrano da altri (per decreto, dalle citta ovvero, attraverso dichiarazioni epistolari, da membri

della sua famiglia)” .. “Il re aggiunge una parte in pit alla struttura tipica della
lettera/mpdotayua, arricchendone la composizione.”
208 See 6.2.

209 SEG 57-1838, 1. 14-20: mAelotnv mpdvorav motoGuevor mepi tfig TV Umo|tetayuévwv dopateiog kai
uéytotov &yado[v] | eivar vouilovreg toig mpdyuacty, Stav o katd | v PaciAeiav &8edg Tovg
£avt®V Ploug drotk®|orv, kai cuvOewpoivTeg, WG 000EV Shvatar petaldappdverv thg kabnkovdong
ebdarpoviag &vev | thig TV Oe®v edu<e>veiag. See Boyd-Taylor, “Haman,” 118-19.
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to the lives (Bio1) of the kings’ subjects, who are designated as ot vnotetayuévor and,
in Seleucus IV’s letter, also as oi katd tnv Pacideiav (LXX Esth B:2: tod¢ t@v
UMOTETAYUEVWY GKUMATOUG 1 TtavTog Kataotijoat Blovg; SEG 57-1838, 11. 14-15: mept
Ti¢ TV vroteTaypévwy dogaleiag; 1. 16-17: Stav ot katd trv Pacidelav ddedg Tovg
gaut@v Plovg dro1kOorv). Another common feature shared by the two prooemia is that
they are structured using triads, with Seleucus IV’s prooemium using three participles
(Torovpevor, vouilovteg, ouvBewpodvteg) and Artaxerxes’ prooemium using two
infinitives (kataotfoal, dvavedoaoBal) and a participle in place of an infinitive
(tape€duevog in lieu of mapaoyeiv).

Another prooemium of a Hellenistic royal letter featuring a “ruler formula” can be
found in the letter that the Attalid king Eumenes 1I sent to the Ionian League in
167/166 BCE.?'° This prooemium has verbal and conceptual points of contact with both
the prooemium of Artaxerxes’ letter and that of Seleucus IV’ letter. It shares with the
former the expression of the king’s commitment to establish general peace (LXX Esth
B:2: avavewoaoBal thv moBovpévny toig taolv avBpwmoig eiprivnv; Welles, RC no. 52,
1. 11-13: 8nwg ol td¢ EAAnvidag katoikodvteg moAe[ilg S mavtog €v giprvnt ..
Unapywotv) and with the latter the use of the expression npévoiav noieioBat (SEG 57-
1838, I. 14: mAeiotnVv pdvoiav motovpevor; Welles, RC no. 52, 1. 10: &racav omovdnv kal
npdvorav notov[pelvog). The difference from the prooemium of Seleucus 1V’s letter,
where the king gives a personal reflection on kingship in his own words, is that
Eumenes quotes the praising words of a decree presented to him by the envoys of the
Ionian League.”!!

Prooemia of the type discussed above are not found in Ptolemaic royal letters. They
are, however, attested at a later period in some edicts issued by Roman prefects of
Egypt and emperors.?'2

It is impossible to know whether the prooemium of Seleucus IV’s letter was unique
within the corpus of Seleucid royal letters; most likely, it was not. It is also difficult to
ascertain whether Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition B reflects the “compositional
novelty” that is first attested in Seleucus IV’s letter or whether the inclusion of a

210 Welles, RC no. 52, 11. 6-13: tag kaAA{otag dmd thg | dpxfic EAduevog mpdéeig kai kovov dvadeifac |
guautodv evepyétny TV EAMvwv ToAAolg pév | kal peydAoug dydvag Oméotnv mpog tov[q] |
BapPdpoug, dracav omovdiv kai mpdvorav motov[ue]|vog mwg ol Tag EAMNviSag katokodvreg
néAe[t]g | S1dx mavtog év elprivnt kad Tt PeAtiotm kataotdglet] | Ondpyworv.

211 See Welles, Correspondence, 213, 215.

212 See 6.2.
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“ruler formula” in both letters is merely coincidental.** Given that the novel type of
prooemium attested in Seleucus IV’s letter—a letter that must have undergone
extensive dissemination, as copies of it were posted in sanctuaries throughout Coele-
Syria and Phoenicia’**—may have established a model, it could have been imitated
even by the authors of fictitious royal letters, such as the author of Addition B.

2.7 Conclusion

In this chapter, I closely scrutinised three technical terms that occur in Addition B to
Esther and which, according to Bickerman, relate to the Seleucid rather than the
Ptolemaic administration. Of the three terms, only one, the title 6 £nti t@v mpayudtwv
can be ascertained to be distinctly Seleucid, given that Haman’s title and position in
the Achaemenid court, as presented in Addition B, are equivalent to those of several
Seleucid officials of the highest rank who served as “overseers of the affairs of the
state” between the late third century and the mid-second century BCE, and possibly
as late as the 90s BCE. The full title, as it appears in Addition B, namely, 6 tetaypévog
€Ml TOV TpaypudTwy, is attested only epigraphically in reference to two high officials
in the Seleucid administration, Zeuxis and Heliodorus; in contrast, in Ptolemaic Egypt,
the same title is attested only in the plural as a collective designation for lower-
ranking officials. I suggested that the author of Addition B may have become
acquainted with it either through inscriptional testimonies or through 2 Maccabees,
where the abbreviated title 6 éni t@v mpaypdtwv is used for Heliodorus, Lysias, and
Philippus, who served as “chief ministers” under Seleucus 1V, Antiochus IV, and
Antiochus V. If the latter is the case, the use of this title for Haman, the enemy of the
Jews, may have been intended to equate him with one or more of these Seleucid
officials who engaged in hostile actions against the Jews prior to and during the
Maccabean period.

213 Muccioli, “Stele,” 62, observes that the reference to the goodwill of the gods in the prooemium of
Seleucus 1V’s letter (1. 20) finds a parallel in the opening lines of Ptolemy IV’s letter in 3
Maccabees (3:14-15), suggesting that this similarity may not be coincidental (“un tema che trova
riscontri in 3 Maccabei a proposito di Tolemeo IV, con formulazioni che ricordano da vicino (non
casualmente?) quelle della “stele” di Eliodoro”). However, the phrasing in the two texts does not
imply any special connection between them, while there is a clear intertextual connection
between 3 Macc 3:15 and LXX Esth B:2 (see Domazakis, Esther, 147-51).

214 See n. 40 above.
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Regarding the term cOuBovAog, “counsellor,” I established that it does not have any
specific Seleucid association. Not only the Seleucid kings, but also the Attalid and the
Ptolemaic kings, held councils with their philoi, who on such occasions served as their
counsellors. The term oOpfovAog does not appear in any literary or documentary
texts referring to the Seleucid kings and their counsellors, while it is attested in three
different literary sources as a designation for the counsellors of two Ptolemaic kings.
For Haman’s designation as King Artaxerxes’ cOupovlog, I suggested that the author
of Addition B may have drawn upon King Artaxerxes’ decree in the form of a letter
given to Esdras, which is quoted in 1 Esdras and mentions the Persian king’s seven
counsellors.

Concerning the term tondpyng, “toparch,” I concluded that it was not intended to
allude to the Seleucid administrative hierarchy. Although the toparchies are known
to have been administrative units in Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt, as well as in
Seleucid, Hasmonean, and Roman Palestine, the term tondpxng, well-documented in
Egypt, does not happen to be attested in any literary or documentary sources
referring to the Seleucid administration. Moreover, the prescript of the royal letter in
LXX Addition B, in which the term in question occurs, finds parallels in the prescripts
of Ptolemaic circular letters, whereas no Seleucid official letter that has come down
to us is addressed to or mentions officials bearing the title of toparch. I suggested that
the author of Addition B may have drawn the term from one of the lists of King Darius’
invitees and letter addressees in 1 Esdras.

In addition to the three aforementioned terms, I also discussed one not noted by
Bickerman, namely, natrp, “father.” In both Addition B and E, Haman is said to have
been granted by the king this honorific appellation, which in LXX Esth B:6 is conjoined
with the title 6 tetaypévog éni TV mpayudtwv. This combination reinforces the
evidence supporting the presence of a Seleucid “flavour” in Additions B and E, as the
appellation natrip appears in the prescripts of two letters addressed by the Seleucid
kings Antiochus 11T and Demetrius II to Zeuxis and Lasthenes, respectively, at least the
first of whom bore with certainty the title 0 tetayuévog émi t@v npayudtwv. While
the same honorific appellation seems to have been used in the first century BCE by
King Mithridates VI and possibly by King Tarcondimotus II for high officials in their
courts in Pontus and Cilicia, respectively, there is no similar evidence for its use in the
Ptolemaic court.

In light of the above, I consider it likely that the Seleucid “flavour” discernible
through the aforementioned terms, which, except for tondpyng, occur both in the
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LXX and the AT, and are also reflected in VL Esther, was introduced into Addition B
mainly through the influence of literary works such as 2 Maccabees and 1 Esdras,
rather than through the direct influence of the historical context from which Addition
B emerged. The possibility of a direct contact between Addition B and a Seleucid royal
document was suggested by the comparison of the prooemium of King Artaxerxes’
letter of condemnation, where he outlines his governance tenets, with the prooemium
of the letter that King Seleucus IV sent to Heliodorus in 178 BCE. In this letter, a “ruler
formula” similar to that found in Artaxerxes’ letter is attested for the first time in
Hellenistic royal correspondence. However, despite the suggestive similarities in
content and diction between the two prooemia, it is difficult to ascertain whether the
author of Addition B had first-hand knowledge of Seleucus IV’s letter, or of a similar
Seleucid letter, or whether he patterned his prooemium after an epistolary model that
may have been influenced by the prototype set by Seleucus IV or another king.
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CHAPTER 3. THE MACCABEAN “FLAVOUR”
OF ADDITIONS B AND E TO ESTHER

3.1 Introduction

After examining the evidence suggesting the presence of the Seleucid “flavour” in
Additions B and E to Esther, I will seek to trace the presence of the Maccabean
“flavour” in them, as it can be discerned through allusions to historical figures and
events, as well as to texts associated with the Maccabean revolt in Judaea in 167-160
BCE. First, I will examine the verbal parallels between Additions B and E and (a) the
letters of Kings Antiochus IV and Antiochus V in 2 Maccabees (3.2) and (b) the speech
of the former high priest Alcimus to King Demetrius I in the same book (3.3). Second,
I will explore the Maccabean connotations of the phrase év ka1p®d OAiPewg, “in a time
of distress,” which occurs in Addition E (3.4). Third, I will discuss the verbal parallel
between LXX Esth E:4 and 2 Macc 7:35, which concerns the concept of the inescapable
justice of the all-seeing God (3.5). Fourth, I will examine the pejorative term
tproaAithprog, “thrice impious,” applied to Haman in Addition E to Esther and to the
Seleucid military commander Nicanor, one of the three arch-enemies of the Jews,
alongside Heliodorus and Antiochus 1V, in 2 Maccabees (3.6). Fifth, I will analyse the
significance of the thirteenth of Adar, which marks both the date of the Jews’
counterattack against their gentile enemies in LXX Addition E and the date of the
defeat of the aforementioned Nicanor by Judas Maccabeus in 2 Maccabees (3.7). Lastly,
by comparing Addition E with Jewish festal letters, including those prefixed in 2
Maccabees, I will assess whether Artaxerxes’ second letter, which institutes a Persian
feast to be celebrated on the thirteenth of Adar, was intended to serve as a festal-
letter-in-disguise for the “Day of Nicanor” celebrated on the same date (3.8). The
examination of this evidence aims to address the following questions: Is the presence
of the Maccabean “flavour” in Additions B and E attributable to a direct impact of the
historical Maccabean events on the composer of these texts, or does it result from the
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influence of the Maccabean literature, specifically 2 Maccabees? Is the “flavour” in
question traceable in all the versions of Greek Esther? In which version was it
originally introduced? What clues can it provide about the time of composition of this

version?

3.2 Verbal parallels between Additions B and E to Esther and
the letters of Antiochus IV and Antiochus V in 2 Maccabees

In LXX Esth B:7, King Artaxerxes asserts that the mass extermination of the Jews will
benefit his government by rendering it stable and untroubled (§nwg ... edotadf Kai
atapaya mapéxwolv Nuiv S télovg ta mpdypata). That political stability is a
desideratum for the king can also be seen from LXX Esth B:2, where he expresses his
intention to render the lives of his subjects waveless (tov¢ TGV UnoteTaypévwv
akupdroug Sk mavtog kataotioat Piovg) and his kingdom tranquil (thv te PaciAeiav
fuepov), and to restore the peace that all the people long for (dvavewoaoBai te trv
nofovpévny Toic Tdotv avBpwnoig eiprivny). It is further evident from LXX Esth E:8,
where he declares his determination to render his kingdom free from disturbance and
peaceful for all its people (gig t0 v Pacileiav drdpayov Toig taotv &vOpdToLg UeT
elprivng mape€dueda).

As 1 have shown elsewhere, the phrase 6mwg ... edotabfi kai dtdpayxa mapéxwotv
Nuiv d1a Téloug T Tpdypata in LXX Esth B:7 is verbally indebted to two verses from
3 Maccabees: one from King Ptolemy IV Philopator’s letter condemning the Jews (3:26:
diet\npapev €ig tov émidoimov xpdvov teleiwg NUiv ta mpdyuata €v e0oTabElq ...
kataotadrjoecbat) and the other from the same king’s diatribe to his philoi (6:28:
gvotdOe1av napéxet [6 0£0¢] o1 AueTépoig mpdypactv).t All the terms occurring in the
aforequoted phrase from LXX Esth B:7 have verbal counterparts in 3 Macc 3:26 and
6:28, except for the adjective atdpayxog, which was apparently not derived from 3
Maccabees.

Up to the first century CE, &tdpayog, used in a political sense (“free from political

” @

agitation,” “not involved in political disturbances”),? occurs only in the two fictitious

! See Domazakis, Esther, 158-61.

20n the use of tapdoow and tapaxy in relation to political and social agitation, see Spicq, “tapdoow,”
372-73 withn. 3.
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letters of King Artaxerxes in Additions B and E to Esther’ and in King Antiochus Vs
letter to Lysias (163 BCE) in 2 Maccabees. In the latter letter, which is generally
considered authentic, the nine-year-old king communicates to his éml t®v
npayudtwv (who is likely the actual author of the letter) his decision to revoke the
anti-Jewish measures taken by his father, King Antiochus IV, to restore the Temple to
the Jews, and to allow them to observe their ancestral customs. The rationale behind
this change of policy is that all the subjects of the kingdom, including the nation of
the Jews, should live undisturbed (11:23: BovAduevor tovg €k TG PactAeiag dtapdyoug
8vtag; 11:25: aipobuevor odv kol todto 16 #0vog €ktdg Tapaxfic eivai). The
juxtaposition of PaciAeia and dtdpayog, attested in LXX/AT Esth E:8/7:24, in 2 Macc
11:23, and in no other ancient Greek literary or documentary text,” suggests a
connection, specifically an influence, between the two Septuagint texts, with the
direction of the possible influence moving from Antiochus V’s letter granting
religious liberty to the Jews to Artaxerxes’ countermanding letter, as the opposite
possibility, namely, that an authentic royal document drew upon a fictitious one,
would be rather unlikely.

This connection is corroborated by another verbal link, this time between
Artaxerxes’ countermanding letter and Antiochus IV’s amnesty letter, which the
author of 2 Maccabees quotes—in reverse chronological order—right after the
aforementioned letter of Antiochus V. In this document, which is also considered
authentic and dates from late 165 or early 164 BCE,® King Antiochus IV revokes his
decree of 167 BCE, which suppressed the Jewish religious practices, and grants the
Jews the freedom to use their own foods [or customs] and laws as before (2 Macc 11:31:

3In the AT version of Addition B, the adjective dtdpayxog is stripped of the political connotation that
it carries in LXX Esth B:7, as it does not occur at 3:18 [B:7] but at 3:15 [=B:2], where it modifies
Biog, “life” (drapdxoug ... plouc), instead of the poetic adjective dkOuatog, “waveless,” used in the
corresponding verse in the LXX text (dkvpdtous ... plovg). However, in AT Esth 7:24 [=E:8], the
adjective is used in the same political sense as in LXX Esth E:8. VL Esther reflects drdpayog at
both B:7 (stabiles et quietas) and E:8 (regnum quietem).

4 See Habicht, “Documents,” 10, 12; id., 2. Makkabderbuch, 179-80; Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 42; Doran, 2
Maccabees, 227.

5 It should be noted that dtdpaxog, used in a political sense, is not attested in any Hellenistic royal
document preserved on stone or papyrus. Its cognate noun dtapaia, as a political term denoting
the absence of political agitation, is attested in a letter of the Bosporan king Aspourgos to the
city of Gorgippia (SEG 46-940 [16 CE], 1, 1. 3-5: éne1d7) £80[E]av [sc. oi Topyinneic] v moA|[Aoig]
Y&V mpdypacty edvonkévat pot, pdAiota 8¢ v Tt mpdg OV oefaoctdv | adtokpdropa dvapdoet
ouvTeTnPNKSTEG £avTovg év mAelotnt dtafpa]&ion). Cf. the use of the adverb dtapdxwg in Diodorus
Siculus, Bibl. 17.54.5 and 18.18.6.

6 See Habicht, “Documents,” 11-12, 15; id., 2. Makkabderbuch, 179, 181-82.
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xpfioBat tovg Tovdaiovg toig avtdv damavhuact [Wilhelm: SintAuact]” kai vouorg
kaba kal T0 mpdtepov). In his countermanding letter, King Artaxerxes issues a similar
order, using nearly the same phraseology as King Antiochus IV: LXX Esth E:19: éav
ToUg Tovdaiovg xpfiobat toic eavt@v vopiporg. Unlike Antiochus 1V, who speaks of the
véuor (“laws”) of the Jews, Artaxerxes employs the term véuua (“usages,”
“customs”). However, the manuscripts waver at this point between the readings
vopwpolg and vopoic.® When referring to the “laws” of the Jews, LXX Esther
consistently uses the term véuog not only in the canonical sections (3:8; 8:11) but also
in Addition B (B:4, 5) and even in Addition E (E:15: Sikatotdtolg 8¢ moAitevopévoug
véuoig). Thus, at E:19, one might be inclined to prefer the reading vouoig over
vopipolg. The variation between ol vouor and ta vopwpa in relation to the
laws/customs of the Jews is also attested in the Alpha Text, where the former term is
found in the Additions (3:16 [=B:4]; 3:17 [=B:5]; 7:27 [=E:15]; 7:29 [=E:19]), while the
latter term occurs once in the canonical text (3:8).

LXX Esth E:19 has a verbal counterpart in the canonical verses of LXX Esther that
immediately precede Addition E and summarise a letter—whose content was
apparently similar to that of the letter contained in Addition E—that King Artaxerxes
addressed to his Jewish subjects: LXX Esth 8:11: ¢ énétaev [sc. 6 Paciiedg]® avdtoig
[sc. Toig Tovdaioig] xpfiobat toig vipoig adt@v év tdon et The phrase xpficOat toig
vopolg avt®v is a plus vis-a-vis the Masoretic Text. It is absent in the AT but is
reflected in VL Esther (8:11: uti suis legibus). It was either added to this verse when
Addition E was inserted into the LXX text, or it was part of LXX Esth 8:11 from the very
beginning, with LXX Esth E:19 taking its cue from it. LXX Esth E:19 is verbally a little
closer to 2 Macc 11:31 than to LXX Esth 8:11 (the reflexive pronoun £avt®v placed
between the article and the noun is more emphatic than the post-positioned adt®v).
If the author of Addition E took his cue from LXX Esth 8:11, we have to surmise that
he slightly modified the latter verse (toig vopoig avtdv > t0ig Eavt@v vopiporg [v.l.

” o«

7 On the reading danavAuact (“foods,” “expenses”) and Wilhelm’s emendation to SiitApact
(“customs,” “ways of life”), see Habicht, 2. Makkabderbuch, 193, 259 n. 31a; Schwartz, 2 Maccabees,
549-50; Doran, 2 Maccabees, 224.

8 vouipolg is the reading attested in the uncial codices Vaticanus and Venetus and in a few
minuscules, as well as in P.Oxy. 4443, col. i, ll. 17-18 (restored). Codices Alexandrinus and
Sinaiticus read instead vopoig. The Alpha Text (7:29) and Josephus’ version of Esther (A,]. 11.281)
also read vépoig. The Vetus Latina of Esther has legibus, which reflects a Greek text reading véuoig
rather than vopipoic. As Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 287 and 416-17, notes, in the case of the Jews
there was, in practice, no real difference between “customs” and “laws,” as the former were
regulated by the Jewish Law, the Torah.

° On the subject of the verb, see 1.1, n. 16.
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véuoig]) to align it with the wording of Antiochus IV’s letter (toig éxvt®dv vdpo1g).r°
The change of véuoig to vopipoig—if change there was—may have been triggered by
the use of the term t& véuiua in the aforementioned letter of Antiochus V, which
precedes the letter of his father, Antiochus 1V, in Chapter 11 of 2 Maccabees: 11:24:
™V £QUTOV Gywynv aipetifovtag [sc. Tovg Tovdaiovg] &€lodv cuyxwpndijvatl adToig
Ta voppa. We can further surmise that the term ta vouipa may have originally been
used in the decree of Antiochus IV that initiated the persecution of the Jewish religion
in 167 BCE. The translator of 1 Maccabees, who summarises the content of that decree,
uses the term;!* however, it remains unknown whether he had access to the original
document.

De Troyer contends that LXX Esther “clearly makes use” of the letters of Antiochus
IV and his son in 2 Maccabees, and that these letters “constitute a primary source of
inspiration for the LXX translator of Esther,” who, according to this scholar, is the
same as the author of Addition E.»? One might argue, of course, that the formula
employed with slight variation in 2 Macc 11:31, in LXX Esth 8:11, and in LXX/AT Esth
E:19 was typical of decrees and other official documents granting the Jews the right
to live according to their own customs and laws. Josephus in his Jewish Antiquities has,
in fact, preserved a number of such acta pro Judaeis, for the most part issued by Roman

authorities.”® In some of these documents occur formulae such as xpficfat toig idioig

10 On the similarity between LXX Esth 8:11 and E:19, see De Troyer, End, 386-87.

111 Macc 1:41-42: &ypapev 6 Pacidevg [sc. Antiochus IV] ... éykatadineiv €kactov Td vopipa adtod;
cf. 1:44: xai dnéoteilev 6 Pactheds PipAia ... mopevbivar dmicw vopipwy dAAotpiwy tAg yA. CL.
the words of Lysias, suggesting to King Antiochus V that he repeal the anti-Jewish measures: 1
Macc 6:59: kai otowuev adToig [sc. Toig Tovdaioig] Tob mopedesBat Toi¢ vouipolg avT®dV MG T
npdtepov. These words are reflected in the letters of Antiochus IV and Antiochus V in 2 Macc
11:31 and 11:24-25, respectively.

12 De Troyer, End, 237-38, 276, 392, 398.

13 See Josephus, AJ. 12.142 (letter of Antiochus III to his governor Ptolemy; 200-197 BCE):
noAitevécOwoav 8¢ Tdvteg ol €k Tod #Bvoug katd Tovg matpiovg vduovg; 12.150 (letter of
Antiochus I1I to his governor Zeuxis; 212-205 BCE): fovAopat ... vopoig avtodg xpficbat toig idioig;
14.213 (letter of a Roman magistrate [Octavian?] to Paros (?); 42-41 BCE): toig natpioig #0601 kal
iepoig xpfioOat; 14.227 (letter of the Roman proconsul of Syria P. Dolabella to Ephesus; 43 BCE):
oLYXWP® Xpfiobat Toig matpiolg €01o0p0ig; 14.246 (letter of the proconsul Publius Servilius Galba
to Miletus; 46-44 BCE [?]): énéxpiva un kwAveobat Tovdaiovg toig avtdv £0eot xprioBar; 14.258
(decree of the Halicarnassians; 47 BCE [?]): 8e86xBa1 kai fiuiv Tovdaiwv todg fovAouévoug ... Td
te odPPata dyewv kal ta iepa ovvteAelv katd Tovg Tovdaiwv vépouvg; 14.261 (decree of the
Sardians; 47 BCE [?]): cuykexwpfioBat adTOIC ... TpAooELV T& KATX TOUG A0T@OV VOUoUG; 14.263-264
(decree of the Ephesians; 42 BCE): 6nwg .. mdvta moi®owv Katd td mdTpia adt@v £0n ...
¢mteTpdBat § avToi¢ TdvTa TMolElV Katd Tovg 1dlovg abTt@dV vépoug; 16.163 (edict of Augustus
favouring the Jews of Asia; 12 BCE): £60&¢ pot kal t@ ¢u® cUUPOLALW ... ToUG Tovdaiovg xpficBat
10i¢ 18{o1g Oeopoig [v.l. éBiopoic] katd TOV TdTplov adt®dV véuov; 16.172-173 (letter of Jullus
Antonius to the Ephesians; 4 BCE): cuykexwpnkéval adtoig xpfiobat toig idioig vouporg kai €0eotv
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vouotg, which are similar to but not identical with the ones used in LXX Esther and in
2 Maccabees. In his rewrite of Artaxerxes’ second letter, Josephus uses precisely the
aforequoted formula rather than the one that occurs in LXX Esth E:19: [A,J. 11.281]
ToUG Tovdaiovg deivat toig 1d101g Vool xpwuévoug (iv wet eiprvng. While the non-
occurrence of the formula xpficBat toi¢ vépoig adt@v/toi¢ avt@v vouipoig [or
véuoig] in the acta pro Judaeis quoted by Josephus does not constitute conclusive
evidence," it corroborates the connection between LXX Esth 8:11, LXX Esth E:19, and
2 Macc 11:31.

If the author of Additions B and E did, indeed, draw upon the letters of Antiochus
IV and Antiochus V, we have to assume that he accessed them not as stand-alone
documents but as integrated within the epitome of 2 Maccabees, or perhaps its
Vorlage, Jason of Cyrene’s historiographic work, and that, like the author of 2
Maccabees, he likely believed that both letters originated from the same king,
Antiochus 1V." Further verbal similarities between Additions B and E and 2
Maccabees, which will be discussed in the following sections, strengthen the
likelihood that the author of the two Additions was familiar with the latter book.

A final point that T want to make before concluding this section is that the
permission granted by Artaxerxes to the Jews—note the verb édw, “to permit” (v
toVG "Tovdaiovg), and the prepositional phrase peta nappnoiog, “openly, freely,” in

... CUVEMTPETELY aUTOTG XpTiobat Kal TOLETV KaTd T& MATpLa Xwpig Epmodiopod; 19.285 (edict of
Claudius to Alexandria; 41 CE): fovAopat ... uAdooesBot § avToig kal ta npdtepov Sikardpata
gupévovoat toig idloig #0eorv; 19.290 (edict of Claudius to the Jews living in the Roman world; 41
CE): kaAG&G oV #xev kol Tovdaioug ... T mdtpia #0n dvemkwADTWE QUAKGGELY ... Tog 18ioug 8¢
vépoug uAdooerv (cf. P.Lond. 6.1912 [letter of Claudius to the Alexandrians; 41 CE], 11. 85-87: fva
.. £€@a1v abTovc [Tovg Tovdaioug] Toic #Beotv xpfioBan b¢ [1. oic] kai émi Tod Bs0b ZePactod); 19.311
(letter/edict of Publius Petronius, governor of Syria; 41-42 CE): mapayyéAAw ... ékdotoug Td {d1a
€0 Bpnokevewy. See also Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 111, 144, 287, 416 with n. 26, and 460-61. In his
edict to Alexandria and Syria (Josephus, A.J. 19.281), Claudius refers to ypdppata and Siatdypata
previously issued by the Ptolemaic kings, which granted civic rights to the Alexandrian Jews;
however, these documents have not survived. See Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 300.

4 The authenticity and verbal accuracy of the documents pertaining to the Jewish rights that have
been transmitted by Josephus is a matter of debate. On the authenticity of the two letters of
Antiochus III cited in the preceding footnote, see Doering, Letters, 289-91; on the authenticity of
the other Greek and Roman documents granting or confirming rights to the Jews, see Pucci Ben
Zeev, Rights, 6-11 and 361-68.

15 It is worth noting that the letter of Antiochus IV in 2 Maccabees, which gives amnesty to the Jews
and allows them to observe their laws as before, is dated “Xanthicus fifteenth,” which likely
corresponds to the 15th of Adar, a day connected with the celebration of Purim. Schneider,
“Esther,” 216-17, regards this as a possible point of contact between the Greek Esther and 2
Maccabees. On the basis of a scholium to Megillat Ta‘anit MS Oxford, it has also been suggested
that Antiochus’ repeal of his anti-Jewish measures gave rise to a Hasmonean festival celebrated
on the 28th of Adar. See Burns, “Purim,” 25 n. 59.
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LXX Esth E:19, which do not occur in LXX Esth 8:11—to observe their own
customs/laws implies a prior prohibition. However, no such prohibition is recorded
in the canonical parts of LXX Esther or in the king’s letter in Addition B. Addressing
the king, in LXX Esth 3:8, Haman censures the laws of the Jews as divergent from those
of all other nations (o1 8¢ vépor abt@v €allot mapa mdvta t& £€0vn). The king
incorporates this critique in his letter of condemnation (LXX Esth B:4: Aadv tiva toig
véuoig avtibetov mpodg mav €0vog B:5: €0vog .. daywynv véuwv Eevilovoav
napaAAdooov), without, however, imposing any specific restrictions on the Jews
regarding the observance of their laws, as, for instance, King Antiochus IV did in his
anti-Jewish decree.!® Esther, on her part, in her prayer in Addition C, alludes to a ban,
whether real or feared, that the gentile enemies of the Jews sought to impose on the
observance of the commandments of the Torah (C:20: é€apat dpiopov oTéHaTSS GOL);
however, this ban is not mentioned or alluded to elsewhere in the canonical or
deuterocanonical parts of Esther.!” Only AT Esth 7:41 states that, following the repeal
of Artaxerxes’ decree, many Jews were circumcised and no one stood against them
because they feared them (kai moAAoi t@v ‘Tovdaiwv mepietéuvovto, Kal o0dElg
¢navéotn avtoig €pofolvto yap avdtovc).’® This suggests a prior prohibition of
circumcision similar to that imposed by King Antiochus IV in 167 BCE.* These details,
I submit, resonate with or allude to the prohibitions on Jewish religious practices
imposed by the decree of Antiochus IV in 167 BCE, as well as to the subsequent
abrogation of these prohibitions through the decrees of both Antiochus IV and
Antiochus V in 165-163 BCE.

3.3 Verbal parallels between Alcimus’ speech in 2 Macc 14:6-10
and LXX Esth B:5 and E:11

In 2 Macc 14:5-10, the former high priest Alcimus, one of the Jewish villains in the
book, is granted an audience by the newly installed King Demetrius I and his council.

16 For these restrictions, see 1 Macc 1:41-50 and 2 Macc 6:1-9.
17 See 3.4 below.

18 In LXX/VL Esth 8:17, by contrast, it is the gentiles who circumcise themselves out of fear of the
Jews. Schneider, “Esther,” 204 with n. 33, considers the version presented in AT Esth 7:41 to be
more “realistic” and possibly more “primitive.”

19 See 1 Macc 1:48, 60-61; 2 Macc 6:10; Josephus, A,J. 12.254,
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In the speech that he addresses to them, Alcimus, pretending to speak in the king’s
interest (14:8: Umep TV dvnkdvtwv @ PaciAel), accuses the Hassideans, a Jewish
group whose leader, he claims, is Judas Maccabeus, of being rebellious and not
allowing the kingdom to attain stability (14:6: o0k £®vteg [sc. ol Acidaiol] trv
Pacidelav ebotabeiag tuxeiv). He further asserts that, as long as Judas is alive, peace
in the state is impossible to achieve, and he urges Demetrius to attend to his country
and the nation of the Jews with the same affable humanity that he shows to all people
(14:9: ka®’ fjv &xerg mpdg dmavtag evandvintov erhavOpwniav).

Alcimus’ audience scene bears similarities to the scene of Haman’s audience with
the king in LXX Esth 3:8-9. Moreover, there are verbal parallels between Alcimus’
speech and Artaxerxes’ letters in Additions B and E. Similar to Alcimus, Haman
pretends to act in the king’s best interest (LXX Esth 3:8: 00 cuu@épet 1@ PactAed),
urging him to eliminate all the Jews of the kingdom. The author of Addition B
envisions Haman’s audience with the king taking place in the presence of the royal
counsellors (LXX Esth B:3-4), just as Alcimus’ did. He has Artaxerxes employ the same
argument and phraseology that Alcimus uses in 2 Macc 14:6 to denounce Judas and his
people as destabilising the Seleucid kingdom (LXX Esth B:5: mpdg t0 un v Paciieiov
gvotabeiag tuyxdvew).? In Addition E, he even has Artaxerxes adopt the same
compliment that Alcimus servilely pays to Demetrius in 2 Macc 14:9 (LXX Esth E:11:
Eruxev NG &xouev Tpog v #0voc @ilavOpwniag). As I have demonstrated elsewhere,
the latter phrase seems to have been derived from Alcimus’ speech in 2 Maccabees via
the first of King Ptolemy IV Philopator’s two letters in 3 Maccabees. More specifically,
LXX Esth E:11 seems to have amalgamated 3 Macc 3:18 (8t fjv €xouev mpdg dnavtag
avBpdrouvg erhavBpwniav) and 3:20 (toig ndoly £0vest GIAAVOPDOTWE ETAVTHCAVTEG).
For the former verse, the author of 3 Maccabees seems to be indebted to 2 Macc 14:9,
while for the latter, to the letter of King Ptolemy II Philadelphus to the high priest
Eleazar in the Letter of Aristeas (§ 36: kal Nueig d¢ mapalaBovreg v Paciieiov

@rhavBpwndtepov dnavtduev toig ndot).?!

2 See Gregg, “Additions,” 668; Doran, Propaganda, 69-70; Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 472; Domazakis,
Esther, 161.

21 See Domazakis, Esther, 166-68.
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3.4 “In a time of affliction” (v kaip® OAIPew()

In LXX/AT Esth E:20/7:29, King Artaxerxes asks his officials to assist the Jews so that,
on the thirteenth of Adar,? they can avenge themselves (8nwc ... dudvwvtar)® on
those who attacked them (to0g ... émBepévoug avtoic) in a time of affliction (&v kaip®
OAiYewg). The verb émitibepar appears only here in LXX Esther; in AT Esther, it also
occurs at 4:16 [=C:8], where the praying Mordecai says that the gentiles have attacked
the Jews with the intent to destroy them (émitéBervton nuiv €i¢ katapdopdv). The
typically Septuagintal phrase £v kaip® OAipewg occurs once more in LXX/AT Esther,
in the prayer of Esther in Addition C.?* In LXX/AT Esth C:23/4:24, Esther entreats
Yahweh to manifest himself and make himself known to the Jews in their time of
affliction (émdvn®i [AT: fuiv], kOpte, kal yvOGONTL AWV €V Kalpd OAPewS UGOV).
The “time of affliction” for the Jews denotes the period following the publication of
Artaxerxes’ decree announcing a pogrom to be launched against them throughout the
Persian kingdom. In the verses preceding C:23/4:24, however, Esther refers to threats
posed to the Jews by their gentile enemies, which lack any connection with the
narrative surrounding her prayer. More specifically, she states that these enemies are
determined to abolish the ordinance of Yahweh’s mouth, that is, to suppress the Torah
(C:20: ¢€apar Opiopdv otduatTd cov), to extinguish the glory of His house and altar,
that is, to enforce the cessation of the Temple cult (C:20: kai oféoar §6€av oikov cov
kai Buotaothpidv oov), and to make a king of flesh and blood be admired forever (C:21:
kal Oavpacdivar Pacidéa odpkivov eig ai®va); she also states that, under these
circumstances, some Jews were enticed to embrace idolatry (C:18: ¢do€doapev Tovg
Beobg abt@v). As 1 have pointed out elsewhere, these references likely hint at the
period of suppression of the Jewish religious practices in Judea under King Antiochus
IV Epiphanes.?

The reign of Antiochus IV is also indirectly referred to as a time of OAiyn¢ for the
Jews in the first festal letter attached to 2 Maccabees, which quotes a few lines from
an earlier festal letter sent by the Jews of Jerusalem to their fellow Jews in Egypt in

22 The date is specified only in the LXX, not in the AT.

2 See n. 48 below.

2 The phrase occurs thirteen times in the Septuagint; outside the Septuagint, it occurs once in Jos.
Asen. 11.10, and then in patristic literature. See Schlier, “OAifw,” 140-43.

25 Cf, 1 Macc 1:43: kai moAAoi o IopanA e08éknoav tfj Aatpeiq avtod kai #Bvoav toig eiddAoig; 1:45:
kwADoat OAokavtwpata kai Busiav kai omovdnv ék ToT ayidopatog; 1:56: kai t& fipAia tod vouov
... EVemOpLoav €v mupl kataoyioavteg. See Domazakis, Esther, 126.
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143/142 BCE, exhorting them to celebrate Hanukkah. In the quoted lines (2 Macc 1:7-
8), the Jerusalemites refer to the acute affliction that had come upon them (év tfj
OAlPeL kai €v tf] dkufi tf] éneABovor fuiv) during the years from the rebellion of the
high priest Jason to the rededication of the Temple by Judas Maccabeus (169-164 BCE).
While Antiochus IV’s persecution is not explicitly mentioned in 2 Macc 1:7-8, it was
undoubtedly the primary cause of OAT1g for the Jews during the period referred to in
the quoted letter.?

I suggest that the oppression and persecution experienced by the Jews under
Antiochus IV is hinted at by the phrase év ka1p® OAlPewc in LXX/AT Esth E:20/7:29,
just as it is implied by the same phrase in Esther’s prayer and by the phrase év tfj
OAler in the festal letter quoted in 2 Maccabees.

3.5 Escaping the justice of the all-seeing God

In LXX Esth E:4, King Artaxerxes, implicitly referring to Haman, castigates those
ungrateful people who seek to harm their own benefactors, believing that they can
escape the evil-hating justice of God who always surveys all things (to0 ta ndvta
KATOTTEVOVTOG Gel g0l poondvnpov UmoAaufdvovotv ékepevEeabat diknv). This
verse exhibits close verbal correspondences with 2 Macc 7:35, where the youngest of
the seven brothers subjected to torture for defying the orders of King Antiochus IV
warns the king that he has not yet escaped the judgment of the almighty, overseeing
God (oUnw ydp TV T00 TavTokpdtopog Endntov 0o kpiotv Eknépevyag). These are
the only instances of the verb ék@eUyw used in conjunction with a noun denoting
justice/judgment (8ikn/kpioig) and a divine epithet denoting God’s all-
observing/surveying power (katontedwv/éndntng).”

Instead of the phrase to0 ta ndvta katontevovtog del Oeod, AT Esth 7:23 [=E:4]
reads to0 ta& mavta duvaotevovtog dikatokpitov. The noun dikarokpitng, “righteous
judge,” used as a divine epithet, has only one other instance in the Septuagint, in 2
Macc 12:41, where the fall in battle of those of Judas Maccabeus’ soldiers who carried

idols is seen as a just punishment. As I have argued elsewhere,? the composer of the

% See Bickerman, “Letter,” 412: “The ‘distress’” had come to an end with the dedication of the temple,
i.e. in 148 Sel., and the entire passage which begins with these words refers not to the situation
under King Demetrius II, but to the persecution by Antiochus IV.” See also ibid., 430-31.

27 See Domazakis, Esther, 182.
28 See Domazakis, Neologisms, 249-66, 274.
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Alpha Text likely borrowed this noun from 2 Maccabees, along with the phrase
£kBupog d¢ yevduevog 0 PaociAeve, “the king, becoming enraged” (7:9), which occurs
three times in 2 Maccabees (7:3, 39; 14:27) and nowhere else. One of its instances in
the latter book is at 14:27, where the former high priest Alcimus incites the anger of
King Demetrius I against Nicanor. As we saw previously, in 3.3, Alcimus’ speech to King
Demetrius I in 2 Macc 14:6-10 has points of verbal contact with LXX/AT/VL Esth B:4
and E:11. It is, thus, possible that Additions B and E to Esther, in their Septuagint form
and in the Alpha Text, are independently indebted to 2 Maccabees.

3.6 The “thrice-impious” (tpioaAitripiog) Haman

In LXX/AT Esth E:15/7:27, King Artaxerxes uses an especially derogatory term,
tproaAithpiog, “thrice impious,” to refer to Haman. This term, a Septuagintal
neologism, is all the more striking, given that it appears in a royal letter, which is
expected to convey composure and loftiness. Elsewhere in the Septuagint,
tproalitriplog occurs only in 2 Maccabees (8:34; 15:3); outside the Septuagint, it does
not recur prior to the fourth century CE. In 2 Macc 8:34, tpioaAitnpiog is applied to
the Seleucid official Nicanor, son of Patroclus, who in 165 BCE was sent by the strategos
of Coele-Syria and Phoenicia to wipe out all the Jews of Judea (2 Macc 8:9). This
Nicanor is said to have intended to sell into slavery the Jews that he would capture
during his campaign, in order to pay the tribute that King Antiochus IV owed to the
Romans (2 Macc 8:10-11). However, defeated by the forces of Judas Maccabeus, he fled
to Antioch in humiliation (2 Macc 8:35). In 2 Macc 15:3, tpioaAitiipiog is applied to the
same, or perhaps a different, Nicanor,” who in 162 BCE was appointed strategos of
Judea by King Demetrius 1 and tasked with eliminating Judas Maccabeus and
dispersing his men (2 Macc 14:12-13). This Nicanor, who threatened to raze the
Jerusalem Temple to the ground and sought to profane the Sabbath (2 Macc 14:33;
15:1-5), was defeated and killed by Judas Maccabeus at the battle of Adasa on the 13th

2 See Bar-Kochva, Judas, 239, 352; Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 60; Schwartz, 2 Maccabees, 9-10, 346, 473~
74; Domazakis, Neologisms, 236 n. 114. Considering it likely, along with Bar-Kochva and Schwartz,
that the author of 2 Maccabees regarded the Nicanor of Chapter 8 (Nicanor I) and the Nicanor of
Chapters 14-15 (Nicanor II, who receives the most prominence in 2 Maccabees) to be one and the
same person, I will refer to the “Nicanor” character without distinguishing between the two.
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of Adar, 161 BCE (2 Macc 15:25-36).* To commemorate his defeat on that day, the Jews
instituted a feast, which, as the author of 2 Maccabees informs us, was celebrated the
day before the “Day of Mordecai” (literally, the “Mordecaic Day,” Mapdoxaikn fjuépa),
namely, the first of the two days of Purim (2 Macc 15:36).*! The feast of the 13th of
Adar, designated as the “Day of Nicanor” by the “Scroll of Fasting” (Megillat Ta‘anit),**
was still observed in the time of Josephus (A.J. 12.412).3

The author of 2 Maccabees seems to purposely emphasise the immediate proximity
of the “Day of Nicanor” with the “Day of Mordecai,” having previously offered clues
for the reader to make the connection between the historical Nicanor and the
fictitious Haman, and, by extension, between Judas Maccabeus and Mordecai. Both
Nicanor and Haman are officials of a very high rank: the former is one of the “First
Friends” of King Antiochus IV (2 Macc 8:9: TtV npwtwv @ilwv); the latter is set above
all the “Friends” of King Artaxerxes (LXX Esth 3:1: énpwtofdfpel naviwv T@v @idwv
avtod). Like Haman, Nicanor is portrayed as an enemy and a potential exterminator
of the Jewish people (2 Macc 8:9: 0 cOunav tfg Tovdaiag é€dpat yévog; 14:39: fiv eixe
1pog tovg Tovdatovg duspévelav; cf. LXX Esth 3:6: éBovAedoarto dpavicat mavtag Tovg
Omo v Aptagépou PactAeiav Tovdaiovg; 7:6: GvOpwmog ExOpdg; 9:10: Tod ExOpol TV
‘Tovdaiwv; 9:24: #0eto YPrigiopa Kal kAfjpov dpavicat adtovg). Haman promises to pay
ten thousand talents of silver to the king, if the latter issues a decree for the
extermination of the Jews (LXX Esth 3:9);* Nicanor offers to pay the two thousand
talents that King Antiochus IV owed to the Romans by capturing and selling Jews as
slaves (2 Macc 8:10-11). When the Jews of the Persian kingdom hear about the king’s

%0 On the date, see Hanhart, “Zeitrechnung,” 68-69 [March 27, 160 BCE], and Bar-Kochva, Judas, 374
[March 161 BCE].

31 Zeitlin, “Megillat,” 290; id., Second Book, 23, 247, has pointed out that the author of 2 Maccabees,
writing in the Diaspora, was probably unaware that 161 BCE was a leap year, into which a
thirteenth month (Adar II), was intercalated after the twelfth month (Adar I). Nicanor was killed
on the 13th of Adar I, 161 BCE, whereas the Day of Mordecai was celebrated on the 14th of Adar
11, 161 BCE. This may be the reason why the author of 1 Maccabees does not mention the feast
established to commemorate the victory of the Maccabees over Nicanor in connection with the
Day of Mordecai/Purim. In short years, the two feasts were, of course, celebrated on consecutive
days. See also Bar-Kochva, Judas, 372-73.

32 See Zeitlin, “Megillat,” 242.

33 The name of the holiday of the 13th of Adar is not recorded in any source prior to the Megillat
Ta‘anit. Designating a holiday after the name of a vanquished enemy is unusual, but comparable
examples can be found in later history, such as “Guy Fawkes Day.” See Domazakis, Neologisms,
270 n. 72.

34 Cf. LXX Esth 7:4, where Esther states that she and her people were “sold to be destroyed, to be
booty, and to be enslaved ... as male and female slaves” (trans. Jobes, NETS).
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extermination decree, which was Haman’s idea, they weep, mourn, and put on
sackcloth and ashes (LXX Esth 4:3); similarly, when the Jews in Judaea hear of
Nicanor’s impending attack, they sprinkle dust on their heads and pray to God (2 Macc
14:15). Both Nicanor and Haman attempt to entrap their adversaries, Judas Maccabeus
and Mordecai, respectively, but ultimately find themselves outmanoeuvred (2 Macc
14:28-31; LXX Esth 5:9-6:13). Both are eventually defeated and killed and their bodies
are publicly dishonoured: Nicanor’s head is cut off and fastened to the citadel in
Jerusalem (2 Macc 15:30-35), while Haman is hanged on a gallows in Susa (LXX Esth
7:9-10). On the 13th of Adar, the Jews are purported to have killed a very large number
of enemies at Adasa (35,000, according to 2 Macc 15:27)* and throughout the Persian
kingdom (500 in Susa and 15,000 in the provinces, according to LXX Esth 9:6, 12, 16).%
The victories of the Jews over Nicanor and Haman give occasion for celebrations, and
annual feasts are instituted to commemorate them on adjacent dates: the “Day of
Nicanor” on the 13th (2 Macc 15:36) and “Purim” on the 14th and 15th of Adar (LXX
Esth 9:19, 21; F:10), respectively.”” By juxtaposing them, the author of 2 Maccabees
seems to have wanted to equate the feast established to commemorate a significant
victory of the Maccabees over their Seleucid overlords with a feast set up to celebrate
the victory of the Jews of the Persian kingdom over their gentile enemies within and
outside the royal court.?®

In light of the above, the use of the very rare adjective tpicaAitripiog in 2 Maccabees
and in Addition E to Esther with reference to Nicanor and Haman, respectively, can
hardly be coincidental: one of the two texts likely borrowed it from the other. While
the author of 2 Maccabees was certainly familiar with the feast of the 14th of Adar
and its association with Mordecai, it is hard to establish which particular version of
the Esther story he might have known, whether it was in Hebrew or in Greek.*® I have
shown elsewhere that 2 Maccabees shares with the LXX and the AT versions of Esther
some lexical and phraseological parallels (tpisaAitripiog is one of them) that do not
occur anywhere else in the Septuagint or even outside it. Considering that the most

3 The figure is most likely exaggerated. Josephus, A,J. 12.411, relates that only 9,000 Seleucid soldiers
took part in the battle at Adasa, none of whom escaped. See Bar-Kochva, judas, 44, 361-63, 368.

3 MT Esther 9:16 and AT Esth 7:46 raise the number of the gentile casualties to 75,000 and 70,100,
respectively.

37 See Haupt, Purim, 4-6; Schneider, “Esther,” 209-14; Herst, “Purim,” 140-41; Wynn, Contexts, 185-
86; Burns, “Purim,” 15; Macchi, “Instituting,” 102-3; id., Esther, 44, 62, 258.

38 See Burns, “Purim,” 14-15; Koller, Esther, 109-12.

39 See Domazakis, Neologisms, 267-74.
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significant of these parallels occur in different chapters in 2 Maccabees but are
clustered in Additions B and E in LXX Esther (and in Additions B and E and their close
environment in AT Esther), I have argued that it is more likely that it is Addition E
that is indebted to the epitome of 2 Maccabees or to its now-lost source text, Jason of
Cyrene’s Maccabean history.*® Specifically, the pejorative adjective tpisaitripiog can
be considered characteristic of 2 Maccabees, which has been described as “a veritable
thesaurus of Greek vituperation”;* it occurs twice in this book, along with the simplex
&Aitripog, which occurs three times in it (12:23; 13:4; 14:42).% I would further argue
that the author of Addition E not only assigned to Haman the adjective tpisaiitipiog,
which 2 Maccabees attributes to Nicanor, but also ascribed to him Nicanor’s ethnic
origin. Nicanor was of Macedonian descent, as both his name and patronymic are
Macedonian;® in LXX Esth E:10 and 9:24,* Haman is similarly designated as a

Macedonian.*

3.7 The thirteenth of Adar

The suggestion that the adjective tpisaAitipiog in LXX Esth E:15 may allude to the
high Seleucid official Nicanor, as depicted in 2 Maccabees, is supported by the date
that LXX Addition E sets for the threatened destruction (LXX Esth E:21: 6AeBpia) and
the eventual salvation and joyous celebration of the Jews (LXX Esth E:21: ebgppooivn):
this date is the 13th of the twelfth month, Adar (LXX Esth E:20: tfj tpiokaidekdtn to0

% See Domazakis, Neologisms, 241-44; id., Esther, 201-9.
41 So Pfeiffer, History, 513.

21t is, of course, impossible to establish whether it was the epitomator who coined this adjective or
whether he borrowed it from his Vorlage or from some other earlier or contemporary source.

3 See Haupt, Purim, 12; Hatzopoulos, Institutions I, 212; Carsana, Dirigenze, 112: “L’origine macedone
del personaggio appare abbastanza certa: sono macedoni infatti sia il nome che il patronimico.”
The patronymic (TldtpokAog) is given only when Nicanor I is introduced (2 Macc 8:9). The fact
that the author of 2 Maccabees does not provide a patronymic for Nicanor II (2 Macc 14:12) likely
suggests that he identified him with the previously introduced Nicanor I; see n. 29 above.

4 In MT Esth 9:24, Haman is referred to as an Agagite; AT and VL Esther omit this verse. Haman’s
designation as a Macedonian in LXX Esth 9:24 is likely a redactional modification made after the
insertion of Addition E in LXX Esther, intended to align Mordecai’s festal letter with Artaxerxes’
letter; see 3.8 below.

55 With few exceptions (see Edson, “Imperium,” 163-64; Eissfeldt, Einleitung, 802), Esther scholars
consider the use of the ethnic term “Macedonian” for Haman as evidence of the Egyptian rather
than the Seleucid “flavour” of Additions B and E; see Gregg, “Additions,” 665; Kottsieper,
“Zusdtze,” 192 n. 270, 273; Passoni dell’Acqua, “Decree,” 80-81 n. 51 with further references.
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dwdekdtov unvog Adap th adth Nuépa), which is the same as the “Day of Nicanor.” In
LXX Esth B:6, by contrast, the annihilation of the Jews is decreed to take place on the
14th of Adar. This inconsistency between the two Additions is also reflected in the
textual environment into which they have been embedded: LXX Esth B:6 aligns with
the preceding LXX Esth 3:7, where the lots cast by Haman to determine the date for
the annihilation of the Jews fall on the 14th of Adar. In contrast, LXX Esth E:20 aligns
with the preceding LXX Esth 8:12, which states that the king through his
countermanding decree allowed the Jews to deal with their enemies as they wished
on the 13th of Adar, and the ensuing LXX Esth 9:1-2, where Artaxerxes’
countermanding decree is received by his subjects on the 13th of Adar, the day on
which the enemies of the Jews perish.

MT Esth 3:7 states that the lots for the destruction of the Jews fell on the twelfth
month, Adar, without specifying the exact day. The corresponding verse in LXX Esther
specifies the date as the 14th of Adar. In MT Esth 3:13, the date for the destruction of
the Jews is expressly given as the 13th of Adar. LXX Esth 3:13, on the other hand,
avoids giving a precise date, stating only that the Jews are to be wiped out on a single
day in the twelfth month, Adar.

After verse 3:13, there are no discrepancies in the common narrative between MT
and LXX Esther regarding the date of the threatened destruction of the Jews, the date
of the fighting between Jews and gentiles, and the date of the celebration of Purim: in
both MT and LXX Esther, the Jews are given permission to defend themselves and to
fight back against the attack of their gentile enemies on the 13th of Adar (8:11-13); in
both versions, the Jews of Susa fight their enemies on the 13th and 14th of Adar and
rest and celebrate on the 15th, while the Jews in the provinces fight on the 13th and
rest and celebrate on the 14th (9:1-18); moreover, in both versions the celebration of
Purim is set for the 14th and 15th of Adar (9:19, 21).

In short, in MT Esther, the pre-established date for the destruction of the Jews is
the same as the date on which the Jews avenge themselves against their gentile
enemies, namely the 13th of Adar; in contrast, in LXX Esther, the Jews are offered the
possibility to deal with their enemies a day earlier than the 14th of Adar, which is the
pre-established date for their destruction.*

The shift from the 14th of Adar in LXX Addition B to the 13th of Adar in LXX
Addition E has received different explanations. Some scholars have treated the 14th

6 For discussions of the “date problem” in the various versions of Esther, see Fox, Redaction, 80-82;
De Troyer, End, 240-43, 304-7, 370-75; Haelewyck, Hester, 87-88.
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in LXX Esth B:6 as a “copyist’s error.”¥” Others have posited that, because the royal
decree of LXX Addition B ordering the destruction of the Jews on the 14th of Adar was
irrevocable, Artaxerxes, in his countermanding decree, had to allow the Jews to
avenge themselves on the enemies who had attacked them during their “time of
distress”* on the day before the 14th; this would render his previous decree de facto
ineffective.”” However ingenious this argument may be, it does not resolve the
contradiction, given that LXX Esth E:20-21 leaves no doubt that the king considered
the 13th, not the 14th, to be the preordained day for the destruction (6AeBpia) of the
Jews.® Moreover, the irrevocability of the Persian royal decrees is recorded in MT Esth
1:19 and 8:8 but not in the corresponding verses in LXX Esther, where the translator
emphasises the notion that the royal laws cannot be applied differently from how they
are written and cannot be contested.”!

Another issue in LXX Addition E is that at E:22 the king ordains that the recipients
of his letter celebrate the 13th of Adar as a notable day (kai Oueig odv ... énionuov
Nuépav ... dyete) among their feasts named after a person or event (¢v taig énwvoporg

VUGV £optaic).’? The recipients of Artaxerxes’ countermanding letter are, of course,

7 See Moore, Additions, 192-93; cf. Bardtke, “Zusitze,” 39.

8 XX Esth E:20: 6mwg tovg év kaip® BAiYewg Embepévoug avToig dpdvwvTal Tf] Tplokatdekdty To0
dwdekdtov unvog Adap tfi avtf] nuépa. The aorist participle émBeuévoug indicates that the
author of the letter is not referring to the attack that was to take place on the 13th of Adar, but
to an unspecified “time of distress” in the past, when the gentiles had manifested their animosity
towards the Jews, possibly in the months following the publication of Artaxerxes’ anti-Jewish
decree. See Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 195. The verb dudvopar can mean both “to defend oneself”
and “to avenge oneself on an enemy”; in this context, the latter meaning is to be preferred,
considering that the Jews would be in a defensive position on the 14th but in an offensive
position, if given the opportunity to react a day earlier, on the 13th of Adar.

9 See Barthélemy, Critique, 579; Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 158; cf. Cavalier, Esther, 110-11.

50 LXX Esth E:20-21: tf] tpiokoidekdtn tod dwdekdtov unvog Adap tfj avtii Auépar tadTny yap 6 td
navta Suvaotevwy Bedg avt dAebpiag Tod EkAektol yévoug émoinoey abToig eDPPOSHVNV.

51See LXX Esth 1:19: npootagdtw BaciAkdv, kai ypagrtw katd Tovg véuovg MAdwv kai Mlepadv, kal
un A wg xpnododw; 8:8: 8o yap ypdpetal tob PaciAéwg émtdéavtog ... o0k €0ty adTOIg
avtewnelv. See Haelewyck, “Anéantissement,” 106: “Dans I'hébreu, lirrévocabilité est
mentionnée en 1,19 (dans l'affaire Vasti) et en 8,8. La mention de 'irrévocabilité des édits a
disparu en 1,19 dans toute la tradition grecque. La mention de 8,8 n’a un correspondant que dans
o’ et dans la vetus latina (rien dans L), mais les mots de ’hébreu sont trés affaiblis ... Les mots
avtiAéyw et contradicere n’ont pas la méme force que 'expression hébraique; on est loin de I'idée
d’irrévocabilité.”

52 Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 196, maintains that this verse refers to “nur von einem unbestimmten Tag,”
yet the two preceding verses leave no doubt that the date in question is the 13th of Adar. The
object of the verb &yete is the pronoun tavtnv occurring in the previous verse, E:21, which refers
back to tf] tpiokaidexdtn at E:20. If the king did not specify the date of the new holiday, how
could the recipients of his letter across the Persian kingdom determine and agree upon when to
celebrate it? The second-person plural pronoun Ou®v, at E:22, which is transmitted by all
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not the Jews> but the governors of the lands in the 127 satrapies of the Persian
kingdom and those loyal to his regime (LXX Esth E:1). The rationale for the
establishment of the holiday that the Persians are commanded to observe on the 13th
of Adar is given in LXX Esth E:23: “so that both now and hereafter (6nw¢ kai vov kal
uetd tabta) there may be deliverance (cwtnpia 1)) [or “there may be a festival of
deliverance” (cwthpia f)]** for us (uiv)*® and for the favourably disposed Persians
(kai toig ebvoolowv Tépoaig),”® but for those who plot against us (toi¢ 8¢ fuiv
¢mBovAedovov), a reminder of destruction (uvnuéovvov tig dnwAeiag).” The holiday
was thus to commemorate the deliverance of the king (nuiv is a plural of majesty)
from an attempt on his life, throne, and kingdom, as well as the destruction of Haman,
who presumably planned a coup to overthrow the king and subject the Persians to
Macedonian rule (LXX Esth E:12-14). Since it was meant to be included among the
gnwvopot €optai, that is, the holidays bearing a name associated with a person, thing,
event, etc., we may surmise that the author of LXX Addition E had in mind either an

annual Zwtnpia festival, which would commemorate the Persian king’s salvation,”” or

manuscripts except for the minuscule 74", has puzzled commentators (see Fritzsche, Zusdtze, 105,
and Gregg, “Additions,” 682). Bickerman, “Notes,” 261 n. 71, has rightly observed that we should
read Nu®v instead of bu®v: “And you also keep a notable day among the festivals dedicated to
us.” fu@v should be understood as a plural of majesty. The éndhvopor Auépar or Nuépar o
PaciAéwg, dedicated to the Hellenistic kings, commemorated either symbolic events, such as the
king’s birthday or accession to the throne, or historical events, such as military victories and
solemn visits. See Habicht, Gottmenschentum, 156, and Savalli-Lestrade, “Rois,” 69-70.

53 Contra Moore, Additions, 237, who maintains that this verse is addressed “only to the Jews.” In the
text immediately preceding LXX Addition E, we read that the king asked Esther and Mordecai to
write to the Jews what he had commanded “to the stewards and the chiefs of the satraps in the
127 satrapies” (LXX Esth 8:8-9), namely, that they were permitted to live under their own laws
and to deal with their enemies as they wished on the 13th of Adar (LXX Esth 8:11-12). LXX
Addition E contains the letter that the king sent to his officials, not the one written in his name
and sent to the Jews by Esther and Mordecai; see 1.1, n. 16. AT Esth 7:34-38 quotes a letter of
Mordecai immediately after the countermanding letter of Artaxerxes, but neither is this letter
addressed to the Jews.

54 In LXX Esth E:23, Fritzsche, Zusdtze, 105, followed by Fox, Redaction, 69 with n. 70, suggests reading
owtipla (“festival of deliverance”) instead of cwtnpia, while for Gregg, “Additions,” 682,
“swtnpia stands in antithesis to anwAeiag, and should therefore have this accent.”

55 Some manuscripts read Opiv, “for you,” instead of the majority reading fjpiv. See Fox, Redaction,
69 n. 71.

56 We should probably understand this phrase as referring to those who are well-disposed towards
the Persians (toig ebvoototv <toig> époaig), that is, the Jews. Cf. P.Oxy. 4443, col. i, 1. 29-30:
owtnp[l]qy UEV | [twv gvvooluvtwy ToIg nepooig; VL Esth E:23: salutem quidem benefacientium
Persis; AT Esth 7:31: cwtnpiav uév €0 notodot toi Mépoaic. By calling the Jews ebvoobvteg, the
king would make amends for having accused them in his letter of condemnation of being an ill-
disposed nation (LXX Esth B:5: duovoo0v €0vog).

57 Cf. AT Esth 1:5, where Artaxerxes hosts a seven-day banquet to celebrate his salvation (&ywv ta
ocwtrpla avtol). On the Twtrpia, see Domazakis, Esther, 92.
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a “Day of Haman” (on the model of the “Day of Nicanor”), which would commemorate
the destruction of the traitor and regicide manqué. With regard to the latter, it should
be noted that the 13th of the twelfth month, Adar, was not the date of Haman’s
destruction; Haman had been hanged earlier, on the 17th of the first month, Nisan.
According to MT/LXX Esth 9:6-10, 13-14, it was the ten sons of Haman who were killed
on the 13th and hanged on the 14th of Adar (although LXX Esth E:18 states that Haman
was “crucified” along with his entire household). At the same time, the 13th of Adar
was the day of Nicanor’s destruction, which, according to 2 Macc 15:36, was decreed
to be commemorated by a holiday named after the Seleucid official, as we know from
the Megillat Ta‘anit. The énionuog fuépa among the énchyvupor €opral mentioned in
LXX Esth E:21 may thus be a hinted reference to the “Day of Nicanor.”

Bardtke emphasises that the holiday of the 13th of Adar instituted by King
Artaxerxes is not to be identified with the Purim observed by the Jews on the 14th and
15th of Adar.*® Although this is strictly speaking true, we should not lose sight of the
fact that both holidays share the same origin, namely, the thwarted pogrom against
the Jews on the 13th of Adar. The king expects the 13th to be not only a day of clash
between the Jews and their gentile enemies but also a day of rejoicing, ed@pocivy
(LXX Esth E:21), for the Jews. The terms ed@pocUvn and ebgpdovvog occur later in the
canonical text (LXX Esth 9:17-19) in relation to the celebrations on the 14th and 15th
of Adar. When the king sends his countermanding letter, he is unaware that there will
be a second day of fighting in Susa (the 14th) at the request of Queen Esther, or that
the Jews of Susa and the provinces will choose to celebrate and commemorate not the
actual day(s) on which they fought against their enemies (the 13th and 14th, and the
13th, respectively) but the day following the fighting (the 15th and the 14th,
respectively). Thus, the king anticipates that the 13th of Adar will be the day on which
the Jews will commemorate their deliverance from destruction® and envisages a dual
national holiday, Jewish and Persian; yet, in order to legitimise this day as a pan-
Persian holiday in the eyes of his non-Jewish subjects, he stresses its political and

58 Bardtke, “Zusétze,” 23-24: “Dieser Feiertag ist nicht das Purimfest, denn das ist ein nur jiidisches
am 14. bzw. 15. Adar gefeiertes Fest, das die wiedererlangte Ruhe zum Gegenstand hat, wahrend
dieses persische Fest, das bezeichnenderweise am 13. Tag des 12. Monats gehalten werden soll,
die Errettung des Konigs aus einer politischen Verschwérung feiert (E 23). Es fallen die Gegner
des persischen Konigs.”

59 Note the use in LXX Esth E:21 of an aorist verb (¢moincev), whose subject is Yahweh: tattnv ydp 6
& mavta duvaotebwy Bedg ... Enoinoev avtoig ev@poovvnv. This makes the 13th of Adar a
divinely predestined day of salvation and celebration for the Jews. On the use of the proleptic
aorist “when a future event is vividly represented as having actually occurred,” see Smyth,
Grammar, 432 [§ 1934].
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“patriotic” significance: for the Persians, it will be a memorial of their king’s
deliverance from an assassination attempt and a coup, a memorial of the deliverance
of their kingdom from an external threat, and a memorial of the elimination of a
traitor and his adherents. In short, in Addition E and in the ensuing Chapter 9, LXX
Esther, alone of all the versions of Esther, speaks of two holidays, one Persian,
instituted by King Artaxerxes, and the other Jewish, instituted by Mordecai and
Esther. These holidays are to be celebrated over three consecutive days and
commemorate different, yet interrelated aspects of the same event.

In the Alpha Text, the date set by the lots cast by Haman for the destruction of the
Jews is the 13th of Adar-Nisan (AT Esth 3:7). Contradicting this verse, AT Esth 7:49
states that the lots fell on the 14th and the 15th, which accounts for the
commemoration of Phouraia (Purim) on these specific days.® The letter of Mordecai
(AT Esth 7:38), which is not found in the other versions of Esther, also states that the
13th of Adar was the date on which Haman planned to exterminate the Jews. In the
first royal letter, however, the date set for the destruction of the Jews is the 14th (AT
Esth 3:18), while the second royal letter mentions only the dates set by the Jews for
the celebration of their salvation, namely, the 14th and 15th of Adar (AT Esth 7:30; cf.
7:47, 59). From AT 7:44-46, we understand that it was on these days that the Jews
attacked their gentile enemies in Susa and the provinces. The Alpha Text does not
relate what happened on the 13th of Adar. Moreover, in AT Esther, Artaxerxes does
not ordain any feast for his Persian subjects; at 7:30, he states that the celebration of
the 14th and 15th of Adar was determined by the Jews themselves.*!

The Vetus Latina (R-text) of Esther is consistent throughout: Haman'’s lots fall on the
14th of Adar (VL Esth 3:7);* the king’s condemnation decree ordains that the Jews are
to perish on the 14th (VL Esth B:6), and it is on the same date that the countermanding
decree permits the Jews to defend themselves and urges the Persians to celebrate the
salvation of the Jews and the destruction of those who plotted against them (VL Esth
8:12; E:20-23). The Purim is to be observed on the 14th and the 15th of Adar because
on these days “the Jews rested and were protected from their enemies” (VL Esth 9:21-

6 AT Esth 7:47-49: otfioal Tdg fuépag TadTog ... TV TECCAPEOKALOEKATNY KAl THV TEVTEKALIEKATNV ...
814 todto éxAfOnoav ai Huépat adtor dovpata S ToUG kKApous ToUG TEadvTaG £ig TAG HUépag
tavtag €ig pvnudouvov.

61 AT Esth 7:30: ékpifn 8¢ 010 TdOV kata v PaciAeiav Tovdaiwv dyetv thv tecoapeokadekdtnv Tod
unvoG, ... kal tfj mevtekadekdtn Eoptdoat.

6 VL Esth 3:13 states that the Jews were to be annihilated “on the first day (die primo) of the twelfth
month,” but this is probably a misunderstanding of a Greek Vorlage reading év fjuépa g, “in one
day” (cf. the corresponding verse in LXX Esther). See Domazakis, Esther, 102.
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22). However, the Vetus Latina does not elaborate on why the 15th, which is mentioned
only once, in VL Esth 9:21, is to be observed as a holiday.®® Notably, in VL Esther,
Artaxerxes does not ordain his satraps to observe a holiday in commemoration of his
own salvation and that of his kingdom from Haman’s machinations, as one might have
expected a Persian despot to do, and as indeed occurs in LXX Esther, but rather to
celebrate the deliverance of the Jews.** Thus, it is the gentile king who initiates the
celebration of a “Persian Purim” on the 14th of Adar, before Mordecai, through his
letter to the Jews, initiates the “Jewish Purim” on the 14th and—inexplicably—the
15th of Adar. Mordecai’s letter, and Esther’s letter, which follows it, seem thus
somewhat redundant, given that the king’s order to his satraps regarding the
celebration of the 14th of Adar would already apply to all his subjects, including the
Jews.

From the above I retain the following points regarding the 13th of Adar: VL Esther
does not mention it at all; AT Esther mentions it only as the date originally set by
Haman for the destruction of the Jews; in MT Esther and in the canonical parts of LXX
Esther, the 13th is not only the intended doomsday for the Jews but also the day on
which fighting takes place in Susa and the provinces; in LXX Addition E, the 13this a
day of retaliation for the Jews and a notable day (énionuog fjuépa) to be observed as a
holiday by the Persians.

The expression énionuog nuépa, used to refer to the 13th of Adar in LXX Esth E:22,
appears elsewhere in the Septuagint only in LXX/AT Esth 5:4/5:14, 21, where it
designates the day on which Queen Esther entertained, and in 2 Macc 15:36, where it
is used to denote the “Day of Nicanor”; outside the Septuagint, it is very rare.®® LXX
Esth E:22 and 2 Macc 15:36 are the only instances in which énionuog fjuépa is used to
refer to a holiday established to commemorate a victory—that of the Jews and of King
Artaxerxes over their enemies, and that of Judas Maccabeus over the Seleucid army,
respectively—as well as the elimination (LXX Esth E:23: pvnudovvov tfi¢ dnwAeiag) of

# From 9:21 onwards, VL Esther wavers between one and two days of celebration. VL Esth 9:27 refers
to one day (et [Mardocheus] diei mentionem fecit); VL Esth F:10 suggests that Purim is observed on
more than one day, but actually mentions only the 14th: et erunt in illis diebus in mense Adar
quartadecima duodecimi mensis dies synagogae cum laetitia et voluptate.

¢ VL Esth E:22-23: et vos in celeberrimis notam diem cum omni voluptate agite et nunc et postea salutem
quidem benefacientium Persis qui autem his insidiati sunt memoriam perditionis. Cf. the version of
Addition E recorded in P.Oxy. 4443, col. i, 1. 26-col. ii, 1. 1: [e]monuov nuepav pe|[ta maong
elvwyilalg ayete kat - | [vov kot pelra tavta cwtnpliay yev | [twv evvoolyviwy toig mepoaig - |
[twv 8¢ Tout]oig e[nfifovAevoavtwy | uvnuosuvny TG anwAelog.

¢ See Domazakis, Neologisms, 174-75.
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an enemy of the Jews, Haman and Nicanor, respectively; both victories happened to
occur on the same date, the 13th of Adar, and involved the Jews.

The 13th of Adar, on which the battle of Adasa took place and on which Nicanor’s
defeat was subsequently celebrated, can be considered a historically credible date, as
it is attested in 1 and 2 Maccabees, in Josephus, and in the Megillat Ta‘anit. On the other
hand, the 13th of Adar, as the date randomly chosen by lot on which the Jews of the
Persian kingdom were to be annihilated and on which they counterattacked and
prevailed against their enemies, according to MT Esther, is fictitious. This has led
several scholars to posit that the 13th of Adar was introduced into the Esther story
after Judas Maccabeus’ victory over Nicanor in 161 BCE. Noteworthy are the following
two theories: the first proposed by Macchi and the second by Schneider.

Macchi has argued that the 13th of Adar was chosen by the proto-Masoretic editors
of the book of Esther, who worked in the Hasmonean era, to allude to the great victory
of Judas Maccabeus over Nicanor on the 13th of Adar, 161 BCE. Confronted with the
difficulty of promoting in the Diaspora the recently established “Day of Nicanor,” a
feast that lacked scriptural support, they invented an equivalent narrative of a battle
that occurred in the Diaspora. Thus, they set the celebration of the victory of the Jews
in Susa and the rest of the Persian kingdom not on the day of the victory, namely, the
13th of Adar, but on the two following days, the 14th and 15th of Adar, to ensure that
the celebration of the fictitious victory (the “Day of Mordecai”/Purim) would not
coincide with or replace the celebration of the historical victory (the “Day of
Nicanor”).®® The proto-Masoretic redactors, argues Macchi, “may have sought to
complete the celebration of the Palestinian feast of the day of Nicanor with festivities
from the Diaspora and thus have two or three consecutive days of nationalistic
celebration.”’

Schneider starts from an opposing standpoint: “It is the feast [of Purim] that has
occasioned the book [of Esther] rather than vice versa.”® The feast in question, he
argues, originated in the eastern diaspora, where it was celebrated on the 14th of
Adar. Introduced in Judea, the Hebrew Esther story associated with this feast
underwent an adaptation following the Maccabean victory of the 13th of Adar, 161
BCE. Inspired by the events related to the battle at Adasa, the author of this adaptation

¢ Macchi, Esther, 49, 51-52, 162, 235, 258-59, 266, 270-72; id., “Instituting,” 102-5.
¢ Macchi, “Instituting,” 103; id., Esther, 270-72. See also the theories of Haupt, Purim, Del Medico,
“Cadre,” 263-70, Herst, “Purim,” as well as those cited in Schneider, “Esther,” 195-97.

8 Schneider, “Esther,” 197.

103



integrated the 13th of Adar into the Esther story as a day of massacre carried out by
the Jews in Susa and the provinces, followed by a second massacre in Susa on the 14th,
and the celebration by the village people on the 14th and by the city people on the
15th of Adar. This postulation, argues Schneider, is supported by the narrative of the
battle at Adasa and its aftermath, as recounted in 1 Maccabees. 1 Macc 7:43-49 relates
that, after the defeat and death of Nicanor on the 13th, the Jews pursued his army
from Adasa as far as Gazera, a day’s distance away, and were joined by people from all
the surrounding villages of Judea, who decimated the leftovers of the Seleucid forces.
After taking the spoils and Nicanor’s head and right arm, the victorious army went to
Jerusalem, where they celebrated that day as a day of gladness and established that
the 13th of Adar should be observed annually. According to this narrative, the main
fight and the ensuing pursuit of the enemy occurred on the 13th and 14th, the
celebration of the villagers took place on the 14th, Judas’ army reached Jerusalem late
on the 14th, and a full-day celebration was held in Jerusalem on the 15th of Adar. This
timeline closely corresponds to that of the Esther Scroll.®

A Diasporan author, living in Egypt, or writing for an Egyptian audience, continues
Schneider, produced the original Greek version of the Esther story, which is reflected
in the Vetus Latina of Esther. This author based his version on the Hebrew text as
adapted in Judea but supplemented it with the Additions, while omitting the massacre
of the gentiles by the Jews. In this version, the doom of the Jews is fixed for the 14th
of Adar, and it is on that day (and on the 15th) that their deliverance is set to be
celebrated. The author, holds Schneider, restored the Hebrew version “to what he
knew from other sources, or a local tradition, was the more pristine form in the

” o«

eastern diaspora, or even in Judea before its adaptation there.” “May it not be
possible,” he wonders, “that the 14th—with the 15th as accessory—was the more
original date indicated in the tradition of the decree, and that the historical kernel of
the Jews’ deliverance is more accurately preserved in the text of the decrees in the
O[ld]L[atin]-Greek tradition than as adapted in the Hebrew?"”°

Lastly, with regard to the LXX version, Schneider maintains that it is a “mechanical
reworking” of the original Greek version, aligned with the Hebrew text. This

alignment entailed that Lysimachus retained the 14th in the verses where the Hebrew

9 Schneider, “Esther,” 209-12.
70 Schneider, “Esther,” 206-7.
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text lacked a corresponding date, e.g., at 3:7 and B:6 (but not at E:20), but changed it
to the 13th in the verses where the Hebrew text featured that date (8:12).7

In the context of this chapter’s investigation, the aforementioned theory prompts
the question of whether the Maccabean “flavour” is present or absent in the version
of Additions B and E preserved in the Vetus Latina of Esther, and, further, whether
these two Additions entered the textual Esther tradition through the Greek Vorlage of
this version (GVVL), as Schneider and other scholars believe,”? rather than through
the LXX or the AT version. If Additions B and E were composed by the author-
translator of the GVVL, we would expect him not only to have omitted any reference
to the 13th of Adar and the slaughter that occurred on that day but also, in the first
place, to have avoided including any other references or allusions to the Maccabean
events of the period 167-160 BCE, or to the texts that recount these events, such as 1
and 2 Maccabees.

71 Schneider, “Esther,” 203.
72 See Haelewyck, Hester, 93-94.
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In the table below, I have listed all the verses of Additions B and E discussed in this
chapter, in which I identify the presence of the Maccabean “flavour.”

LXX Esther AT Esther VL Esther
B:5 1pOG TO pny TV PactAeiav [3:16] mpog T undénote thv | propter quod regnum firmum
evotabeiog tuyxdverv BaoctAeiav ebotabdeiag non contingere
TuyX&vev
E:4 100 t& mdvta katontevovtog | [7:23] T tod Mdvta dei semper omnia conspicientis
el Beod pioondvnpov Suvactevovrog Sikatokpitov | malignitatem concipientes
vmolappdvovoty H1o0TOVN POV EKPUYETY putant se evadere <iudicium>
gkevgeadat Siknv SieiAngdreg, v diknv
E:8 €1 o v Paciieiav [7:24] thv BaciAelav <ut> regnum quietem ...
4Tdpaxov ... tapeEoueda GTAPAXOV TAPEXELY praebeamus
E:10 Apav Apadddov Makeddv [7:25] Apav ApaddBov Aman Medadatum Macedo
6 Bovyaiog
E:11 #ruyev NG Exopev Tpdg TV [7:25] &ruxe ThG €€ UGV obtinuit eis quam habemus
€6vog prhavOpwriog oG Mav EBvog apud omnem gentem
@rhavBpwriog humanitatem
E:15 t00 Tproaitnpiov [7:27] o0 tproahitnpiov execrabili et impio
E:19 £av tovg Tovdaiovg xpAoBar | [7:29] xpficOai te Tog permittere omnes Iudaeos suis
101§ £aut®dV vopiporg [v.l. "Tovdaioug TOTg EaUTOV uti legibus
véuoig] véuoig
E:20 £v katp® OAPewg [7:29] &v karp® OAiPEwG in necessitate tribulationis™
E:20 OMWG ... AUOVWVTAL [7:29] 8nwg ... dudvwvtal ut ... defendant
.. dyewv v
i Tprokonderdrn TeocapeckaderdTnV quartadecima
E:22 kad Opeic ovv év Taig - et vos in celeberrimis notam
ENWVOUOIG VUGV £0pTai( diem ... agite
gnionpov Nuépav ... dyete

Beginning with AT Esther, I note that: (a) the 13th of Adar and the designation of the
festive day as émnionuog nuépa are missing; (b) at 7:25 [=E:11], the phrase tfig €€ nudv
npog mav €0vog prhavOpwmiag is not as verbally close to 2 Macc 14:9 (kaf’ fjv €xeig
mpdG dmavtag ... @havOpwniav) as LXX and VL Esth E:11 are (1 #xopev mpdg mév €0vog
@rhavBpwniag; quam habemus apud omnem gentem humanitatem); and (c) at 7:25 [=E:10],
Haman is designated as Bovyaiog rather than as Makedwv; the absence of the latter
ethnic designation is crucial here, as it eliminates the link with AT Esth 7:26 [=E:14],
where Haman is accused of having schemed to surrender Persia to the Macedonians.
It should be noted, however, that AT Esth 7:23 [=E:4] has a point of verbal contact with

2 Maccabees (Sikaiokpitng) that is not shared by the other versions, while outside

73 The Latin text reflects a different combination of nouns than the LXX and the AT, on which cf. LXX
Ps 118:143: OATY1g kai &vdykn; LXX Job 15:24: dvdykn 8¢ kai OATYig; LXX Zeph 1:15: fjuépa
BAlYewg kal dvdykng. I note that in 2 Macc 1:7 (discussed in 3.4 above), instead of év tfj OA{Per
Kal év tf] dxpfl, MS 58 reads ev tn OAupel kat ev T avaykn.
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Additions B and E, the Alpha Text has additional points of verbal contact with 2
Maccabees that are not found in the other versions (e.g., the phrase #xfvuoc d¢
yevouevog 0 factAeng).”

Continuing with VL Esther, it is notable that, although the 13th of Adar is not
mentioned at all, the Maccabean “flavour” is nevertheless traceable, most notably in
the verbal hints to Nicanor (E:10, 15), to the letters of Antiochus IV and Antiochus V
(E:8, 19), and to Alcimus’ speech in 2 Maccabees (B:5; E:11).

The LXX version of Additions B and E is the one that most clearly exhibits the
Maccabean “flavour,” as, above and beyond the Maccabean elements found in the
other versions, it also features the 13th of Adar. It is, therefore, more likely that the
Maccabean “flavour” originated in the LXX version, considering that the composer of
the GVVL would have had no reason to allude to the Maccabean period and its events,
drawing upon 2 Maccabees, if he did not intent to allude to the “Day of Nicanor”
celebrated on the 13th of Adar, which is the culminating point of 2 Maccabees. It
should also be noted that, while in LXX Esther the Maccabean “flavour” is present not
only in Additions B and E but also in the prayer of Esther in Addition C, the latter
prayer in VL Esther is devoid of any such “flavour.””

The mention of the 13th of Adar, exclusively in LXX Addition E, as a holiday
instituted by a gentile king to commemorate his own salvation, the salvation of his
kingdom and his Jewish subjects, as well as the elimination of his and his Jewish
subjects’ enemy, Haman, was intended to evoke for the reader the date of the
Maccabean victory over Nicanor in 161 BCE, and most likely to promote the
celebration of the “Day of Nicanor,” in clear distinction from that of the Purim
holiday. The political character that Artaxerxes ascribes to this inherently Jewish
holiday, the celebration of which he presents as tantamount to an act of allegiance to
his regime (LXX Esth E:23: toic ebvoolotv Mépoaig), aimed to facilitate its acceptance
by his non-Jewish subjects. It is noteworthy that the strictly Jewish holiday of the 14th
and 15th of Adar, namely, Purim, is instituted by the newly appointed second-in-
authority within the state’s hierarchy, Mordecai, whereas the Pan-Persian holiday of
the 13th, the “Day-of-Nicanor-in-disguise,” is established by the head of state himself.
If the author of LXX Addition E wrote against the backdrop of the Hasmonean
promotion of the “Day of Nicanor” in the Diaspora, specifically in Egypt, he may have
had in mind the precedent of the annual festival established, according to the Letter of

74 See 3.5 above.
75 See Domazakis, Esther, 121-25.
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Aristeas, by King Ptolemy II Philadelphus to commemorate the arrival in Alexandria of
the seventy-two Jewish scholars tasked with translating the Torah into Greek—a
festival superimposed upon that commemorating a naval victory won by Philadelphus
over Antigonus Gonatas.” Philo, Mos. 2.41, states that the translation of the Torah was
commemorated yearly up to his day not only by Jews but also by numerous others,
apparently gentiles (o0k Tovdaior pdvov GAAG kai mapmAndeig €tepor). It should be
noted, however, that this festival was not established through an official letter, as was
the Persian holiday mentioned in LXX Addition E, and that in Ptolemy IV Philopator’s
liberation letter in 3 Maccabees, which served as a model for the author of Addition B,
there is no analogous feast inaugurated by the king. This originality aligns Artaxerxes’
letter with a distinct epistolary genre, which will be discussed in the following section.

3.8 Addition E as a festal letter

LXX Esth 9:20-28 relates, in reported speech, a letter that Mordecai sent to the Jews
throughout the Persian kingdom, urging them to celebrate the 14th and the 15th of
Adar as the days of their deliverance from their gentile enemies. Apart from
establishing the dates for the celebration of the new feast, Mordecai explained in his
letter both the etiology of the feast and the etymology of its name, recounting the role
of Haman as the instigator of the pogrom against the Jews and reporting his tit-for-
tat punishment (9:24-25). A second letter, jointly written by Esther and Mordecai, was
subsequently sent to the Jews to confirm the first letter (9:29-31).

Mordecai’s and Esther’s letters pertain to a genre that has no exact equivalent in
Greco-Roman epistolography,” the Jewish festal letter, of which other examples
include the letters sent by King Hezekiah to all Israel and Judah, urging them to
observe the Passover in Jerusalem (2 Chr 30:1-9), the two letters prefixed to 2
Maccabees (1:1-10a and 1:10b-2:18), in which the Jerusalem authorities enjoin their
brethren in Egypt to celebrate the feast of the purification of the Temple (later known
as Hanukkah), and the so-called “Passover Papyrus” from 419/418 BCE, in which a

76 Let. Aris. § 180: peydAnv 8¢ téBerpar thv Nuépav TavTy ... KAl KaT €VIAUTOV Enionuog £0Tat ...
OUVTETUXE YAp Kal T& KaTd TV viknv Nuiv mpoonentwkévatl Tfg Tpog Avtiyovov vavuayiog.

77 See Whitters, “Observations,” 272: “Jewish festal letters do not have any exact parallels among
Greco-Roman letter types”; cf. id., Epistle, 69 with n. 4: “The festal letter is one of the few truly
Semitic contributions to ancient epistolography.” But see Doering, Letters, 164, and Doran, 2
Maccabees, 34-35.
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certain Hananiah—perhaps a Jew holding a high position at the Persian court under
Darius II—gives instructions to the Jewish garrison on the Nile island of Elephantine
regarding the observance of the Feast of Unleavened Bread (Mazzoth).” Of these festal
letters, only the last three are quoted in direct speech.

Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition E, which institutes the Persian feast of the 13th of
Adar, though not originating from a Jew and not addressed to Jews, contains elements
similar to those found in the aforementioned Jewish festal letters.

Like Mordecai’s letter, it establishes the date for the new feast and provides an
etiology for its celebration, detailing the role of Haman, the enemy of the Jews, and
reporting his punishment. More specific links between Artaxerxes’ and Mordecai’s
letters include the reference to Haman’s Macedonian origin,” the characterisation of
the event that gave rise to the feast as marking a dramatic reversal in the fate of the
Jews,®® and the commemorative nature of the feast for future generations, as
highlighted by the use of the term uvnuéovvov in both letters, which harks back to
Yahweh’s instructions to Israel concerning the observance of the Feast of Unleavened
Bread in LXX Exod 12:14.%

As in the letters prefixed to 2 Maccabees, Artaxerxes’ letter refers to the period of
the Jews” oppression by the gentiles as a time of OATY1g,*2 and to the all-powerful
Yahweh as the deliverer of His chosen people®* and the punisher of their enemies.®
More specifically, in both the second letter prefixed to 2 Maccabees and Artaxerxes’
letter, the commemoration concerns the salvation of the Jews, in the former, and of
the Jews and the king, in the latter, from a great danger posed by an enemy of the

Jews, King Antiochus IV and Haman, respectively,® with the death of these enemies

78 See Whitters, Epistle, 68-85.

79E:10, 14 and 9:24 are the only instances in LXX Esther where Haman is assigned such an ethnic. See
3.6 above.

801 XX Esth E:21: vt 0Aebpiag ... Emoinoev avtoiq ebppoovvnv; LXX Esth 9:22: and névOoug eig xapav
Kol o 680V ig dyadnv fuépav.

81 XX Esth E:23: Snwg kai vOv kai petd tadtd ... pvnudouvov; LXX Esth 9:27-28: pvnudouvvov ... €ig
oV dnavta xpdvov. Cf. LXX Exod 12:14: kai €otat 1) fuépa adtn OUiv pvnudouvov, kai éoptdoete
AUTAV ... EIG TAG YEVEAG UGV,

82 LXX Esth E:20; 2 Macc 1:7. See 3.4 above.

8 XX Esth E:18: to0 ta mdvta émkpatodvrog 0eol; LXX Esth E:21: 6 t& ndvta duvactedwv Be0¢ Gvt’
OAebpiag tob ExAekTol yévoug émoincev abToig eDYPOoUVNY; 2 Macc 1:25-26: 0 ... TAVTOKPATWP
... 0 dr0(lwv tov Iopan €k Tavtog KakoD, O TO1oag TOVG TATEPAG EKAEKTOUG.

8 XX Esth E:18: th|v kata&iav 100 ... 0£00 81 tdyoug dmoddvtog avtd kpiotv; 2 Macc 1:12: adtodg [sc.
0 0e0¢] £€€Ppace Tovg apatalauévoug év tif dyla TéAet; 1:17: 6 8¢, O¢ Edwke Tovg doefricavTag.

85 LXX Esth E:23: 81w ... cwtnpia 1) fuiv; 2 Macc 1:11: Ord peydAwv kKivSOvwy ... 6eowopévol.
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recounted in each letter.’® Moreover, both letters contain details that diverge from
those in the texts into which they are embedded/prefixed,*” a feature that, according
to Whitters, is characteristic of the Jewish festal letter genre.®® Lastly, Artaxerxes’
letter employs the same hortatory formula found in the two letters prefixed to 2
Maccabees, urging the celebration of the feast.®

Unlike Hananiah’s letter in the “Passover Papyrus,” Artaxerxes’ letter does not
provide any details or instructions regarding the celebration of the feast of the 13th
of Adar. What justifies the comparison between the two letters is that, to legitimise
his instructions, Hananiah quotes a decree sent by King Darius II to Arsames, the
Persian satrap of Egypt. The text of the decree is regrettably missing due to a lacuna
in the papyrus but was undoubtedly very brief, not exceeding around 35 characters
(excluding spaces) or five to seven words.” Its brevity rules out the possibility that it
contained the detailed instructions provided by Hananiah, yet its content must have
been relevant to them for Hananiah to quote it. Conjectural reconstructions of the
missing text propose that Darius II's decree contained either a general permission
regarding the religious practices of the Jews or a more specific one concerning
Passover/the Feast of Unleavened Bread: “In the month Tybi let there be a Passover
(or a festival) for the Jewish garrison”;** “Authorize a festival of unleavened bread for
the Jewish garrison”;? “Let the Jews observe the rites of their religion.”*® Artaxerxes’
letter in Addition E contains both a general permission regarding the religious

8 XX Esth E:18 (death of Haman); 2 Macc 1:13-16 (death of Antiochus IV).

% In Artaxerxes’ letter, the details regarding Haman'’s ethnic origin, his involvement in high treason,
and his execution alongside his family differ from those in the canonical text of LXX Esther; see
5.7. In the second letter prefixed to 2 Maccabees, the account of Antiochus IV’s death is at
variance with that in 2 Macc 9:5-28. Inconsistencies can also be found between the letters of
Mordecai in Esth 9:20-28 and the rest of the narrative, on which see Macchi, “Lettres,” 54-58.

8 See Whitters, Epistle, 85: “Festal letters may have circulated independently and often display a
structure, form and storyline different from the texts to which they are attached.” Other features
that, according to Whitters, are typical of the genre include: (a) the transmission of festal letters
to subsequent generations “as documents attached to larger narratives describing the actual
event to be celebrated,” (b) the invocation of “identifiable figures and institutions as authorities
in support of their directives,” and (c) the presence in them of “stylistic features ... elegant
literary forms and brief reviews of the history surrounding the festal observance.” These features
are also found in Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition E.

8 LXX Esth E:22: kol OUeiq o0V ... nionuov fuépav ... &yete; 2 Macc 1:9: kol vOv fva dynte tdg nuépag
TG oknvomnyiag; 1:18: fva kad adtol &ynte; 2:16: kKaAGG 0OV morrjoeTe dyovTeg TAC uépag.

% See Porten, Papyri, 126 n. 12; Kottsieper, “Religionspolitik,” 151; van der Toorn, “Ezra,” 605.

o1 Cowley, Papyri, 64.

2 Whitters, Epistle, 79.

9 van der Toorn, “Ezra,” 605. See also Doering, Letters, 39.
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observances of the Jews (LXX Esth E:19: é&v toUg Tovdaiovg xpficOat toig £avt@v
vouipoig) and a specific clause concerning the institution of the new feast, which,
despite its origin in an event closely connected to the Jews, is to be observed by the
Persians rather than by the Jews. This latter element strongly differentiates
Artaxerxes’ letter from both Hananiah’s letter and the other aforementioned Jewish
festal letters. However, in the light of the discussion in the preceding section, it seems
possible that Artaxerxes’ letter was intended by its Jewish author to serve as a festal-
letter-in-disguise, aiming to subtly bolster the celebration of the “Day of Nicanor” in
Egypt.

A relevant example is offered by the second letter prefixed to 2 Maccabees. This
letter, deemed inauthentic by scholarly assessment, is thought to have been
composed not in 164 BCE, as its setting would make us believe, but around 100 BCE,*
or possibly around 60 BCE or later.”” The composition of a fictional festal letter to
promote in Egypt the Maccabean feast of Hanukkah, which was instituted in Palestine
about half a century, or perhaps even a century, earlier, suggests that it is not unlikely
that a similar fictional letter might have been composed around the same time to
promote another Maccabean feast, the “Day of Nicanor.” The letters prefixed to 2
Maccabees do not refer at all to this feast, which is notable, considering that the
epitome concludes with, and climaxes in, the establishment of the “Day of Nicanor.”
The latter feast, with its military rather than religious character, as opposed to
Hanukkah, would have been much more difficult to promote in Egypt. If it had been
introduced there in the second century BCE, its observance would likely have
diminished over time.’® To boost the celebration of this feast in Egypt, the author of
Addition E ingeniously “invented” a Persian feast instituted by the Great King

% See Goldstein, II Maccabees, 25-26, who posits that the second letter was “forged,” probably in
Egypt, around 103 BCE, in order to “call upon the Jews of Egypt, again sorely troubled, to observe
the Days of Dedication,” and that sometime after 78/77 BCE, when the Greek Esther was brought
to Egypt, it was prefixed, along with the first letter, to the epitome of Jason of Cyrene’s work by
someone who “wished to give the Jews of Egypt a scroll with narrative and festal letters for the
Feast of Dedication analogous to the scroll of Esther for Purim and analogous to Third Maccabees
for the Egyptian Jews’ own festival of deliverance.” See also Doran, 2 Maccabees, 63, who dates the
letter to the time of John Hyrcanus (135/134-104 BCE) or Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 BCE).

% So Bickerman, “Letter,” 409; cf. id., “Pseudo-Aristeas,” 109 n. 5 (“second half of the first century
B.C.E).

% We know next to nothing about the celebration of the “Day of Nicanor” in Egypt. Kerkeslager,
“Pilgrimage,” 214, assumes that it “may have been an important event for Jewish immigrants in
Egypt who had themselves fought against the Seleucid general. But it was probably of little
interest in Jewish communities in distant upper Egypt that had been established long before the
Maccabean revolt.”
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himself—essentially, a “Day of Haman”—to provide a pseudo-historical counterpart
for the historical feast of the “Day of Nicanor.” His intention was to imprint upon the
reader that the 13th of Adar was a diachronically pivotal day for the Jews, marking
the elimination of their deadly enemies through divine aid. Moreover, by creating
verbal links with Mordecai’s letter reported in Chapter 9 of the Book of Esther, he
aimed to present the royal letter that he composed as a festal letter, intended to
elevate the status of the eve of Purim to that of a festive day on par with it.

3.9 Conclusion

The investigation undertaken in this chapter aimed to trace the presence of the
Maccabean “flavour” in Additions B and E to Esther, as evidenced by the occurrence
in them of allusions to historical figures, events, and literary texts associated with the
Maccabean revolt in Judea in 167-160 BCE. In particular, it sought to determine
whether the presence of this “flavour” can be attributed to the direct impact of the
Maccabean revolt on the author of the two Additions or to the influence that the
Maccabean literature had on him, as well as to identify the Greek version of Esther in
which this “flavour” originated.

With regard to the first objective of the investigation, I concluded that the author
of Additions B and E was not directly influenced by the Maccabean events of the 160s
BCE but rather by the literature that emerged from and addressed these events,
specifically 2 Maccabees. The influence from this book (or possibly from Jason of
Cyrene’s historiographic work that 2 Maccabees epitomises)”” is traceable
predominantly in Addition E and only in one instance in Addition B. The author of the
two Additions seems to have integrated into Artaxerxes’ letters the following
elements drawn from 2 Maccabees: (a) from the letters of Kings Antiochus IV and
Antiochus V, the permission granted to the Jews to observe their own laws as a
measure for ensuring the kingdom’s undisturbed tranquillity, (b) from the Jewish
villain Alcimus’ speech to king Demetrius I, the accusation that the Jews have a

97 If LXX Esth E:4 draws on 2 Macc 7:35, as I have suggested (see 3.5 above), and if Chapter 7 of 2
Maccabees was not part of Jason of Cyrene’s original work but was composed by the epitomator—
a supposition based on the fact that the martyrdoms described in Chapter 7 are not mentioned
in the epitomator’s prologue, where he summarises the content of Jason’s work (2 Macc 2:19-
23)—then it is likely that the author of Additions B and E was familiar with the epitome rather
than with Jason’s work.
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nefarious effect on the stability of the kingdom, as well as the attribution to the king
of benevolence (@ihavBpwnia) towards all nations, and (c) from the speech of one of
the Maccabean martyrs to King Antiochus 1V, the concept of the inescapable justice
administered by the all-seeing God. Two other elements originating in 2 Maccabees
are Haman’s designation as “thrice-impious” (tpioalitripiog), which echoes the
epitomator’s use of the same rare term for Nicanor, Judas Maccabeus’ chief military
adversary in 2 Maccabees, and the establishment of the 13th of Adar as a notable day
(¢nionuog nuépa) for the Persians (only in LXX Addition E) similar to that
commemorated by the Jews on the same date to mark Nicanor’s defeat by Judas
Maccabeus in 161 BCE. One more Maccabean element, drawn not from 2 Maccabees
but from the prayer of Esther in LXX Addition C, is the phrase “in a time of distress”
(8v kap® OAiYew), which likely alludes to the period of persecution of the Jewish
religion under Antiochus IV.

Noteworthy is the fact that, to express the notion of the kingdom’s stability
(eVotdbe1a), which is allegedly threatened by the existence of the Jews (LXX Esth B:5)
and can be secured only by their elimination (LXX Esth B:7), the composer of the two
Additions drew on both 2 Maccabees (14:6) and 3 Maccabees (3:26; 6:28), and that the
notion of the king’s benevolence, originating in 2 Maccabees (14:9), was infused into
LXX Esth E:11 through 3 Maccabees (3:18, 20). This indicates that Additions B and E
were not written during or soon after the period of the Maccabean revolt, as some
scholars have suggested;® instead, they postdate not only the narratives recounting
these events, such as 2 Maccabees, but also those unrelated to them, such as 3
Maccabees, which were influenced by 2 Maccabees.”

Regarding the Greek version of Esther in which the Maccabean “flavour” is most
prominent and in which it likely originated, I suggested that it is the LXX rather than
the AT or the Greek Vorlage of the Vetus Latina (GVVL). AT Additions B and E bear the
fewest traces of the influence of 2 Maccabees compared to the other versions. The VL
version of Additions B and E contains all the Maccabean elements found in the LXX

98 See Bardtke, “Zusitze,” 27, who dates LXX Esther to 167-161 BCE, and 2 Maccabees to the first
century BCE.

9 Cf. the pertinent comment made by Gera, Judith, 40, apropos the Maccabean influence on the book
of Judith: “Here we must be careful to distinguish between historical Hasmonean figures and
events and their subsequent representation in literature, most notably the books of 1 and 2
Maccabees. The Book of Judith betrays the influence of early Maccabean history as shaped and
mediated in 1 and 2 Maccabees. In other words, it is not simply the Maccabean revolt that
influenced the writing of our book, but the recounting of these events in later literary works.
This means that Judith should be dated after the composition of 1 Maccabees and after either the
original version or later epitome of 2 Maccabees.”
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version, except for the most conspicuous one: the date of the 13th of Adar. If its Greek
Vorlage was the original Greek version of Esther, as has been claimed, one may wonder
why its author-translator would have chosen to draw various verbal elements from 2
Maccabees, most notably the distinctive, abusive adjective tpicaiitripiog (reflected in
the phrase execrabili et impio in VL Esth E:15), originally used of Nicanor, if he did not
intend to allude to the “Day of Nicanor,” the establishment of which is the concluding
high point of 2 Maccabees. The presence of the full Maccabean “flavour” in LXX
Additions B and E, combined with its presence in Esther’s prayer in LXX Addition C,
suggests that this “flavour” originated in LXX Esther. GVVL Addition E likely drew its
Maccabean “flavour” from the LXX, or from their common ancestor, but omitted the
reference to the 13th of Adar, either due to an anti-Hasmonean stance or because in
the place and time of its origin, the “Day of Nicanor” had not gained popularity or
recognition. It retained, however, the element of the feast instituted by King
Artaxerxes, albeit setting this feast on the 14th of Adar, thereby establishing a dual
Purim, Persian and Jewish, whose initiation is disconcertingly credited to the gentile
king rather than to Mordecai and Esther.

By inventing a Persian feast inaugurated by Artaxerxes to be celebrated on the 13th
of Adar in commemoration of the salvation of the Jews, the Persians, and Artaxerxes
himself from Haman’s schemes, the author of LXX Addition E created a pseudo-
historical counterpart to the feast of the “Day of Nicanor.” Moreover, by adopting
elements typical of Jewish festal letters—such as the letter of Mordecai in Esther
Chapter 9 and the second letter prefixed to 2 Maccabees—into Artaxerxes’ second
letter, he framed it as a festal letter, subtly aiming to boost the celebration of the “Day
of Nicanor” and elevate its festive status to be at the same standing as Purim, which
was celebrated over the following two days, the 14th and 15th of Adar.

In light of the discussion in the preceding and present chapters, it is conceivable
that various historical figures and events related to the Maccabean period may have
served as models for the author of Additions B and E to Esther. These figures and
events span the reigns of four Seleucid kings: Seleucus IV, Antiochus IV, Antiochus V,
and Demetrius 1.

Haman'’s profile in Additions B and E was likely shaped by the profiles of Heliodorus,
Lysias, and Nicanor. Haman holds the same office of éni t&v npayudtwv as Heliodorus
and Lysias did. He has a threatening and hostile attitude towards the Jews, similar to
Heliodorus and Nicanor. This earns him the same insulting epithet, tpicaAitnpiog,
that the author of 2 Maccabees applies to Nicanor. Moreover, he is said to be of
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Macedonian ethnicity, as Nicanor was, as evidenced by his typically Macedonian name
and patronymic. He is accused of attempting to murder King Artaxerxes and betraying
the Persian kingdom to a foreign nation, similarly to Heliodorus, who murdered King
Seleucus 1V and was purportedly involved in a conspiracy with the Ptolemaic court.
He is eventually overthrown, killed, and hung on a pole, with the 13th of Adar
established to commemorate his downfall and the salvation of his intended victims. A
similar fate befell Nicanor: he was defeated by Judas Maccabeus, his head was hung
from the citadel in Jerusalem, and a feast was established to commemorate his defeat
on the 13th of Adar.

King Artaxerxes’ profile in Additions B and E has likely been shaped, among other
influences, by the profiles of Kings Antiochus IV and Antiochus V, as well as by that of
Alcimus, as presented in 2 Maccabees. Similar to Antiochus IV and Antiochus V,
Artaxerxes rescinds per litteras his previously imposed anti-Jewish measures and
grants permission to his Jewish subjects to live according to their laws. He regards
Haman, his éni t@v npaypdtwy, as a senior and revered figure, his “second father”;
this possibly mirrors the relationship between the young Antiochus V and Lysias, his
guardian and €mi TV mpayudtwv. His audience with Haman and his other counsellors
likely draws as much upon Artaxerxes’ consultation with his copfovAor in 1 Esd 8:11,
as suggested in Chapter 2, as upon Alcimus’ audience with King Demetrius I and his
synedrion, as evidenced by his adoption of Alcimus’ argumentation and phraseology.

Given the dependence of Additions B and E on 2 Maccabees, the latter work could
provide us with a terminus post quem for the composition of the two Additions, were it
not for the uncertainty over whether their author was acquainted with Jason of
Cyrene’s Maccabean history or its epitome known to us as 2 Maccabees, and the
difficulty of determining the precise date of composition of the latter work.
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CHAPTER 4. The switch from the first
person singular to the plural of majesty in
Addition B to Esther

4.1 Introduction

A notable feature of LXX Addition B to Esther is that King Artaxerxes begins his letter
in the first person singular (éndp€ag, émkpatroag, BovAndny, émapduevog,
die€aywv, mape€duevog, mubouévov ¢ pov), but switches to the plural from the
middle of B:3 onwards (map’ fuiv, Nuiv, 0@ NUQV, dieAn@dteg, T0ig NUETEPOLS
TPAYUAOLY, TPOCTETAXAUEV, SEVTEPOL TIATPOG UGV, Uiv). In Addition E, he uniformly
uses the plural of majesty.! Apropos of this feature, Bickerman makes the following
observation:

It is remarkable that in the First Edict, speaking of himself, Artaxerxes uses
now the singular, now the plural, the latter when referring to “the Crown”.
This was the style of Hellenistic monarchs in the third century [...] Later, the
Ptolemies seem to have used the plural only in their official letters as the
fictitious documents in III Maccabees show. The Seleucids may have
continued the older style [...] The Persian Kings always used the singular,
even in letters fabricated by Greek rhetors. 1t is, on the other hand, possible
that Lysimachus has re-worked some authentic royal letter of the third
century, as Ps. Aristeas did it [...] Note that in his fictitious letter, the king of

Ps. Aristeas (35-40) also uses both numbers. But it is a personal message.?

This statement requires some rectification. To begin with, the switch from the
singular to the plural at B:3 occurs at the point where the king refers to his counsellors

1 The same is the case with the Alpha Text and the Vetus Latina of Esther.
2 Bickerman, “Notes,” 249 n. 40; cf. Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Decree,” 76-77.
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(tvBouévou &¢ pov T@v cuuPovAwv). The plural pronouns in the phrases nap’ fAuiv
dievéykag and énédeilev nuiv (B:3-4) include the king, Haman, and the rest of the
king’s oOuPovot; the phrase trv 0@’ MUGOV KatevOLVOUEVNY GUEUTTTWG cuvapxiav,
“the joint government which is irreproachably led by us” (B:4), is ambiguous, as it may
denote a collegial government consisting of the king, Haman, and the other
counsellors,? or a duumvirate consisting of the king and Haman, who is said to have
occupied “the second highest position” (B:3) and to have been “the second person of
the royal throne” (E:11).* On the other hand, the plural participle dietAngdreg (B:5)
and the plural verb npootetdyapev (B:6), which introduce the rationale for the king’s
order and the order itself, respectively, are to be understood as plurals of majesty,’ as
they are immediately followed by the king’s designation of Haman as “our second
father” (B:6: devtépouv matpog NUAV; cf. E:11: dote dvayopevesar UGV Tatépa)—a
personal comment not involving the counsellors. The king then does not use the
plural only “when referring to the ‘Crown’,” but also when referring to himself.

As regards King Ptolemy II Philadelphus’ prostagma for the liberation of the Jewish
slaves and his letter to the high priest Eleazar in the Letter of Aristeas (§§ 22-25 and 35-
40, respectively), Ps.-Aristeas does not employ “both numbers” but uses the plural of
majesty throughout;® only Josephus, in his paraphrase of these documents, uses the
singular mixed with a few plurals.” Elsewhere in the Letter of Aristeas, King Ptolemy II
does switch from the singular to the plural, but this shift occurs during his oral

3 See Bickerman, Books, 206-7.
4See 6.5,n.174.

5 Throughout my discussion, I will distinguish between two types of the royal “we,” one that is
exclusive and the other that is inclusive/collective: (a) the plural of majesty (pluralis maiestatis)
used by a sovereign when referring to himself (we=I), and (b) the (as)sociative plural (pluralis
sociativus/societatis) used by a sovereign when speaking or writing on behalf not only of himself
but also of others associated with him (we=I and my family, my “house,” my council, etc.). See
Wackernagel, Lectures, 136; Zilliacus, Selbstgefiihl, 8-12; Berge, Faiblesse, 13-34, 129-34. Another
type of royal self-reference that I will discuss is illeism, in which the sovereign refers to himself
in the third person or by using his name or title. See Malone, “Illeist,” 502-3.

¢ I note here that I will only examine the use of “both numbers” in the main body of royal letters. I
will not consider the prescripts of these letters, which typically consist of the formula 6 d¢iva t®
deivi xaipeiv. While this formula contains no explicit verb or personal pronoun, a third-person
singular present verb of sending, such as émotéAw, is implied: 6 deiva td deivi émotéAAer
xaipew. See Sarri, Aspects, 40-42. Similarly, I will not consider the prescripts of the “Oriental”
type, which include an explicit third-person singular verb (Aéyet or, in the case of Addition B,
ypdel) in the final position: 6 Seiva T¢ Seivi Wde/Tdde Aéyel (see van den Hout, “Studies,” 29~
33).

7 Josephus, A.J. 12.28-31; 12.45-50. See 4.5.6.
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address to the Jewish translators.t As for the author of 3 Maccabees, he does not use
the plural consistently in the two circular letters that he assigns to King Ptolemy IV
Philopator (3 Macc 3:12-29; 7:1-9). In the formula valetudinis of the first letter, the king
uses a first-person singular verb and pronoun when referring to himself as an
individual, and a first-person plural pronoun when referring to the affairs of state that
he manages (3 Macc 3:13: €ppwuar 8¢ kal €yw avTO¢ Kol TG Tpdyuata AUQOV).
Moreover, it should be pointed out that the fictitious royal documents in 3 Maccabees
cannot in any conclusive way provide evidence on whether the Ptolemies of the
second and first centuries BCE “used the plural only in their official letters,” as
Bickerman maintains.

Bickerman’s other statements regarding the use of the singular in Persian royal
letters and the use of both the singular and the plural in Hellenistic royal
correspondence also require further discussion, which I will undertake in the
following sections of this chapter. The aim of this discussion will be to determine
whether the author of the letters of King Artaxerxes in Additions B and E to Esther
used the plural in Addition E and a mixture of singular and plural in Addition B under
the influence of a specific chancery style, Seleucid or Ptolemaic, or whether he
imitated the style of fictitious royal letters, Persian, Seleucid, or Ptolemaic, found in
Septuagintal or extra-Septuagintal literary works. Firstly, I will examine the
grammatical person in which the letters of Persian kings are written in Greek
documentary and literary sources, including the Septuagint (4.2). Subsequently, I will
investigate the use of the first person singular and plural in the letters written by
Alexander III of Macedon (4.3) and the Diadochi (4.4), as well as in those issued by the
various chanceries of the Hellenistic kingdoms (4.5), with particular emphasis on
letters from the Seleucid (4.5.3) and the Ptolemaic (4.5.5) chanceries. Lastly, I will
specifically examine the use of the first person singular and plural in the Seleucid and
the Ptolemaic royal letters embedded in Septuagintal and extra-Septuagintal books
(4.5.4;4.5.6).

8 Let. Aris. § 180: ueyGAnv 8¢ téBeruat tnv Nuépav TavTny ... Kal Kat éviautov Enionuog €otat Tdvta
TV 1§ {wiig NUAV XpOVOV- GUVTETUXE Yap KAl TG KATA THV VIKNV MUV TPOCTENTWKEVAL THG TPOG
‘Avtiyovov vavpaxiag. On the use of the royal “I” and “we” in the Letter of Aristeas, see
Tramontano, Lettera, 152-53% Meecham, Letter, 101-2, and Pelletier, Flavius Joséphe, 209-11.

° In the formula valetudinis of his second letter (3 Macc 7:2), Philopator uses the plural of majesty:
gppopeda 8¢ kal adTol Kal T& Tékva NUGV.
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4.2 Persian royal letters

4.2.1 Persian royal letters in documentary sources

Zilliacus asserts that in the epigraphically transmitted decrees and letters of the
Achaemenid kings, from the first Cyrus to the last Artaxerxes, there is not a single
example of the plural of majesty; instead, there is a pronounced emphasis on the first-
person forms.'® With regard to this assertion, it is important to note that no
Achaemenid royal letter of indisputable authenticity has come down to us."* As Kuhrt
points out, “the only certain instances where we hear the ruler’s voice directly” are
the Achaemenid royal inscriptions.'? The fact that many of these inscriptions feature
the phrase “says [royal name],” which may have originated in Neo-Assyrian letter
formulae, and that some of their texts were disseminated throughout the Empire, as
evidenced by the versions of Darius I's Bisotun inscription found on a stele in Babylon
and on a papyrus scroll on the Elephantine island in Egypt, leads Kuhrt to view them
as “fundamentally epistolary.”’* However, it is only through extrapolation from these
authentic epigraphic documents, which are written in the first person singular but
are not, technically speaking, letters, that we may deduce that the Achaemenid rulers
consistently employed the first person singular in their correspondence, too. The
reverse is the case with the so-called “Gadatas letter,” an epigraphic text that is
undeniably a letter, but whose Achaemenid provenance is disputed. This letter,
inscribed on a stone found between Magnesia-on-the-Maeander and Tralles
(L.Magnesia 115a), was purportedly written by King Darius I to his official Gadatas. The
inscription dates from the first half of the second century CE, but the text of the letter
that it preserves is assumed to be a Greek translation of an original composed in Old

10 zilliacus, Selbstgefiihl, 42.

11 See Tuplin, “Gadatas,” 157, 171; Kuhrt, “Communications,” 137. A message sent in 419/418 BCE
from King Darius II to Arsames, satrap of Egypt, is cited in the “Passover Papyrus” from
Elephantine, but, as Porten, Papyri, 126 n. 12, notes, this “unique ten-word message does not lend
itself to confident reconstruction.” See 3.8.

12 Kuhrt, “Communications,” 121.

13 Kuhrt, “Communications,” 121. See, in particular, paragraph 70 of the Bisotun inscription (as
quoted in Kuhrt, Empire, 149): “Darius the king proclaims: By the favour of Auaramazda, this (is)
the form of writing, which I have made, besides in Aryan. Both on clay tablets and on parchment
it has been placed [...] And it was written down and read aloud before me. Afterwards, I have sent
off this form of writing everywhere into the countries.”
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Persian or Aramaic in the 490s BCE. The authenticity of this fragmentary letter, which
is written in the first person singular, has been the subject of strong debate.!

4.2.2 Persian royal letters in Greek literary sources

Ancient Greek literary works occasionally refer to Persian royal letters, yet only a
small number of these are actually quoted, either partially or in full, in oratio recta.s

Herodotus quotes, or more likely composes, two brief messages purportedly
written by King Darius I but actually fabricated by the nobleman Bagaeus, whom the
king had charged with entrapping and killing the satrap Oroetes. These messages,
which bore all the marks of authenticity, including the royal seal, were written in the
third person singular.'® The boundaries between oral and written communication
being often fuzzy in Herodotus," it is unclear whether some other royal messages,
such as Darius’ message to Histiaeus (Hist. 5.24) or Xerxes I's message to Mardonius,
which is transmitted to the Athenians through the Macedonian king Alexander I (Hist.
8.140), were oral or written ones.'® Both of these messages are delivered in the first
person singular.

Thucydides (Hist. 1.129.3) quotes a letter that King Xerxes I sent to the Spartan
general Pausanias, who had offered to help him subjugate Greece. The historian may
have derived this letter from a source that he deemed reliable, possibly one
reproducing a translation of the Persian original or a well-fabricated forgery." Xerxes
writes in the first person singular, but when he refers to his palace in Susa, he uses
the first person plural possessive pronoun: keicetai ool ebepyesia €v TG NUETEPQW

14 Van den Hout, “Studies II,” 144-52, Gauger, Authentizitdt, 205-12, and Briant, “Lettre,” have argued
against the authenticity of the letter. Lane Fox, “Gadatas,” defends its authenticity, while Tuplin,
“Gadatas,” expresses reservations.

15 For a list of the Persian royal letters mentioned, summarised, or quoted verbatim, in part or in full,
in Greek literary sources, see Gauger, Authentizitdt, 41-43 and 56-58.

16 Herodotus, Hist. 3.128:°Q Mépoat, factheds Aapeiog dnayopebel Uiv ur Sopugopéety "Opoitea. [...]
BaoiAelg Aapeiog [T€porot Toiol €v Zdpdiot éviéAetar ktelvely 'Opoitea.

17 See van den Hout, “Studies,” 30-33; Ceccarelli, Letter, 103, 116, 129; Bowie, “Signs,” 72, 80-83; cf.
Gera, “Letters,” 87 (with regard to Xenophon).

18 See Ceccarelli, Letter, 112, 114; Bowie, “Signs,” 80-81.

19 See Olmstead, “Letter,” 157, 160; Westlake, “Thucydides,” 102-3; Lane Fox, “Gadatas,” 160-61.
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otkw, “gratitude will lie for you in our house.”? Although this plural is commonly
thought to be a plural of majesty,? it can also be interpreted as an associative plural.??

Xenophon, Cyr. 4.5.27-33, gives us the text of a lengthy letter that Cyrus the Elder
sent to his uncle Cyaxares. At the beginning and end of the letter, Cyrus uses the first
person plural, which is inclusive, as he refers not only to himself but also to Cyaxares’
cavalrymen who had joined him, whereas in the main part of the letter, he uses the
first person singular.” A different kind of shift occurs in the text bearing the terms of
the peace that Artaxerxes II dictated to the Greek states in 387/386 BCE (Hell. 5.1.31).
This text was sent as a letter, equipped with the royal seal, and Xenophon designates
it as & PaciAéwg ypdupata (5.1.32). Although the phrase by which he introduces it
(5.1.30: &veylyvwore t& yeypauuéva gixe 8¢ 0d¢e) gives the impression that he is
quoting the actual text of the King’s Peace, his version is believed to render the main
points of it, without being a verbatim reproduction of the original official document.?
In it, the king employs the third person singular (Apta&épéng BaciAevg vouilet dikatov
TG pév év tfi Acia méAeig Eavtod givat), and only at the end does he switch to the first
person singular (toUtoig éyw moAepriow). Xenophon also transmits a single line from
the letter by which Darius I appointed his son, Cyrus the Younger, as commander-in-
chief in Asia Minor in 407 BCE; this line is written in the first person singular.?s

2 An almost identical phrase occurs in the “Gadatas letter” (.Magnesia 115a, I1. 15-17: [8]16 tadtd o1
keloetar | peydAn edepyeocia £y Paci|Aéwg ofkwt). In both passages, the “king’s house” refers to
the royal palace, where registers listing the names of the king’s benefactors were kept. See
Briant, Histoire, 315-16. See also the apocryphal letters of King Artaxerxes to Hystanes (Ps.-
Hippocrates, Ep. 3, 1. 18 [ed. Smith]: ofkw PaciAéwg) and of King Darius to Heraclitus (Ep. 1, 11. 15-
16 [ed. Malherbe]: faciAeiov oikov). Elsewhere, the expression “the king’s house” is used in an
extended sense. See Cawkwell, “Peace,” 72 n. 10: “At Hdt. 5.31.4 and 6.9.3, ‘the King’s house’ seems
to be a phrase roughly equivalent to ‘the Persian Empire’, and at 4.97.6 ‘my house’ appears to
mean ‘in my empire’, rather than ‘home in Susa’ or the like.” Similar expressions are common in
Hellenistic royal correspondence, where they denote the “royal house”; see, e.g., Welles, RC no.
15 [letter of King Antiochus I or 1], 1. 7: €ig thv fjuetépav oixkiav; SEG 41-1003 [letter of King
Antiochus I11], 1. 10: mpog thv oikiav Au@v; Welles, RC no. 65 [letter of King Attalus IT], 1. 22: Au@v
o0 oikov.

21 See Wackernagel, Lectures, 136; Schmid, “Pluralis,” 479; Humbert, Syntaxe, 23.

22 See Zilliacus, Selbstgefiihl, 33, who, apropos of Xerxes’ phrase, cites Agamemnon’s words in the Iliad,
1.30: NueTépw €vi oikw €v "Apyel, “in our house in Argos”; the possessive pronoun here likely
refers to the king and his family. See also Gauger, Authentizitdt, 333.

2 See Gera, “Letters,” 98-103.

24 See Cawkwell, “Peace,” 71-72, and Ceccarelli, Letter, 152-53.

25 Xenophon, Hell. 1.4.3: katanéunw Kopov kdpavov Tdv ei¢ KaotwAov abporlouévwy.
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The Attic orators do not reproduce any Achaemenid royal documents. Only
Aeschines quotes the closing line of a letter sent by Artaxerxes III to the Athenians;
the king uses an emphatic first person singular.?

Plutarch and the ancient Greek novelists include only a few very brief Persian royal
letters in their works: the former quotes two apocryphal letters from King Xerxes I to
King Leonidas and to Mount Athos;?” in his novel Chaereas and Callirhoe, Chariton
composes two messages that a King Artaxerxes (possibly II Mnemon) sends to his
satraps Pharnaces and Mithridates.? All these missives are written in the first person
singular.

4.2.3 The pseudo-Hippocratic and the pseudo-Heraclitean Persian royal
letters

“The [Persian] letters fabricated by Greek rhetors,” of which Bickerman speaks, date
from the Hellenistic and the early Roman periods and are found in the collections of
pseudepigraphic letters attributed to Hippocrates and Heraclitus, as well as in Ps.-
Callisthenes’ Alexander Romance, which will be discussed in the next section.

The pseudo-Hippocratic correspondence, which has been dated to between the
mid-second century BCE and the second half of the first century BCE, includes three
letters written by a King Artaxerxes. In the first letter (Ep. 1), which is addressed to
the physician Paitus, the king begins by writing in the first person plural: 1l. 2-3:
VOUG0G TPOGEMEANGEV ... TOIG OTPATEVHACLY NUGV KAl TOAAQ TOINGAVIWVY TUDV
€vdootv oUk €dwkev, “The disease ... has descended on our army. Though we have done
much, it has given no relief.”* The plural personal pronouns in this sentence can be
understood as associative plurals encompassing the king and his fellow Persians; in
the phrase moAA& monodvtwv Nu®v, the plural nu®v can also be interpreted as a
plural of majesty, assuming that the author intended to present the king as personally

26 Aeschines, Ctes. 238: €y ... DUIV Xpuoiov o0 dwow: un e aiteite ov yap AfPeocde.

27 Plutarch, [Apophth. lac.] 225C: Zép€ov 8¢ ypdpavtog adtd ‘E€eoti oot un OcopaxobvTL, pet Epod 8¢
Taccopévw tiig EAAGS0g povapXelv’ ... tdAwy 8¢ tob Z€pEov ypdpavtog ‘Tépupov ta StAa’; Cohib.
ira 455D: 0 8¢ Z€pEng ... TpOG TO 8pog e&émeuney EmoToAdg “ABw datudvie 0VPaVOUNKES, N TOLETY
év guoig €pyoig AiBoug peydhouvg kal duokatepydotoug €l d¢ pr], TepwV PplPw ¢ avToOV €lg
BdAacoav.’

28 Chariton, Chaer. 4.6.8: ypd@el 8¢ kai tpog dapvdaknyv “Atoviooiov, éudv SodAov, MiAfotov, téupov”
.. TpdG 8¢ MO8 TNV “fike dmoloynoduevog 8tt ovk émefovAevoag yduw Atovusion.”

2 Pinault, Lives, 43, dates the letters to “between the mid second to mid first century B.C.,” while
Sakalis, Emioto)ai, 17, 61, 87-89, assigns them to 40-30 BCE.

%0 Greek text and English translation from Smith, Hippocrates, 48-54.
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involved in the management of the disease. The king then alternates between the first
person singular (. 3: 4&®; 1. 4: map’ éuod) and the first person plural (l. 8: o0
moAepodvteg moAepovueda, £x0pov Exovteg Tov Bfjpa, “We are beaten without striking
ablow. Our enemy is a beast”; the plural verb and participles in this sentence are likely
associative), and ends the letter in the first person singular (1. 10: 00 @épw: yvdounv
oUKETL £Xw). In the second letter (Ep. 3), which he addresses to Hystanes, governor of
the Hellespont, he similarly switches from the singular (l. 14: é¢ éué) to the plural
(méume €g Nuéag, “send [sc. Hippocrates] to us”; the plural personal pronoun could be
either inclusive or a plural of majesty), while the third letter (Ep. 8), which is addressed
to the Coans, is written in the first person singular.

Among the pseudo-Heraclitean letters, there are two that purport to have been
written by King Darius I. These two letters, which likely come from different authors,
are thought to date from between the third century BCE and the first century CE.*! In
the first letter (Ep. 1), which he addresses to the Ephesian philosopher, the king uses
the first person singular (1. 5: Sokel pot), then switches to a third-person self-reference
(1. 13-14: PaciAedg obv Aapeiog ‘Yotdomov PovAetan ofig dkpodoews uetaAaPeiv),
before immediately switching back to the first person singular (l. 15: €pxov on
oLVTOUWG TIPOG €Uy SYiv; L 19: map’ €uoi). In the second letter (Ep. 3), which he
addresses to the Ephesians, the king uses the first person singular (1. 16: drooteA®; 1.
21: evnpyétnoa, ta&ag; 1. 22: dovg; L. 25: mpdg pe; L. 27: OGpa; 1. 28: kwAVow) but also
refers to himself illeistically by his title, “the king” (Il. 15-16: &l uév obv Sieyvwkate
Pacidel molepeiv deomdtn; I 18: PaciAel peydAw; 1. 23-24: @ilov PaciAéwg; L. 29:
BactAel Duetépw).32

4.2.4 Persian royal letters in the Alexander Romance

Ps.-Callisthenes’ Alexander Romance (Historia Alexandri Magni) contains a large number
of fictitious royal letters. This work, in its earliest surviving Greek version, MS A,
which is considered to be the closest to the archetype (), is commonly thought to
have been composed in Alexandria in the third century CE.?* Since parts of it seem to
have originated in the early Hellenistic period, it has also been suggested that it may

31 See Fuentes Gonzélez and Lépez Cruces, “Héraclite (Pseudo-),” 626-27.
321 quote the text of the letters after Malherbe, Epistles, 186-88.
33 See Kroll, Historia, xv; Merkelbach, Quellen, 91, 224; Nawotka, Romance, 3-6.
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have grown incrementally over time.> Of the forty-one letters interspersed within it,
eight are purported to have been written by King Darius III to Alexander III of
Macedon, to his satraps, to his neighbouring kings, and to the Indian king Porus.?
Scholars argue that Ps.-Callisthenes derived the Darius-Alexander letters that he
quotes from either a single pre-existing work, presumably a Briefroman articulated
around Alexander and dating back to before or around 100 BCE,* or from various
collections of both authentic and spurious letters attributed to Alexander and other
historical figures.’” Many of the fictional Darius-Alexander letters that found their
way into the Briefroman or the letter collections may have originated as compositional
exercises produced in schools of rhetoric.’® Three of the Darius letters included in the
Alexander Romance are also attested, either wholly or in part, with some textual
differences, on two papyri, P.Hamb. Il 129 from the mid-second century BCE and PSI
XII 1285 from the first half of the second century CE, and one inscription, SEG 33-802
from the age of Tiberius. The aforementioned papyri also include two Darius letters
that are not found in the Alexander Romance.*

In the first of Darius’ letters to Alexander (Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 1.36.2-5) and
in his two letters addressed to his satraps (Hist. Alex. 1.39.3-5 [cf. P.Hamb. I1 129, cols. I,
1-11, 30] and 1.39.8-9), the king employs exclusively the first person singular. In his
second letter to Alexander (Hist. Alex. 1.40.2-5), Darius begins with a third-person self-
reference (1.40.2: o¢ pévov &Aabe t@v €mi yAg t0 Aapeiov Svoua, Smep kal ol Oeol
TETIPAKAOL Kol oUVBpovov £aut@v Ekpivav);® he then uses the first person singular

34 Stoneman, Romanzo, xvii, considers the recension a of the Alexander Romance, as represented by MS
A, to be not Roman but “sostanzialmente ellenistica”; cf. ibid., xxviii: “Io propendo piuttosto per
Iipotesi di Ausfeld che il Romanzo appartenga nella sua essenza alla prima eta ellenistica (300-150
a.C.).” See also Nawotka, Romance, 24.

3% Ancient sources give us in indirect speech the content of the letters that Darius III sent to
Alexander on three occasions, but do not quote verbatim any of these letters. See Nawotka,
Romance, 118-19.

36 See Merkelbach, Quellen, 48-55, 224, 230-52. Merkelbach proposed this date based on P.Hamb. 11
129, a fragment of an anthology of fictitious letters, some of which closely resemble those found
in the Alexander Romance. Merkelbach dated this papyrus to the first century BCE. The subsequent
redating of the papyrus to the mid-second century BCE (see n. 39 below) would push back the
date of the postulated Briefroman even further. See Giuliano, “PSI XII 1285,” 218-19.

37 See Nawotka, Romance, 19, 23-24.

38 See Merkelbach, Quellen, 48, 224; Stramaglia, “Consumo,” 106-13; “Stoneman, Romanzo, xliv-xlv,
liv; Giuliano, “PSI XII 1285,” 219-20. See also 5.8.

39 For P.Hamb. 11 129, see Merkelbach, “Anthologie”; for PSI XII 1285, see Pieraccioni, “Lettere”; for
SEG 33-802, see Burstein, “SEG 33.802.” For the dating of the papyri, see Giuliano, “PSI XII 1285,”
209 with n. 10, and 216.

91 quote from Kroll’s critical edition of MS A of the Alexander Romance (Kroll, Historia).
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(1.40.3: xwpic Tfg EUAG TaYAS ... YW ... NyoDHAL ... 00K énelAitnoa), before switching to
the first person plural, which is likely an inclusive plural (1.40.4: nei®n oOv kai 1judc
[the Persians] toioUtoug #oecbat Omofoug UmoAaufdveig;); he continues by
intermixing the first person singular with an illeistic reference to himself by name
(1.40.4: 1’ 2u ... dperlov; 1.40.5: Emel 8¢ kai €¢ To0TS pe REag Gote kai EmoToAV mapd
Aapeiov émilntely, Eneppd oot EABeTV Kal Tpookuvely Be@® Aapeiw), and finishes his
letter in the first person singular (1.40.5: koAdoopat o€ ... Suvuut). Darius’ third letter
to Alexander (Hist. Alex. 2.10.6-8; cf. PSI XII 1285, col. IV, 17-41) is written for the most
part in the first person singular (2.10.6: paptopopat ... e ... d0&&{w; 2.10.7: £yw oV
TAVCOUAL EMEKIIKADV ... EYPAPN YAP UOL ... EIG TOVG EUOVG ... TA TTPOG EYE ... TOIG EHOIG ...
TGOV EUGV; 2.10.8: Ye ... pot), except for its beginning (2.10.6: &ypapag Auiv EmotoAnv
Orepripavov, 81’ fig Nudg émintei évtuyeiv oot) and end (2.10.8: SAAwoov fpiv, fva
eid®uev), which are written in the first person plural—clearly a plural of majesty. In
his fourth letter to Alexander (Hist. Alex. 2.17.2—-4; cf. P.Hamb. II 129, cols. II, 31-I11, 56
and SEG 33-802, 1, 1-4), purportedly written after his defeat at the Battle of Issus, the
Persian king shifts back and forth between the first person singular and plural (2.17.2:
Q) Eu@ deomdt ... Z€p&ng 6 TO PG pot detéag; 2.17.3: dnep kal adTOC Mo’ Aiv €1deg
... OTKTELPOV NUAG TTPOG GE KATATEPEVYOTAS ... THG GAANG EvumapxoUong Nuiv eDyeveiog
ano Mepoidog ... o voduai oot ... ol TaTtépeg NUAV ... Enevxopat). The phrase map’
Nuiv denotes Darius’ palace, into which Alexander had sneaked in disguise. The
plurals in the phrase nuag mpog o¢ katanepevydtag can be interpreted as plurals of
majesty; however, considering the king’s state as a humiliated suppliant appealing for
pity, they are more likely to be plurals of modesty.** This seems also to be the case
with the plural nu&v in the phrase ot ntatépeg udv and the plural nuiv in the phrase
Tfi¢ GAANG évumapyovong nuiv evyeveiag ano Mepoidog, “our inherent nobility which
comes from Persia.” In P.Hamb. 11 129, col. 111, 53-55, which reads instead cuvyeveiag
Tfi¢ Unapyovong nuiv amo Mepoéwg, “the kinship existing between us, which originates
from Perseus,” the plural fnuiv refers to Darius’ and Alexander’s purported common
ancestry.*? Darius’ brief message to his neighbouring kings (Hist. Alex. 2.11.6) features
a shift from the plural to the singular: peAAévtwv Audv idpdtag droudEacdot
aywvifesbat 3l <kai> VUES ... o0 meibouat. The plural Nudv is either a plural of

41 Cf. the intermix of singular and plural of modesty in a similar supplication context in Euripides,
Herc. fur. 1207, 1209: iketevopev Gl yeveldda kal / yévu kal x€pa oav mpomitvwy. See Smyth,
Grammar, 271 [§ 1008].

42 See Merkelbach, “Anthologie,” 58, who considers the reading of P.Hamb. 11 129 to be the original
one, which the author of the Alexander Romance misunderstood; see also Whitmarsh, “Power,” 98.
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majesty or an inclusive plural denoting the king and his army. Lastly, in his letter to
King Porus (Hist. Alex. 2.19.2-5), Darius writes in the first person singular, with a single
shift to the first person plural when referring to the mutual obligations of the two
kings stemming from their ancestral ties (2.19.3: pvnoBeig TOV TPOYOVIK@V NUDV
Sikaiwv).

The intermixing of first-person singular and plural forms is also attested in the two
letters of King Darius contained in P.Hamb. IT 129, cols. I1I, 57-1V, 78, and in PSI XII 1285,
cols. I, 1-11, 11, which do not appear in the Alexander Romance. In the first of these
letters, the king employs the first person singular (1. 58-59: £ni trv [yfAv] trv éunv; 11
63-64: dikn[v 8¢] por dwoeig; 1l. 65-66: €ig éuag xeipag 1. 66-67: mapdderyud oe
notow), except for a single intrusion of the plural of majesty (1. 70: 6 n[dnnolg AudV
Zépéng) and an illeistic self-reference by title (I. 60: oikov tov T0d 600 deo[r]ét[o]v).
The fragmentary second letter, as restored by Merkelbach,* exhibits a mixture of first
person singular (I. 1: [¢éuvnow]dxnoa; 1. 3: [&]néAvoa; 1. 26-27: [de]déEaopar kai
tetiun[patl; L. 28: Enabov; 1. 35: Eduvduny; L. 37: [¢8e]xéunv; 1. 40: petoiow; 1. 43: pot; 1.
44; telow ... Suvricopat; 1. 45: o0 SaheiPw ... pou), real plural referring to Darius and
Alexander, both of whom are said to have divine descent (1. 30: [d1]oyeveig €opev),
plural of majesty (Il. 16-18: tpdg KGpov [kal mpdg nudg tovg dpoug &lel kat' éviavtov
an[épepov kai wg deomdt]ag npooekvvouv Mu[dg)), and illeistic self-reference by name
(1. 8: [éue tov] péyrotov Ao viov Aapeifov]; 1l. 20-21: Aapeiog mpdg Tivag [Beovg
peydAoug kata t]ov néAepov fAvtialoev]; 1. 31-33: drevicag [§ €ig éue Adyroon S
¢k]eivog [sc. Darius] éotépntan un[tpog kai yovaikog] kai tékvawv).

4.2.5 Persian royal documents in the Septuagint

Apart from the letters of King Artaxerxes in Additions B and E to Esther, which are
original Greek compositions, the Septuagint contains the Greek versions of a few other
Persian royal documents, which are recorded in Aramaic (and one in Hebrew) in the
book of Ezra. The authenticity of these documents, which are purported to have been
issued by three—possibly four—Achaemenid rulers, has been a subject of extensive
debate.*

From the reign of Cyrus the Elder, there is a decree concerning the return of the
Judean exiles from Babylonia to Jerusalem and the rebuilding of the Temple. This

43 See Merkelbach, Quellen, 236-37; cf. Pieraccioni, “Lettere,” 173-75.
4 See Doering, Letters, 122-25.
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decree is quoted in Hebrew in Ezra 1:2-4 and, partially, in 2 Chr 36:23. According to
Ezra 1:1/2 Chr 36:22, it was promulgated both orally, via heralds, and in writing, likely
by being posted on placards.* It is introduced by a formula commonly found in royal
Achaemenid inscriptions: “Thus says King...”* The Greek rendering of this formula in
1 Esd 2:2/LXX 2 Chr 36:23, tdde Aéyer 0 Pacihevg Tepodv Kipog/tdde Aéyel Kipog
BaoiAedg Mepo®v, bears resemblance to the opening line of King Xerxes I's letter to
Pausanias, as quoted by Thucydides (Hist. 1.129.3: G8e Aéyer Pacidevg Zépéng
Movoavig), where O3 Aéyet is also placed in the initial position.*” In both the Hebrew
and the Greek versions of this decree, the king uses the first person singular. Related
to this document is a memorandum from Cyrus written in the third person singular,
which is quoted in Aramaic in Ezra 6:2-5 (1 Esd 6:23-25 par. 2 Esd 6:2-5).

From the reign of Darius I, there is a decree in epistolary form issued in response to
a letter written to the king by Tattenai, Shethar-bozenai, and their associates
concerning the rebuilding of the Temple. This document is quoted in Aramaic in Ezra
6:6-12, immediately following the aforementioned memorandum of King Cyrus,
which Darius retrieved from the Ecbatana archives. Whether Cyrus’ memorandum is
part of Darius’ decree is unclear.* The opening of the latter document, either it stood
before the quoted memorandum of Cyrus or before 6:6, appears to have been lost. As
a result, the body of the decree begins abruptly at 6:6 with the transition marker
“now” and a second-person plural address (“Now you, Tattenai ... Shethar-bozenai,
and you, their associates...”). In the rest of the decree, the king employs the first
person singular (6:8: “I make a decree”; 6:11: “I decree that...”; 6:12: “I, Darius, make a
decree” [trans. NRSV]). In 1 Esdras, the decree is introduced by a third-person singular
verb (6:26: mpooétalev 8¢ [sc. 0 Aapeiog]), whereas 2 Esdras renders more closely its
Vorlage (6:6: vOv dwoete, #mapxot). The text then shifts to direct discourse in 1 Esd 6:27,
featuring a first-person singular verb (kal €yw ¢ émétala), and to a passive
construction with a first-person singular pronoun as the agent in 2 Esd 6:8 (kai &’
¢uoD yvun £tédn). In both Greek versions, the decree closes with an emphatic first-
person singular statement (1 Esd 6:33: éyw Pacidevg Aapeiog dedoyudtika; 2 Esd 6:12:

5 See Doering, Letters, 100 n. 16, 113, 116 n. 105, 245, 496, who rightly notes that this document “is
not clearly epistolary.” I include it in the discussion of Persian royal letters following van den
Hout, “Studies 11,” 141, 143-44, and Gauger, Authentizitdt, 56.

46 See Olmstead, “Letter,” 157-58, and 4.2.1 above.
47 See van den Hout, “Studies II,” 144.
48 See Doering, Letters, 120.
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¢yw Aapeiog €0nka yvaounv).* Both the Aramaic and the Greek versions feature an
instance of illeism (Ezra 6:10: “so that they may ... pray for the life of the king and his
children”; 1 Esd 6:30: 6nw¢ mpoogépwvtat omovdai ... Unep 1ol PactAéwg kol T@OV
naidwv; 2 Esd 6:10: Tva ... tpooelxwvtat £i¢ {wnv T00 faciAéws kal TOV LIV adToD).?

Lastly, there are two documents attributed to a King Artaxerxes, possibly issued by
two different kings of the same name.>* The first is a letter that the king addresses to
Rehum, to Shimsai, and their associates, ordering the cessation of the rebuilding of
Jerusalem and its walls. This letter, quoted in Aramaic in Ezra 4:17-22, is written in
the first person singular (4:19: “I made a decree”; 4:21: “until I make a decree” [trans.
NRSV]), with one occurrence of the first person plural (4:18: “the letter that you sent
to us has been read in translation before me”) and one instance of illeism (4:22: “why
should damage grow to the hurt of the king?”). Some scholars have taken the plural
“to us” in Ezra 4:18 to be a plural of majesty. Clines, however, maintains that “more
probably ‘us’ means ‘my government’ or ‘my court’, and ‘me’ equals ‘me personally’,
so in fact ‘us’ is here not really a plural of majesty.”’> The mention of the king’s
counsellors in the second letter of Artaxerxes, which is quoted in Ezra 7 (see further
below), corroborates this view.

In its Greek version in 1 Esd 2:22-24, Artaxerxes’ letter is couched in the first person
singular throughout (2:22: &véyvwv v €émotoAnv, v tendugate npdg pe. énétala
00V...; 2:24: vOv oDV émétaéa...), with a single instance of illeism/allusive plural (2:24:
€l 10 PaoctAeic évoxAfioar). The parallel text in 2 Esd 4:18-22 displays an alternation
between the first person singular and plural (4:18: 6 opoAdyog, Ov aneoteilate Tpog
fUac, EKARON Eumpocbev €uoD. [4:19] kai map’ Euol €Té0n yvwun kai éneokedpeda
kai eUpopev 8tt...). In his use of the plural npog fuag (“to us”), the Greek translator of

 Be it noted that in 1 Esd 6:31, the manuscripts read kai tpocéta&ev, “and he [sc. Darius] ordered,”
marking a switch from the first to the third person singular, except for Codex Vaticanus, which
reads kai mpootdéat, an infinitive dependent on the preceding first-person singular verb
¢nétala. Rahlfs and Hanhart, Septuaginta, 1:891, have adopted the former reading, whereas
Hanhart, in his Géttingen edition of 1 Esdras, has opted for the latter.

50 Letters of King Darius I addressed to various officials concerning the rebuilding of Jerusalem and
the reconstruction of the Temple are also referenced in 1 Esd 4:47-57; the content of these letters
is summarised in indirect speech. A letter of “Darius the Mede” to all the nations and countries
urging them to worship the god of Daniel is quoted in LXX Dan 6:[27]26-[28]27). This Darius, said
to have been succeeded by King Cyrus (LXX Dan 6:[29]28), cannot be identified with any historical
king. His letter is written in the first person singular.

511t is a subject of debate whether both documents should be attributed to Artaxerxes I Longimanus
(see Clines, Ezra, 16-23) or whether the second document was issued by Artaxerxes II Mnemon
(see Eissfeldt, Einleitung, 750-53; Bdhler, 1 Esdras, 15).

52 Clines, “Humanity,” 460.
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2 Esdras follows Ezra 4:18; the plurals éneokedueda kai ebpopev (“we investigated
and found out”), on the other hand, have not been prompted by the Aramaic text,
where the verbs are not in the first but in the third person plural (“and they searched
and they found”). Ezra/2 Esd 4:19 is a response to Rehum and his associates’ request
to the king to look in the book of the record of his fathers and find information about
Jerusalem. In 2 Esdras, this request is couched in a combination of third- and second-
person singular references to the king, which does not involve persons of his
entourage (4:14: Six tolto éméudapev kal eyvwpioapev t@ Pactlel, [4:15] iva
emokéPntat év PipAie dmopvnuatiopold TOV TATEPWY GOV, Kal €VPHOELG KAl YVWON
&tt...). One possibility is that the first-person plural verbs and pronouns used by the
king in 2 Esd 4:18-19 were intended as plurals of majesty. The translator may have had
Artaxerxes respond to the combination of third- and second-person singular in
Rehum’s letter with a combination of first-person singular and plural in his own letter.
Similar shifts between the first person singular and the plural of majesty, occurring
within a single sentence, are attested in Josephus’ paraphrase of Artaxerxes’ letters in
Additions B and E to Esther,* which is chronologically close to the translation of 2
Esdras.”* A more likely possibility is that the plurals in 2 Esd 4:18-19 are inclusive,
proleptically referring to the king and his counsellors mentioned in the second
Artaxerxes document (2 Esd 7:14-15). The instance of illeism in Ezra 4:22 is reproduced
in 2 Esd 4:22, combined (as in 1 Esd 2:24) with the use of the allusive plural: €ig
kakomoinotv Ppacidedorv. The same type of plural occurs in the letter of Artaxerxes in
Addition E to Esther.5s

The second Artaxerxes document is a decree in epistolary form, quoted in Aramaic
in Ezra 7:12-26, which the king addresses to Ezra the priest. The king writes in the first
person singular, occasionally referring to himself in the third person (7:13: “I decree
that ...”; 7:14: “for you are sent by the king and his seven counsellors ... [7:15] to convey
the silver and gold that the king and his counsellors have freely offered to the God of
Israel”; 7:21: “I, King Artaxerxes, decree...”; 7:23: “or wrath will come upon the realm
of the king and his heirs” [trans. NRSV]). At 7:24, however, the king employs the first

53 See 4.2.6 below.
54 For the dating of the translation of 2 Esdras (second century CE), see Wooden, “2 Esdras,” 196.

55 See LXX Esth E:2: toAMol tf] mhelotn @V DEPYETOUVTWVY XPNOTSTNTL TUKVOTEPOV TLHWHEVOL MET{OV
gppdvnoav [E:3] kai o0 pévov todg vrotetaypuévoug fuiv {ntodotv KAKOmoLELY, TV T€ kKdpov 00
Suvdpevor péperv kai Toig EauT®V eVepyETaig émtxelpodoty pnxavaodat. The plurals moAAoi/toig
gaut®v and evepyetolvieg/ebepyétan refer allusively to Haman and King Artaxerxes,
respectively. In the same sentence, the king also uses the plural of majesty (fjuiv) to refer to
himself, On the allusive plural, see Smyth, Grammar, 270-71 [§ 1007].
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person plural (“We also notify you that...”), which apparently encompasses himself
and his seven counsellors.

The Greek version of this document in 1 Esdras (8:9-24) is written in the first person
singular (8:10: éyw kpivag mpooétala; 8:19: kal €yw d¢ O Pacidevg Aptaépéng
npocétada), with a single instance of illeism (8:21: €vekev toD un yevésOar dpynyv €ig
v Pactheiav o0 PactAéwg kal tdv viwv). When referring to himself and his
counsellors, the king does not use an associative plural (8:11: ka®dmnep dédoktan éuol
€ Kal TO1iG emta @iloig cuuPovAevtaic; 8:13: & NOEGUNV €yW Te Kai ol gilot). However,
at 8:10, he uses the first-person plural possessive pronoun (év tf] nuetépa PactAeiq,
“in our kingdom”), which is not prompted by the Aramaic text in Ezra 7:13 (“in my
kingdom”). The same plural pronoun occurs in the phrase év t® fuetépw oikw, which
we encountered in the letter of King Xerxes to Pausanias in Thucydides (Hist.
1.129.3).% It can be interpreted either as a plural of majesty or, more likely, as an
associative, “dynastic” plural (“the kingdom of me and my sons” [cf. 1 Esd 8:21]).

The parallel version in 2 Esdras (7:12-26) is also written in the first person singular
(7:13: &’ éuod €t€0n yvaun ... &v PactAeiq pov; 7:21: kal & €uod, £yw ApBacacOd
PaociAeve, €Onka yvadunv), with occasional shifts to illeism (7:14: arod mpoownov tov
Paciréwg kal t®OV emta ouvpPovAwv; 7:15: 6 O Paciledg kal oi cvpPovlot
Nkovaoldednoav T Be@ tol TopanA; 7:23: unmote yévnrat opyn emi thv PactAeiav tod
BactAéwe kal TOV LIV aLTOD).

4.2.6 Persian royal documents in Josephus

In his Jewish Antiquities, Josephus rewrites the Persian royal documents quoted in Ezra
on the basis of a Greek version that seems to have been similar, albeit not identical, to
1 Esdras.”” More specifically, he quotes in oratio recta the following documents: (a) a
written proclamation sent by King Cyrus to all Asia (A,J. 11.3-4; cf. 1 Esd 2:3-4), (b) a
letter sent by King Cyrus to the satraps of Syria (A,J. 11.12-17; cf. 1 Esd 6:23-33), (c) a
letter from King Cambyses to Rathymos [=Rehum] et al. (A,J. 11.26-28; cf. 1 Esd 2:22-
24, where the sender of the letter is King Artaxerxes), (d) a “covering letter” from King
Darius to Sisines et al. (A.J. 11.104; cf. 1 Esd 6:26), (e) a letter from King Darius to the

5 See 4.2.2 above. The corresponding verse in 2 Esd 7:13 has a singular possessive pronoun: év
PaciAeia pov, “in my kingdom”; this phrase occurs in other royal letters in the Septuagint: LXX
Dan 6:[27]26 (King Darius the Mede): oi 8vteg év tfj faciieia pov; 1 Macc 10:34 (King Demetrius
1): Toig oborv év tfj PaciAelq pov; 1 Macc 15:4 (King Antiochus VII): év tfj aciAeiq pov.

57 See Doering, Letters, 280-85.
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eparchs and the council of Samaria (AJ. 11.118-119; no counterpart in 1 Esdras or
Ezra), and (f) a letter from King Xerxes to Ezra for the satraps of Syria (A.J. 11.123-130;
cf. 1 Esd 8:9-24, where the sender of the letter is King Artaxerxes).

Josephus has the authors of these letters consistently use the first person singular,
with two exceptions: in (c), the plural verb #yvwuev (A,J. 11.27) occurs, which has no
counterpart in 1 Esd 2:22-24 but is similar to the plural verbs éneokedapeda kat
gUpopev in 2 Esd 4:19, and in (f), the phrase v tfj iuetépa PaciAein (A,J. 11.123) occurs,
which is taken verbatim from 1 Esd 8:10 and can be interpreted as an associative,
“dynastic” plural. Josephus does not reproduce the illeism occurring in his Vorlage,
converting the king’s third-person self-reference in 1 Esd 8:21 (§vekev to0 pr| yevéoat
opynv eic v PaciAeiav tob PactAéwg kal TV LIGV) to a first-person one (A,J. 11.127:
Snwg 8¢ undepiav dpynv € éue A&Pn to Beiov A Tovg EUovg Ekydvoug).

Josephus also paraphrases the two letters of King Artaxerxes found in Additions B
and E to Esther. In his version of the first letter (AJ. 11.216-219), he has the king
predominantly use the first person singular, with three instances of plural: in AJ.
11.217, the phrase toig fuetépoig tpdyuaot, “our state affairs,” is taken from LXX Esth
B:5, where nuetépoig is a plural of majesty, while in A,J. 11.219, the plural personal
pronouns in the phrases ol mavtay60sv Nuiv moAéuiot, “our enemies on all sides,” and
OMWg ... et elpvng Nuiv tov Piov didyerv mapéxwot, “so that they [sc. the Jews] let us
lead our lives in peace,” are inclusive, encompassing the king and the subjects of his
kingdom. In the second letter of Artaxerxes (A.J. 11.273-283), Josephus has the king
alternate between the first person singular and the plural of majesty, even within the
same sentence: A,J. 11.277: 'Audvng ... éméevwdeic Nuiv anéAavoe tig mpodg drnavtag
XPNoTétNnTog €M TOcOUTOV WG TATEPA MOL TO Aomdv mpoocayopevesdal Kal
TPOOKLVOUUEVOV dtateAelv Kal ped Mudg T devtepa TG PAcIAIKAG Tapd TAVTWY TIUAG
anogépeadat; 11.278: TOV €DEPYETNV MOV Kal owThpa Mapdoxaiov Kal THV KOVWVOV
UiV to0 te Plov kal TG dpxfig Ecbfipa; 11.279: 6¢ €uol Te Kal TOIG TPOYOVOLS FIUDV TV
Pacidetav diepuAaev). The mixture of the first person singular and the plural of
majesty in the second letter of Artaxerxes is not prompted by Josephus’ Vorlage,
namely, Addition E to Esther, which is uniformly written in the plural of majesty.
Moreover, it does not seem to follow a discernible pattern. For instance, when
referring to Haman'’s second place in the government, Josephus uses the singular in
the king’s first letter (AJ. 11.217: pet’ €uol Sevtépov) and the plural of majesty in the
king’s second letter (AJ. 11.277: ue® fuag ta devtepa tf¢ PACIAKAG ... TIUAG
aro@épeobdat).
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4.2.7 Assessment of the evidence from the Persian royal letters

The preceding survey of around forty fictitious or questionably authentic Persian
royal epistolary texts, as found in Greek literary and documentary sources, provides
a more nuanced understanding of the use of the first person singular and plural than
that suggested by Bickerman. Less than half of these texts are written entirely in the
first person singular. Two are written in the third person singular (Herodotus, Hist.
3.128). The rest feature various types of person and self-reference variation, such as:
(a) first person singular + inclusive plural (e.g., the letter of Cyrus the Elder in
Xenophon, Cyr. 4.5.27-33); (b) first person singular + plural of majesty (e.g., the third
letter of Darius III to Alexander in Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 2.10.6-8); (c) first person
singular + illeism (e.g., the letter of Artaxerxes Il in Xenophon, Hell. 5.1.31, and the first
of the two letters of Darius I in the pseudo-Heraclitean epistolary corpus; (d) first
person singular + inclusive plural + illeism (e.g., the second letter of Darius to
Alexander in Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 1.40.2-5); (e) first person singular + plural of
majesty + illeism (e.g., the letter of Darius III in P.Hamb. 11 129, cols. 111, 57-1V, 78).

Regarding the use of the first person plural, it is important to note that
distinguishing between the inclusive/associative and the exclusive royal “we” can be
difficult. The epistolary texts that exhibit unambiguous instances of the latter plural
are few. The switch from the first person singular to the plural of majesty that is
featured in Addition B to Esther is elsewhere best exemplified in the Darius letters
included in or related to the Alexander Romance, e.g., in Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex.
2.10.6-8/PSI XII 1285, col. IV, 17-41. In the Persian royal documents found in the
Septuagint there is no unambiguous instance of the plural of majesty. Thus, it is
unlikely that the aforementioned switch featured in the letter of Artaxerxes in
Addition B to Esther was prompted by a similar switch in any of the royal Persian
letters found in the Septuagint. Moreover, none of the epistolary texts that I examined
is entirely written in the plural of majesty, as is the case with Addition E to Esther.
This suggests that the author of Addition E did not model this epistolary feature on
any fictitious Persian royal letter.
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4.3 The letters of Alexander

According to Gauger, the initiator of the plural of majesty in Hellenistic royal
correspondence was Alexander III of Macedon, who introduced this feature in his
letter-writing in the last year of his life. Gauger sees no identifiable precedents,
Oriental/Persian or other, for this innovation and assumes that Alexander conceived
of it as another means of enhancing his royal stature. Not only did he use it himself,
but he also allowed members of his closest circle, such as Hephaistion, to use it.5
Unfortunately, our understanding of Alexander’s epistolary style and its evolution is
limited due to the scarce evidence available from epigraphic and literary sources.
The epigraphic evidence includes two letters to the Chians and a decree to Priene.®
The first letter to the Chians (Syll.> 283), dating to 334 or 332 BCE, has been preserved
in its entirety. It seems to have been initially composed in the first person singular
and subsequently converted into indirect speech, as evidenced, for example, by the
two third-person references to Alexander (l. 7: Tpdg AAéEavSpov; 1. 17-18: ma<p>’ |
‘ANe[E]avdpou tob PactAéwc), which, in the original letter, must have been phrased in
the first person singular (npog éué; map’ €uos). However, two first-person plural
pronouns from the original text remained unchanged in the engraved document: 11.
9-10: péxpt &v kai to Ao vaoti|kov T T@V EAMfvwv el Audv cuumAf; 1. 16-17:
kpivesOat Tepl Todto adtovg mal[p’] Auiv. Scholars have interpreted these plurals as
referring to the Chians, to Alexander and the Macedonian admiral Alcimachus or
Hegelochus, to Alexander himself (as plurals of majesty), or, more likely, to Alexander
and his Macedonian forces and officials.®® The inscription preserving Alexander’s
second letter to the Chians, which dates to around 330 BCE, is mutilated. Its surviving

58 See Gauger, Authentizitdt, 131-32. Already in Homer, Achilles, Alexander’s role model, uses the
plural when referring to himself in Il. 22.393: fpdueba péya kBdog éné@vouev “Exktopa diov, “we
have won us great glory; we have slain noble Hector” (trans. Murray-Wyatt, LCL). This kind of
plural may have evolved from an inclusive plural commonly used by military leaders when
referring to activities that they have undertaken together with their men. See Wackernagel,
Lectures, 134-35.

5 Typologically speaking, these documents are not easily classifiable. The first letter to the Chians
(Syll> 283), in the form in which it has reached us, may be a diagramma or a diagraphe. See
Bikerman, “Lettre,” 25-26 with n. 5, and Bencivenni, Progetti, 15-38. The Priene document has
been variously designated as “edict,” “letter,” and diagramma; see Sherwin-White, “Edict,” 82.

% See Heisserer, Alexander, 88-91; Prandi, “Alessandro,” 25-26. Bencivenni, Progetti, 27-28, argues
that the original text written by Alexander was not a letter but a diagramma, in which he used
both the first person plural to refer to himself and the Macedonians (ll. 10, 17) and a third-person
self-reference (Il. 7, 18).
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parts contain first-person singular verbs and pronouns.®’ The same holds for the
fragmentary decree to Priene (334 BCE or later).2

Diodorus Siculus, Plutarch, and Arrian quote in oratio recta three letters and ten
excerpts from letters of Alexander, the authenticity and verbal accuracy of which
have been variously assessed by modern scholars.® Of these, seven are written in the
first person singular,® two in the plural of majesty,* three mix first person singular
and first person plural,® and one excerpt of a letter is couched in the imperative and
contains no first-person verbs or pronouns.®’ The longest fully quoted letter is the one
addressed to King Darius 11, as transmitted by Arrian (Anab. 2.14.4-9). Throughout
this letter, Alexander employs the first person singular, except for two inclusive plural
pronouns (udc/nueig, referring to the Macedonians). In an excerpt from a letter of
Alexander to his tutor Leonidas, quoted by Plutarch in his Life of Alexander (25.8), the
Macedonian king uses the plural of majesty (drneotdAkauév oot AMPavwtov ... dnwg
navon Tpog Tovg B0l pikpoAoyobuevog). The same excerpt is quoted in the possibly
spurious Regum et imperatorum apophthegmata (179E), where, however, the king
switches from the first person singular to a plural that is either inclusive or majestic
(dnéotalkd oot tdAavta APavwtod ... tva unkETt uikpoAoyf] Tpog Tovg Beolg, £idwg
ot kai tig dpwpato@dpov kpatoduev). A brief letter that Alexander addresses to
Aristotle, fully quoted by Plutarch, features a shift from the plural of majesty to the
first person singular (Alex. 7.7: tivi yap 81 Soloopev Aueig TV GAAwV ... kad’ olg
¢nadevOnuev Adyoug ... £yw 8¢ PovAoiunv dv). Alexander consistently uses the plural
of majesty in the brief letter concerning the return of exiles to Greek cities (324 BCE),
as quoted in full by Diodorus Siculus (Bibl. 18.8.40). It is worth noting that the same
Diodorus preserves a letter of Hephaistion to Olympias (Bibl. 17.114.3), in which

61 See SEG 35-925, 1. 13: £udg te @ilog; 11. 28-30: xap[1loic]Q[e k&v &]uol kai &1 T[1] | £uob So100]e #11]
npo[Buudlrepov &v Opilv rnpetoiny.

62 See LPriene B- M 1, 1. 10-11: xopay | [ylivdokw éunv ivar; 1. 14: deinut. Sherwin-White, “Edict,”
84 with n. 120, following Heisserer’s reading [-] & fjud[c -] at line 21, identifies a shift in this
document between the first person singular and the royal “we.” However, upon re-examination
of the stone, Crowther, “I. Priene 8,” 203 with n. 32, proposed the reading [-] éykAnua[ -], which
was subsequently adopted in L.Priene B- M 1.

6 See Pearson, “Diary,” 443-50; Monti, “Lettere.” Here, I cite only the letters of Alexander
transmitted through Greek sources.

¢ Plutarch, Alex. 22.5; 28.2; 55.7; Alex. fort. 333A; 341C; Amat. 760C; Arrian, Anab. 7.23.8.

5 Plutarch, Alex. 25.8; Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 18.8.4.

6 Plutarch, Alex. 7.7 (the same letter is quoted in Greek in Gellius, Noct. Att. 20.5.11); [Reg. imp.
apophth.] 179E; Arrian, Anab. 2.14.4-9.

67 Plutarch, Alex. 41.4.
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Alexander’s general also uses the plural of majesty, presumably under the influence
of the epistolary style of his king.¢

The previously discussed Alexander Romance (MS A)®° contains twenty documents,
quoted in oratio recta, which are attributed to Alexander: eighteen letters,”® a decree
to the Persians (Hist. Alex. 2.21.3-22), and the king’s last will in the form of a letter to
the Rhodians (Hist. Alex. 3.33.2-25). Also related to the Alexander Romance are two
letters from Alexander to Darius III, preserved in papyrus PSI XII 1285 from the first
half of the second century CE.”* All these documents are considered apocryphal.’ In
none of them does Alexander exclusively employ the plural of majesty. In only five
does he write in the first person singular;” in the rest, he mixes first person singular
and plural. In some of the latter letters, the first person plural is clearly inclusive,
referring to Alexander and another person, or to Alexander and the
Macedonians/Greeks, or to Alexander and his army,” while in others it is a plural of
majesty.” Distinguishing between the inclusive plural and the plural of majesty in
these letters is not always easy. The Wunderbriefe to Aristotle and to Olympias combine
first person singular, inclusive plural, and a few instances of the plural of majesty,’
while Alexander’s last will, his decree to the Persians, and a couple of other letters
combine first person singular, plural of majesty and/or inclusive plural, and illeistic

% See Gauger, Authentizitit, 131-32.
 See 4.2.4 above.

70 Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 1.35.5; 1.38.2-7; 1.42.3; 2.1.8-11; 2.2.3-4; 2.5.3-11; 2.6.3-4; 2.10.9-10;
2.11.2-3; 2.22.2-6; 2.22.12; 2.22.14-16; 3.2.8-11; 3.17; 3.18.3-4; 3.25.3-4; 3.26.1-4; 3.27.2-3.28.12.

71 See PSI XII 1285, col. 1V, 42-48, which corresponds to Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 2.10.9-10; the
second letter from Alexander to Darius (PSI XII 1285, cols. III, 8-1V, 16) has no counterpart in the
Alexander Romance.

72 See Nawotka, Romance, 117, 119, 144, 146, 167, 185, 188, 201, 244-45.

73 Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 1.35.5 (to the Tyrians); 2.1.8-11 (to the Athenians); 2.6.3-4 (to the
Lacedaemonians); 2.11.2-3 (to the satraps); 2.22.12 (to Rhodogune and Stateira).

7 See, e.g., Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 2.22.14 (to Rhoxane): ypdowv ‘OAvumiddt tfj untpi pov mepl
AWV Tv@dv dvnkévtwv Apiv (sc. to me and my mother); 3.2.8-9 (to King Porus): #t
npoBupoTépoug NUAC Enoinoag gig uaxnv oot dtpuvoijval, Aéywv trv EAAGSa undev d€lov éxerv
TG IvOGV XWDPAS ... éTel 00V oi "EAANVEG TadTa 00K EXOUEV ... mOVUOTVTEG TOV KPELTTOVWY ol
"EAANveg fiABopev d@’ VPOV avTd KekTiobal.

75 See, e.g., Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 2.10.10 (to Darius): o08¢ éAmtilwv €Aedoecbal oe EkoAdkevoa,
Tvar TapayevoUEVoG EDXAPIOTHONG NUIV.

76 See, e.g., Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 3.17.3, 25 (to Aristotle): oppricavtdg pov cbv dAlyolg émi to
npoelpnuévov [kai] katapaddvteg edpopev ... kal TuvBavouévou pov mepl TdOV TénwWV Eouavay
iV viicov, v TavTec EwpduEY ... epl OV Muiv yéypamrtat; 3.27.2, 5, 6; 3.28.5 (to Olympias): Urép
UEV T@V €V GpXfi KataoTabévtwy Nuiv £wg TdV Katd v Aciav npayudtwy nénelopal o eidéval
Kk TRV Tap’ LDV YPAQEVTWV ... EvTelbev 8¢ dvalevyviw ... 2padiCouev 8¢ ... elta ebpapiev okdtoc
£80&e 8¢ pot mdAv O0oar T HAi.
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self-reference.” The same is the case with the letter of Alexander to Darius in PSI XII
1285, cols. 111, 8-1V, 16, which has no counterpart in the Alexander Romance.”® In all
these letters, the alternation between first-person singular and first-person plural
self-reference does not follow any discernible pattern; it appears to be purely
arbitrary.

4.4 The letters of the Diadochi

In Welles’ Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period, we find eight letters issued by
three of Alexander’s successors: four by Antigonus I, two by Seleucus I, and two by
Lysimachus. The long letter that Antigonus I addressed to the city of Scepsis in 311
BCE (Welles, RC no. 1) is written in the plural, but is interspersed with three singular
verb and personal pronoun forms (1. 25: oiuat; 1. 65: kaA®g 8] pot Sokel Exerv; 11. 69-
70: pot | £86ket). According to Welles, these singular forms are meant to bring into
relief the king’s personal opinion, whereas the plural indicates that the king speaks as
the representative of the state.”” However, the alternation between singular and
plural forms of the same doxastic verb, oipot (1. 14-15: dvay|[x]aiov Grueda eiva; 1.
22: rpueda deiv; 1. 24-25: @ave|pdv oipat £oecbat; 1. 45: Ghueba kaA@dg £xelv), seems
rather arbitrary. The fragmentary letter of the same king to Eresus (Welles, RC no. 2;

77 See Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 2.5.6, 8, 10 (to the Athenians): dikaia ta dvtipioOia dreAdPouev Tap’
UGV, &vl Ov 1ueis (sc. the Macedonians) ouiv émotioapey ... AAEEavpov uéupecde Eveka
Tracaydpa otpatryol adikoavtdg pe kal UUAS ... arnodexdueda 8¢ Thv TV PnTdpwv Tpdg LUAG
cvvnyopiav; 3.33.3, 4, 6, 9, 10, 16, 19, 23, 24 (last will): fueig tag npog ‘HpakAéoug oD Tpoydvou
U@V othAag OproBeicag <UmepPaAdvies> ... EKPIVAUEV ... EYVWOKAUEV ... EYpApaev ..
GUVTETAXAUEY ... CUYXWPODUEV ... EVIETAAUEDN ... TETEIOMAL ... Oedelxapev ... TPOOTAGOW ...
BovAopat ... kataAeinw ... drodeikviel faciAede ANEEavVEPOC ... didwot ... dvabétw; 2.21.4, 14, 19
(decree to the Persians): yiviokete 00V Ue kaBectakéval catpdmag eig OUE ... fva undé eidfite
repov Pacidéa el pn ANEEaVEpoV VEDTEPOV ... &V TOATTIC ) FlUETEPa ... Of Fluétepot AAeEavSpeis.

78 PSI XII 1285 col. 111, 1. 28-29: ToU¢ mpookuvAsavtag fual] edepyétnoa, tovg & dv<ti>teivovtag
Auovéuny; 11 33-37: viv pe Pac[iAé]a mpoo<o>voudleic kal £pwtds dneifpolv xpluodlv fueiv
81800, tva, Stav dno[dé€wuat, éue] Anotnv npocovoudlng 1l. 43-45: ei 8¢ PovAel untépa klai
tékva Aafeiv, ]V oUvtuxé pot; col. 1V, 1l. 4-6: €l 8¢ o0 PodAer fuelv [ouv]tvyxdve ...
ywdokewy og 0¢Aw S[t1] ...; 1. 12-15: €1 82 PovAnBeing Epxeabat mpog fudc, Sidwui oot de&iav éyw
un &dikrioery o€ ... tporéupw € oe WG AAeEGVIpw TpEmov.

7 Welles, Correspondence, 10. Cf. Zilliacus, Selbstgefiihl, 38: “In der Regel gebraucht er [sc. Antigonus I]
einen klaren Pluralis maiestatis, und zwar immer, wenn er die Autoritdt seiner kdniglichen
Machtstellung bekundet. In solchen Fillen jedoch, wo er eine rein persénliche Meinung oder
Stellungnahme vertritt, gentigt ihm der Singular. Die Numeri wechseln in einem und demselben
Satze ... Von strikter logischer Konsequenz kann aber keine Rede sein.” See also Berge, Faiblesse,
130 n. 208.
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ca. 306 BCE) and his two letters to Teos (Welles, RC nos. 3 and 4; ca. 303 BCE) are written
in the plural, as are the letters of Lysimachus to Priene and to Samos (Welles, RC nos.
6 and 7; ca. 285 and 283/282 BCE, respectively). The letter of Seleucus I to Miletus
(Welles, RC no. 5; 288/287 BCE) is written in the plural (1. 2: d@eotdAkapev; 1. 10-11:
OytavévTwyv UGV kal e0TUX00V|TwV; 15: suvtetdyauev), except for two first-person
singular verbs (Il. 11-12: ®g éy® BovAopat; 1. 18: boyéypaga). Apropos of the letter of
Seleucus I, Welles again remarks that “although the writer uses the plural of himself
inll. 2,10, and 15, he uses the singular here [sc. 1. 11-12] and below in . 18. As Laqueur
observed, this would never have been done by a later Seleucid. The distinction
observed here is that between the king as an individual and as the representative of a
state.”® However, this distinction is not entirely tenable, as the king’s reference to his
personal good health and fortune is couched in the plural (Oyivévrwy UGV kai
guTLXOUVTWV), Whereas the verbs denoting official acts of the king alternate between
the plural (dpeotdAkapev, ocvvtetdyxapev) and the singular (Omoyéypaga).’:
Moreover, it can be argued that the plurals in 1. 2, 10-11, and 15 are inclusive,
referring not only to Seleucus but also to his son and co-regent Antiochus. Although
the latter is not mentioned in the letter’s prescript, the note preceding the letter on
the stele on which it was inscribed states that the offerings listed in the letter were
dedicated by both “kings” (Il. 7-9: t¢8¢ dvéOnkav PaciAeic TéAevkog kai | Avtioxog ta
&v Tt émotoAft ye|ypauuéva).2 The plurals in the letter that Seleucus I and Antiochus
jointly address to Sopatros (Welles, RC no. 9; 281 BCE) are, of course, unquestionably
associative.

8 Welles, Correspondence, 38; cf. Zilliacus, Selbstgefiihl, 39.

81 Cf. the comment made by Welles, Correspondence, 124, apropos of the letter of the Bithynian king
Ziaelas (Welles, RC no. 25): “Up to the last phrase the king has used only the plural. Then with an
emphatic collocation he shifts to the singular, iBovAdpeda évtétaAuar. The use is parallel to that
of the Attalids. Hitherto the king has spoken as a ruler, now he speaks as an individual.” It is hard
to see how the king, by using the singular verb of command évtétaApar, “I have ordered,” speaks
as an individual rather than as a ruler.

82 See Guarducci, Epigrafia, 113, and Holton, “Ideology,” 112.

138



4.5 Letters of Hellenistic kings

4.5.1 Antigonid royal letters

The extant letters of the Antigonid kings are written in the first person singular, with
only rare instances of first person plural verbs and pronouns.®* “Macedonian kings or
their representatives, contrary to the Seleucid ones, practically never use the ‘pluriel
de majesté’, the one and only exception being Antigonus Gonatas’ letter to Agasikles,”
states Hatzopoulos.®* In the last-mentioned letter (SEG 48-783; ca. 277-239 BCE), the
plural on . 15 (tnv | map’ fudv émfoto]|Afv) is undoubtedly a plural of majesty. Since
no other letters from Antigonus Gonatas have survived, we are not in the position to
know if this king used the plural in his letters on other occasions.®> Plurals crop up,
though, in other Antigonid letters. The letter of King Antigonus Doson to Megalocles
(SEG 60-585; 222 BCE) is written in the singular (1. 3: éppévtilov; L. 4: kpivwv; L. 8: éué;
1. 9-10: vopilw ... épavtd; L. 16: témopea; 1. 20: aicbwpar; L. 22: émtpédw ... {ntrow; L.
31: yéypaga), except for a plural personal pronoun on 1. 26: &g [sc. dwpeag] npdrepov
gixev map’ UGV 6 Nikapyog. Tziafalias and Helly explain this plural by positing that
the person named here, the otherwise unknown Nicarchus, possibly one of the king’s
philoi, had served under at least two kings, Antigonus Doson and his predecessor
Demetrius II, and received grants from both of them. Thus, the phrase nap’ nu®v is
“I'expression et 'affirmation d’une continuité dynastique.”® While this conjecture is

83T have examined the following documents: (a) a letter of Demetrius I Poliorcetes (SEG 56-703 [Dion;
291 BCE]; French translation by Hatzopoulos of the unpublished Greek inscription); (b) two copies
of a letter from Antigonus II Gonatas to Agasicles (SEG 48-783 [Dion; ca 277-239 BCE] and 51-796
[Apollonia (Mygdonia); ca 277-239 BCE]); (c) four letters of Demetrius II (SEG 43-379 [Beroia;
248/247 BCE] and 60-605 [Pythion; ca. 231-229 BCE]); (d) four letters of Antigonus 11 Doson (SEG
46-729 [Beroia; 223 ? BCE], 60-585 [Azoros; 222 BCE], 60-586 [Azoros; 222/221 BCE)); (e) thirteen
letters of Philip V of Macedon (ten letters cited in Hatzopoulos, “Vies,” 107-15, plus Philip V’s
letter to the Athenians of Hephaistia on Lemnos [SEG 12-399; ca. 200 BCE] and the very
fragmentary letters cited in SEG 48-818 [Pella; ca. 221-197 BCE] and in Hatzopoulos, Institutions II,
[no. 18] 42 [221-179 BCE]; (f) a letter that has been ascribed to either Philip IT or Philip V (SEG 45-
764 [Oleveni; 345 or 207/206 BCE]; (g) the fragment of a circular letter ascribed to Perseus
(Hatzopoulos, Institutions II, [no. 19] 43). On the letters of the Antigonid kings, see Hatzopoulos,
Macédoine, 84-92, and id., “Documents”; Mari, “Powers,” and ead., “Attivita.”

8 Hatzopoulos, “Documents,” 51; cf. Mari, “Powers,” 130; ead., “Attivita,” 290 n. 24.

8 Rigsby, Asylia [no. 10], 118, considers the possibility that a fragmentary royal letter to Cos, which
Welles, RC no. 27, assigns to Ptolemy III, may have been written by Antigonus Gonatas; cf. Mari,
“Powers,” 129 n. 31. This letter mixes singular and plural.

8 Tziafalias and Helly, “Inscriptions,” 82, 102.
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plausible, it does not preclude the possibility that the plural map’ qudv is a plural of
majesty, as it is in the aforementioned letter of Gonatas.

In the thirteen letters of Philip V that have come down to us either in their entirety
or as fragments, the king uses the first person singular, except in three instances
where he employs the first person plural: (a) on 1. 6 of the first of his two letters to the
citizens of Larisa (Syll? 543 [=IG 1X,2 517]; 217 BCE): €wg &v o0v kal £té|poug
g¢mvorowuev a&loug; apropos of the plural émvoriowuev, Hatzopoulos argues that it
is not a plural of majesty and that the king uses it to attenuate the royal “I” and include
the Lariseans in his reflection;?’ (b) on 1. 3 of Philip’s letter to the Nisyreans (Syll.? 572
[=IG XI1,3 91]; ca. 201 BCE): d@éotalka KaAAiav mpdg | vudg, vra kai fuiv cuvion kai
O|uérepov moAitnv; Hatzopoulos argues that the plural fuiv “has probably nothing to
do with the ‘pluriel de majesté’, since the rest of the letter is in the first person
singular”;# (c) on L. 16 of the king’s letter to the Athenians of Hephaistia on Lemnos
(SEG 12-399; 202-197 BCE): fiv #xw e0oéPeralv mpog] | tovg kpeiooovag kai v[mepd]|vw
UGV 0£00¢ "Av[akac]; Au@v here is an inclusive plural denoting “all of us mortals.”
Although Hatzopoulos’ argument concerning (a) is absolutely plausible, his argument
concerning (b) is less convincing. As we will see in the following sections, the
intermixing of first-person singular and plural forms is not uncommon in the letters
of other contemporary Hellenistic kings, and we have no reason to assume that the
Antigonid kings were unique in not adhering to this practice. The plural personal
pronoun used in Philip’s designation of Callias as fjpuiv cuvrifn, “a friend of ours,” can,
thus, very well be a plural of majesty. The small number of surviving Antigonid royal
letters, their often fragmentary nature, and the established notion that Antigonid
kings always use the first person singular may lead us to overlook some instances of
the plural of majesty that occur in these letters.

4.5.2 Attalid royal letters

Of the thirty-eight letters of Attalid kings listed in Bencivenni’s “Catalogue of the
Sources for the Seleukid and Attalid State Correspondences,”® dating from the 270s
to the 130s BCE, ten are written in the first person singular,” eleven in the first person

8 Hatzopoulos, “Vies,” 111 with n. 74.
8 Hatzopoulos, “Documents,” 51 n. 24.
8 See Bencivenni, “Words,” 169-71.

% A4 [=Welles, RC no. 24]; A5 [=Welles, RC no. 34]; A6 [=Welles, RC no. 48]; A7 [=Welles, RC no. 51]; A14
[=Virgilio, Lancia, no. 32]; A19a-c [=Welles, RC nos. 55-57]; A23 [=Welles, RC no. 62]; A28 [=Welles,
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plural,* sixteen mix singular and plural,”? and one, due to its fragmentary nature, does
not reveal whether the king wrote in the singular or the plural.”® While the first three
kings of the dynasty, in the very few letters that we have from them, consistently use
one style—Philetairus and Eumenes I the plural, Attalus I the singular—the subsequent
kings use two or even three different styles. Eumenes II uses the singular in
Bencivenni A6, A14, and Al9a-c, the plural in A8, A9b, A12, and A13, and mixes
singular and plural in A9a, A15, A16, A17, and A18a; Attalus II, first as a minister of his
brother and later as a co-regent and king, uses the plural in A20, A21a, and A26, and
both singular and plural in A19d-g, A21b, A22, A24, and A27a, while his nephew,
Attalus 111, uses the singular in A28 and mixes singular and plural in A27b-c.

The use of the plural in the letters of the mixed type often reflects the fact that the
government of the Pergamene state was a “family affair,” as Welles has called it.** In
a letter to his cousin Athenaeus (Bencivenni A27a [=Welles, RC no. 65]; 142 BCE), for
instance, King Attalus II uses the plural of majesty to refer to himself individually (11.
1-2: Zwodvdpov | tod cuvtpdgov Au@V; 1. 7-8: Tag pév Busiag ov[v]|teAeiy ued Auav;
1. 9-10: éxpiv[alu]ey) and in relation to his long-dead brother, King Eumenes II (1. 5:
TPOSPIAQDG O T Te AdeAp®1 Kol Nuiy); the “dynastic” plural to refer to the Attalid
royal house (L. 18: nu@v tod oikov); the inclusive plural to associate his nephew, the
future King Attalus III, with his decision-making (l. 14: kekpikapey kay® xai
"Attla]Aog 6 tddeApoi vidg; 1. 16-17: vroAauf[d]|vovteg; 1. 19: tepirebeikapev ti[v]
Tiufy); and the first person singular to present the decision to send the letter to his
cousin as his own (1. 20: €&kprvov émoteilai cot).

It is notable that the alternation between singular and plural in the Attalid royal
letters most often does not reflect any distinction between the king as an individual
and as the representative of the state. In the first of the three letters of the Toriaion
dossier (Bencivenni A9a [=SEG 47-1745]; probably very soon after 188 BCE), for
instance, King Eumenes II uses the plural of majesty when referring to the

RC no. 69]. It is important to note that the fragmentary state of most Attalid royal letters makes
it difficult, if not impossible, to determine whether the authors of the letters cited in this and the
following footnote employed the singular and the plural, respectively, throughout.

91 A1 [=SEG 50-1195]; A2 [=Welles, RC no. 16]; A3 [=Welles, RC no. 23]; A8 [=I.Kaunos 2]; A9b [=SEG 47-
1745, 11. 39-48]; A11 [=Welles, RC no. 47]; A12 [=Welles, RC no. 49]; A13 [=Welles, RC no. 50]; A20
[=SEG 64-1296]; A21a [=Denkmidiler Lykaonien 74, 1]; A26 [=SEG 26-1239].

92 A9a [=SEG 47-1745, 11. 2-38]; A15 [=Welles, RC no. 52]; A16 [=Welles, RC no. 53]; A17 [=SEG 57-1109];
A18a [=SEG 57-1150]; A19d-g [=Welles, RC nos. 58-61]; A21b [=Welles, RC no. 54]; A22 [=Denkmdler
Lykaonien 75, TI1]; A24 [=SEG 44-1108]; A25 [=SEG 48-1532]; A27a-c [=Welles, RC nos. 65-67].

93 A9c [=SEG 47-1745, 11. 49-51].

%1 See Welles, Correspondence, 268; cf. Berge, Faiblesse, 132 n. 213.
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congratulations that he received on his military successes and his good health (1l. 4-
6: 0UG méuate cuvnodnoouévoug uev fjuiv Em té katanenpaxdtag ndvta Tapeival
Oyt|aivovtag eig tov témov); a plural, which can be either majestic or associative, when
referring to his government (Il. 8-9: 8’ fiv £ig t& fuétepa mpd|ypata Exete ebvoravy; 1.
13: & ovugépovta f[uliv; 1. 24-25: &ix v edv[ot]|av fv &xete mpdg fudg; 1. 30:
gvavtiov toig fj<u>1v suu@épovotv); the singular when referring to the expressions of
gratitude extended to him by the people of the Toriaion (Il. 14-15: xdpitag yap tag
¢uol mpoonkov|oag) and the favour bestowed upon them by him (I. 20: map’ €uod
do[B]eioa [xdpig]), as well as when presenting the rationale for his decision (1. 17: éyw
3¢ é0eypoup); and a combination of singular and plural (majestic or associative) when
pronouncing his decision (l. 26: cuvxwp®; 1. 29: Snwg émkpivwpe[v]; 1. 31: dwoopev
tovg émtndeiovg [véuoug]; 1. 34-35: ad|tog év T £tépat €motoAf] katapéd[ulevog
n[ploo[n]epdvnk[a]).” In the second letter of the dossier (Bencivenni A9b [=SEG 47-
1745]), which was written and sent alongside the first, Eumenes I employs the plural
of majesty throughout, applying it even to the verb cuyxwp®, “to grant,” which he
used in the singular in the preceding letter (1. 40: cuvkexwphkauey; L. 41: BovAduebda;
l. 42: guvav€ovteg ... 8idouev; 1l. 47-48: [tnv] | mpog Mudg edvoiav).”e A possible
explanation for the consistency in number and person in the second letter, as opposed
to the inconsistency in the first letter, could be that the king had the second letter
composed by his chancery office, whereas he either dictated the first letter, or wrote
it himself, or reworked a draft prepared by his chancery.”

% Jonnes and Ricl, “Inscription,” 17, argue that “the plural forms in lines 4-6, 13, 25, 29, 31 do not
necessarily have to refer to the king as the representative of the state but can encompass his
brother Attalus and his other associates, too.” 1 find it unlikely that the participles
katanenpaydtag and Oyi|aivovrag in I, 5-6 encompass the king’s brother, who—if the letter was
written not long after 188 BCE—may not have yet assumed the functions that he later took on.
According to Avram and Tsetskhladze, “Letter,” 161, in his capacity as a minister of Eumenes II,
Attalus “had written official letters since as early as 185 B.C.” and “since 181/0 B.C. was involved
in decisions at the highest level as well as in important missions.” The plural personal pronouns
in the phrases t& cvpgépovta fuliv (1. 13) and évavtiov toic fi<u>iv cvugépovory (l. 30) may
refer to the king and his government. However, compare the singular pronoun in the
synonymous phrase t@v AvoiteA@v éuoi (1. 16); it seems that the interests of the state coincide
with those of the king. As for the plurals émxpivwue[v] and Sddoopev tobg émitndeiovg [vépouc]
in 1l. 29 and 31, they can be interpreted as plurals of majesty on the basis of 1l. 36-37, where the
privileges bestowed upon the Toriaion—both present and, as can be inferred, future ones, such
as the laws that the newly established polis might need—are said to emanate from the king:
nAtkoUTwV TetevydTeg map’ €[po]d Tipi|[w]v.

% Cf., Bencivenni A18a [=SEG 57-1150; 165/164 BCE], where Eumenes II uses the verb cuyxwp® in the
singular in 1. 12 (cvvexdpnoa) and 16 (ovyxwp®) and in the plural in 1. 18-19
(ouv[e]|xwproapey).

97 On the personal tone exhibited in the first of the three letters included in the Toriaion dossier, as
well as in other Attalid royal letters, see Virgilio, “Correspondance,” 109-11. For the difficulty in

142



4.5.3 Seleucid royal letters

Welles asserts that, with the exception of the first king of the dynasty, Seleucus I, who
in his letter to Miletus (Bencivenni S1 [=Welles, RC no. 5]; 288/287 BCE) switches from
the plural to the singular, and a late, unidentified Antiochus, who uses the singular in
a memorandum from the royal journal attached to a letter to an official (568 [=Welles,
RC no. 70]; late second century BCE), the Seleucids consistently use the pluralis
maiestatis.”® Already before Welles, Laqueur had argued categorically that “Reges
Syriae, ipsi de se commemorantes, semper numero plurali utuntur.”® These
assertions have been challenged by Virgilio, who has pointed out that a few Seleucid
royal letters that have come to light after the publication of Welles’ authoritative
Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period defy the rule of the “Seleucid plural.”10

The aforementioned “Catalogue” drawn up by Bencivenni contains sixty-five
letters written by or ascribed to Seleucid kings, queens, and heirs to the throne,'
which date from 288 to 109 BCE. Of the forty-nine letters that are substantially
preserved and allow us to discern whether their respective authors employ the first
person singular or plural,'? forty are written in the first person plural,'® five in the
first person singular, and four mix singular and plural forms. Let us take a closer look
at the nine latter letters:

distinguishing between royal letters dictated or written by the kings themselves and those
composed by their chancery secretaries, see Avram and Tsetskhladze, “Letter,” 159-60.

% Welles, Correspondence, 38, 137, 285.

9 Laqueur, Quaestiones, 99; cf. ibid., 103.

100 See Virgilio, “Aspetti,” 402-4; id., “Correspondance,” 119-22; id., Roi, 75, 224-30.

101 See Bencivenni, “Words,” 165-69. Apart from the letters written by Seleucid kings and their family
members, this catalogue also includes letters written by Seleucid officials, which I have not
considered here. Of the sixty-five royal letters listed in the catalogue, the very fragmentary S21,
S22, S23 [=LMylasa 24, 25, 26], and S27 [=SEG 39-1286] are of “unknown sender”; of dubious
Seleucid provenance are S45 [=Welles, RC no. 30], which has been attributed to Antiochus III or
to a Ptolemy (1V?), S60 [=Welles, RC no. 64], which has been attributed to various kings (Antiochus
111, Seleucus IV, Antiochus IV, Eumenes II, Mithridates VI), and S63 [=SEG 29-1516], which has
been attributed to Antiochus III, or Eumenes II, or a royal official. I also note that some of the
documents in the catalogue appear in doublets (S11, S12; S32, S33; S49¢, e) or triplets (S55, S56,
$57).

102 Documents S22, $23, S25b, $27, 528, S29, S30, S31, S36, S37, S39, S48b, S49b, S59, S62, S67 are too
fragmentary to provide clues about whether their authors wrote in the singular or the plural. I
have not considered the parts of these documents that have been very conjecturally restored by
various epigraphists.

103 [n one of these letters, S3 [=Welles, RC no. 9], the plural is inclusive because there are two senders
named in its prescript: King Seleucus I and his son and co-regent Antiochus.

143



In her letter to Iasos (S51=LIasos 4; ca. 196 BCE), Queen Laodice III uses the first
person singular (1. 4: d&kovovoa; 1. 11: mpoatpovuévn 81 kai ey 1. 15: yeypdpeika; 1. 28:
netpdoopat ... émvod; 1. 29-30: mpo|[arpov]uévn ... katavo®), with a single shift to the
“dynastic” plural when she refers to the royal house to which she belongs (1. 26: tov
oikov fju@v). In her very fragmentarily preserved letter to Teos (S48a=SEG 41-1005;
197/196 BCE), the phrase “I and my ‘brother’/husband [sc. Antiochus III]” (1. 9: éyw
kai 6 &d[eApdg]) occurs, which must have been followed by a plural verb. In contrast,
in her letter to Sardis (S25=SEG 39-1284; 213 BCE), written some fifteen to twenty years
before the other two, she uses the plural of majesty throughout (Il. 13-15: Onép tfig
100 &8 ol | iudv Pacidéws Avtidxov kal Thg AUETépag kai TdV Tadiwy | cwtnplag;
1. 16-17: &mode|[8]éyuebda; 11. 17-18: émorvoduev | [kal melpacd]ueda). Moreover, a
fragment of a letter which a queen Laodice (probably III) addresses to Colophon
preserves a first-person singular pronoun (l. 7: epi £uo0).104

Laodice III’s and Antiochus III's eldest son, Antiochus, uses the singular in a letter
addressed to Magnesia-on-the-Maeander (S35=Welles, RC no. 32; 205 BCE). Laqueur
attributes the use of the singular to the fifteen-year-old Antiochus junior’s status as a
co-regent, drawing a parallel with a letter written by Marcus Aurelius to the Guild of
Dionysus Briseus in 147 CE (Syll.? 851). At that time, Marcus held the title of Caesar and
was invested with tribunician power but had not yet ascended to the position of
emperor. Marcus concludes his letter not with the greeting evtvxeite commonly used
by emperors but with épp&obat Ouag povAopar.’> The same Antiochus, rather than
his father Antiochus I11,%¢ uses the singular in a very fragmentary letter addressed to
Teos, dating to ca. 196 BCE (S47a=SEG 41-1004, 1l. 1-13; see 1. 6: éuoi). The equally
fragmentary letter that follows it consecutively on the same stone (S47b=SEG 41-1004,
1. 14-34; ca. 196 BCE) preserves two plural verbs (Il. 24-25: Ttpocdedéyue|[0a]; 1. 25:
[énatvo]Dpev), which are preceded by a reference to the royal person authoring the
letter and his “sister”/wife (Il. 16-17: kai £ué xai thv &|[deA@riv]). Piejko believes that
both this letter and the one that precedes it were written by Antiochus III, who was
here “compelled to employ the singular by the exigencies of the situation. It was so
because he was speaking also for the queen, but wished to keep his own identity
separate.”'%” Ma considers it likely that the second letter, like the one that precedes it,

104 This letter is not included in Bencivenni’s catalogue; see Debord, “Colophon,” 14-17. The editor
notes (p. 17) that the reading of the first two letters of the personal pronoun is uncertain.

105 See Laqueur, Quaestiones, 101-2,
106 See Ma, Antiochos III, 320-21.
107 Piejko, “Antiochus I11,” 56-57.
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was written by Antiochus the son, who had married his sister Laodice in 196/195
BCE.108

Two other royal letters, in which the singular is employed, are of uncertain Seleucid
provenance. Welles and Lenger consider S45 (=Welles, RC no. 30; C.Ord.Ptol. 84; SEG 61-
1316), found at Soloi in Cilicia, to have been written by a Ptolemy (IV?), Ma attributes
it to a Ptolemy or a Ptolemaic official, Virgilio has suggested Antiochus Il as its author,
while Kdppel has argued that the letter may have been issued by an official rather
than by a king.!® The letter contains a single singular verb type, oipat, on I. 10, which
leads Welles to rule out its authorship by a Seleucid king because “no Seleucid king
after Seleucus I speaks of himself in the singular until the last days of the dynasty,
when it was strongly under Egyptian influence,” whereas in Egypt, “at least down to
the time of Ptolemy IV, the kings used the singular freely.”''® Apropos of this
statement, Virgilio points out that Welles: (a) did not take into consideration the letter
of Antiochus the Younger to Magnesia-on-the-Maeander (S35=Welles, RC no. 32),
which is written in the singular; (b) did not know of the two letters of Antiochus III
included in the Teos dossier (S47a-b=SEG 41-1004),** which were discovered after the
publication of the Royal Correspondence; as we saw, the first letter uses the singular,
while the second mixes singular and plural; (c) did not know of the letters of Queen
Laodice, who uses now the singular, now the plural; and (d) did not consider the letters
of Antiochus III to Zeuxis and to the strategos Ptolemy, son of Thraseas, as quoted by
Josephus (see 4.5.4 below), which mix singular and plural, or the letters of the high
Seleucid officials Olympichus, Philomelus, and Ptolemy, son of Thraseas, which use
the singular.? Virgilio concludes that the singular oipat in the letter found at Soloi
can rightfully be considered to be one of those verbal expressions in the singular, like
BovAouat, cuvefovAevoa, BéAwV, Emvo®, katavod, TuvBavuevos, Téneloat, oida,
€kpiva, etc., the use of which is well-documented in the Seleucid chancery. He further
argues that Laqueur’s and Welles’ rule about the strict use of the pluralis maiestatis in
this chancery is clearly outdated, as the use of the singular is not an isolated
exception. Lastly, he conjectures that Antiochus III may have addressed the letter

108 Ma, Antiochos III, 320-21.

109 See Welles, Correspondence, 137-38; Lenger, Corpus, 226-27; Ma, Antiochos III, 271; Virgilio,
“Esplorazioni,” 328-32; Kédppel, Prostagmata, 61-66.

10 Welles, Correspondence, 137. See discussion of this claim in 4.5.5 below.
M virgilio ascribes both letters to Antiochus III.
12 See Virgilio, “Aspetti,” 402-4; id., Roi, 224-30; id., “Esplorazioni,” 313-17.
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found at Soloi to one of his sons who was in charge of the army. In this case, the
singular oipot would indicate the familiarity between the king and his son.!®?

With respect to these comments, it should be noted that Laqueur’s and Welles’
“rule” applies to the reigning Seleucid kings, not to members of the royal family,
including the crown prince and co-regent, or to high officials.’* Virgilio’s argument
about the use of the singular by Antiochus III relies on the attribution of the two
letters from the Teos dossier to him. However, these letters are too fragmentary to
provide certainty about whether their author was Antiochus I1I or Antiochus the son.
Virgilio’s argument also rests on the belief that Josephus renders more or less
accurately the content and style of the two letters of Antiochus III that he quotes.
However, as seen previously,' Josephus tampers with the royal documents that he
quotes and has a clear preference for the mixed style: for instance, the letter of King
Ptolemy II to the high priest Eleazar in Let. Aris. §§ 35-40 is written in the plural of
majesty, whereas in Josephus’ version (A.J. 12.45-50) it is predominantly couched in
the singular; similarly, Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition E to Esther is written entirely in
the plural of majesty, while in Josephus’ paraphrase (AJ. 11.273-283) singular and
plural alternate. As we will see in the following section, Josephus also uses the mixed
style when quoting two letters of Alexander Balas and Demetrius II Nicator, which, in
his Vorlage, 1 Maccabees, are couched in the plural of majesty.!¢

The second letter of uncertain Seleucid provenance is S60 (=Welles, RC no. 64), a
royal letter to Nysa, which has been ascribed to various kings (Antiochus I11, Seleucus
IV, Antiochus IV, Eumenes II, Mithridates VI). This letter is written in the first person
singular (I 3: &nédwkdv poy; L. 8: PBovAduevog; . 9: dmodeixOévtwv por; 1. 11:
ovvexwpnoa; 1. 14: émitpénw ... nlet]pdoopat), with two instances of plural (L. 9: [tv
npolg Nuag @\[{av]; 1. 13: oi mpd AudV PaciAeic). Ma notes that the first person
singular used by its author “does not suggest Antiochos I11.”"

There remain the already mentioned letter of Seleucus I, which, as we saw,!8 mixes
the plural (associative or majestic) with the first person singular, and the

13 Virgilio, “Esplorazioni,” 317, 332.

114 Cf, Ma, “Compte rendu,” 501: “V[irgilio] s’attache a établir que les souverains séleucides ont
parfois utilisé la premiére personne du singulier plutét que le ‘nous’ royal: cependant, j'ai
soutenu que ces exemples de ‘je’ royal pouvaient s’expliquer comme 'apanage du prince héritier,
Antiochos le fils, plutdt que comme des exemples de variations dans 'usage.”

115 See 4.1 and 4.2.6 above.

116 See Bickerman, “Question,” 306 n. 23, and Gauger, Beitrdge, 15-22.
117 Ma, Antiochos III, 270.

118 See 4.4 above,
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memorandum attached to the covering letter of the unidentified Antiochus (S68
[=Welles, RC no. 70]). In the fourteen lines of the memorandum (Orouvnuatiouds),
which concerns the allocation of grants to the temple of Zeus of Baetocaece, the king
refers to himself only once, at the beginning, using the singular (I. 4: tpocevexfévrog
pot). Welles notes that “use of the singular, pot, is curious for a Seleucid, though as B.
Keil pointed out, epistolary rules would not necessarily extend to entries in the
journal. It may be, however, that in the later days of the dynasty, when it was under
Egyptian influence, the rule may have been relaxed; in [Welles, RC] 30, for example,
Ptolemy IV uses the singular.”* It should be noted, however, that the use of the
singular in this memorandum can hardly be attributed to “Egyptian influence,” as the
Ptolemaic monarchs of the second and first centuries BCE, who ruled without co-
regents, did not favour the singular at all, as evidenced by the half a dozen letters that
we have from them.120

As can be seen, with the exception of the letters of Seleucus I and the late,
unidentified Antiochus, the use of the singular and the mixture of singular and plural
in the extant corpus of Seleucid royal correspondence is restricted to the letters
written by Antiochus I1I's wife, Queen Laodice 111, and his eldest son Antiochus in his
capacity as co-regent, to two letters from the Teos dossier, whose attribution varies
among scholars, with some ascribing them to Antiochus I1I and others to his son, and
to two other letters, which may or may not be Seleucid, with one of them possibly not
even written by a king. This evidence can be interpreted in two ways: either Antiochus
111, from whom we have more letters than from any other Hellenistic ruler and who
seems to have been a consistent user of the plural of majesty,'?' occasionally slipped
to the singular, as other Hellenistic kings did, or the plural of majesty was indeed de
rigueur for the reigning Seleucid kings in their official correspondence, as Laqueur and
Welles posited, but not for the members of the royal family or the high officials.

19 Welles, Correspondence, 285; cf. ibid., 137.
120 See 4.5.5 below.

121 The only document emanating from Antiochus III that is written entirely in the first person
singular is his oath in his treaty with Lysimacheia (ca. 196 BCE). See Piejko, “Treaty,” 151-52, and
id., “Antiochus II1,” 57.
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4.5.4 Seleucid royal letters in the Septuagint, in Josephus, and in Athenaeus

A few Seleucid royal letters, some presumed to be authentic and others whose
authenticity is contested, are recorded in 1 and 2 Maccabees, in Josephus’ Jewish
Antiquities, and in Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae.

Following the chronological sequence of the Seleucid kings, T will begin with the
royal letters included in 2 Maccabees. Of the two letters of Antiochus IV Epiphanes
quoted in this book, the first (2 Macc 11:27-33; 165/164 BCE), considered authentic,22
is written in the plural of majesty except for a single singular verb (2 Macc 11:32:
nénopuea), while the second (2 Macc 9:19-27; 164 BCE), considered a forgery,'® is
written in the singular throughout. A letter of Antiochus IV’s son and successor,
Antiochus V Eupator (2 Macc 11:23-26; 163 BCE), deemed authentic,'? is written in the
plural of majesty. An authentic letter of Eupator, preserved on an inscription found in
the ancient Jamnia-on-the-Sea, is unfortunately too brief and fragmentary to reveal
the grammatical person in which the king wrote.'25

The author of 1 Maccabees explicitly quotes six Seleucid royal letters and
reproduces in direct speech the content of three Seleucid royal messages. The latter
are introduced by the phrase dnéoteihev/€ypapev X to Y Aéywv but lack the standard
prescript formula “King X to Y, greetings,” which is attested in the six letters that are
fully quoted in 1 Maccabees.'?¢ The royal letters, most of which are probably authentic,
have reached us through a multiple translation process: the Greek originals, likely
sourced from Hasmonean archives, were translated into Hebrew by the author of 1
Maccabees, and their Hebrew versions were subsequently translated back into Greek
by the translator of this book.’” In their extant form, they exhibit considerable
variation in the use of the singular and the plural.

In his letter to Jonathan Maccabeus (1 Macc 10:18-20; 152 BCE), Alexander Balas
uses the plural of majesty, whereas in his message to King Ptolemy VI Philometor (1
Macc 10:52-54) he uses both the singular and the plural, even interchangeably (1 Macc
10:52: ékdbioa émt Opdvov matépwv pov; 10:53: ékabicapev émi Bpdvov PaciAeiog
avto0). The letter of Demetrius I Soter to the nation of the Judeans (1 Macc 10:25-45;

122 See Habicht, “Documents,” 12.

123 See Habicht, “Documents,” 5-7.

124 See Habicht, “Documents,” 12.

125 See Bencivenni S67 [=SEG 41-1556].

126 See Doering, Letters, 132, 139-40.

127 See Doering, Letters, 14, 141; Schwartz, 1 Maccabees, 14.
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152 BCE), which has raised doubts about its authenticity,'?® begins in the plural of
majesty (1 Macc 10:26: Ta¢ mpO¢ AUAC SUVONKAG ... T @IALQ UGV ... TOTG €XOPOIG AUV
... TKOVoAUEV Kal EXdpnuev; 10:27: TpOG NUEG TOTLV ... AVTATOSWOOUEV ... ued HUQV).
The two verbs by which the king promises to offer concessions and gifts to the Judeans
are also in the plural (1 Macc 10:28: droopev ... ddoopev), but in the ensuing
enumeration of these concessions and gifts, Demetrius uses them in the singular (1
Macc 10:29, 30, 32, 33: Ginuy; 10:32, 40: didwut; 10:39: 3¢dwka). The three letters of
Demetrius II Nicator, the first to Jonathan Maccabeus (1 Macc 11:30-31; 145 BCE), the
second, attached to the former, to Lasthenes (1 Macc 11:32-37), and the third to Simon
Maccabeus, the elders, and the nation of the Judeans (1 Macc 13:36-40; 142 BCE) are
written in the plural. However, the message sent by this king to Jonathan Maccabeus
(1 Macc 11:42-43) is written in the singular, as is the message sent to Jonathan by
Antiochus VI (1 Macc 11:57). Lastly, in the letter of Antiochus VII Sidetes to Simon
Maccabeus and the nation of the Judeans (1 Macc 15:2-9; 140/139 BCE) the singular
alternates with the plural (1 Macc 15:3: tf|¢ faciAeiog TtV Tatépwv NUGV ... fodAopat
... £€eVOAGyNnoa ... kateokeboow; 15:4: TV XWDOPAV NUGV ... €v Tfj Pactieiq yov; 15:5:
fotnut ... ol Tpo €poD; 15:6: EmétpePa; 15:9: WG & &v KataoTHoWMEV TNV PaciAelav
Nu&v, do€doopév o).

Four of the aforementioned documents are also quoted in Josephus’ Jewish
Antiquities: the letter of Alexander Balas to Jonathan Maccabeus (A,J. 13.45), the letter
of Demetrius I to the nation of the Judeans (A.J. 13.48-57), and the letters of Demetrius
II to Jonathan Maccabaeus and Lasthenes (A,J. 13.126-128). Josephus’ source for these
letters was likely a Greek rather than a Hebrew version of 1 Maccabees.'® While in 1
Maccabees, two of the three kings—Alexander Balas and Demetrius II—use the plural
of majesty, in Josephus’ version, all three kings mix singular and plural.

Josephus also quotes three Seleucid royal letters—two from Antiochus III and one
from Antiochus IV—that are not known from other sources. The authenticity of these
documents has been variously assessed.'® Of the two letters of Antiochus III, the first
is addressed to Ptolemy, son of Thraseas, the strategos of Coele-Syria and Phoenicia
(AJ. 12.138-144; 200-197 BCE), and the second is addressed to the strategos Zeuxis (A.].
12.148-153; 212-205 BCE). Both letters mix singular and plural, a feature not attested

128 See Schwartz, 1 Maccabees, 14 and 408.
129 See Doering, Letters, 295-96.
130 See Doering, Letters, 289-91, 297-99.
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in the unquestionably authentic letters of Antiochus III to Ptolemy, son of Thraseas,
and to Zeuxis that have come down to us epigraphically.’*!

The letter to Ptolemy is written in the plural, except for a cluster of three singular
verbs (A,J. 12.141: foOAouat, énéotadka; 12.143: §idwut) embedded in the middle of the
letter. Bickerman, who defends the authenticity of this document, notes that “the
clauses in the singular interrupt the flow of ideas” and suggests that “perhaps the
sovereign made additions to the rough draft produced by his chancellery, and these
were for some reason reproduced word for word in the definitive text.”'3? Gauger, on
the other hand, argues that paragraphs 141-143, where the singular verb forms occur,
do not originate with Antiochus III but are later interpolations.'*

The letter to Zeuxis is written in the singular, with two shifts to the plural (AJ.
12.150: T@V NUETEPWV GUAXKAG; 12.152: Tva TG Tap’ NU@V TuYXAvovTeg @havOpwiog
.. Tepl T fuétepa). Defending its authenticity, Bickerman submits that Josephus, or
his secretary, or his source may have adapted or “modernised” its style.’** Gauger
considers it to be a Jewish forgery made in the second century BCE at the earliest. He
dismisses other possibilities, including the hypothesis that the letter was written by
Antiochus 1II’s eldest son, Antiochus, who was proclaimed Paciletc and co-regent by
his father in 210/209 BCE, when he was around ten-years-old; as noted previously,
Antiochus the Younger used the “I-style” in the letter that he sent to Magnesia-on-
the-Maeander (Welles, RC no. 32) around 205 BCE.?*5 Considering that Josephus
consistently favours the mixed style over the plural of majesty when rewriting royal
documents derived from literary sources,'* it is more plausible that it was he rather
than Antiochus IlI—assuming that the letters are authentic—who chose to mix
singular and plural in the letters to Ptolemy, son of Thraseas, and Zeuxis quoted in the
Jewish Antiquities. As for the letter from Antiochus IV Epiphanes to Nicanor (A J. 12.262-
263; 160s BCE), which Bickerman deems authentic,'’ it is written in the plural.

131 See Bencivenni S49a [=SEG 29-1613], for the letter to Ptolemy, and S32 [=SEG 37-1010] and S33
[=SEG 54-1353], for the letter to Zeuxis. The letter to Ptolemy in the Scythopolis (Hefzibah) dossier
is very fragmentary, and the plurals restored in 1. 2 ([u?]ag) and . 3 ([yeypdpaye]v) are
conjectural. However, in the other letters of the same dossier, Antiochus III uses the plural of
majesty.

132 Bickerman, “Charter,” 336.

133 Gauger, Authentizitdt, 200-4.

134 Bickerman, “Question,” 306 with n. 23.

135 Gauger, Beitrdge, 136-47, 333-34. See also 4.5.3 above and 2.4, n. 148.

136 See 4.1 and 4.2.6 above and 4.5.6 below.

137 See Bickerman, “Document.”
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Also unknown from other sources is a Seleucid letter transmitted to us by
Athenaeus (Deipn. 12.68 [ed. Kaibel]). In it, a King Antiochus orders a certain Phanias
to ensure that all the philosophers are expelled from his kingdom. The usually hyper-
skeptical Gauger has declared this letter authentic, suggesting it could be the very last
Seleucid letter that we have, likely written by one of the dynasty’s last kings.!
Muccioli, instead, proposes that the author is Antiochus VI, the son of Alexander
Balas.!® The letter is written in the plural of majesty.

4.5.5 Ptolemaic royal letters

With regard to the Ptolemies, Welles makes the following comment: “In Egypt [...], at
least down to the time of Ptolemy 1V, the kings used the singular freely.”® And
Zilliacus adds that “auf dgyptischem Boden hat sich der Pluralis maiestatis nie véllig
durchgesetzt; das wird, nicht zum mindesten, durch die Papyrusspezimina
veranschaulicht.”!4! However, a close examination of the available evidence calls for
a rectification of these statements.

Of the forty-seven Ptolemaic royal letters and epistolary prostagmata preserved on
papyri and inscriptions that I examined,'*? nineteen involve more than one sender (a
king or a queen and his/her co-regent[s]), thus requiring them to be written in the

138 Gauger, Authentizitdt, 187-93.

139 Muccioli, “Antioco,” 193-95.

10 Welles, Correspondence, 137.

141 7illiacus, Selbstgefiihl, 40.

192 Apart from the letters to cities and the epistolary prostagmata to a single addressee or multiple
addressees, which feature the typical prescript formula “BaciAedc (or fasiAicoa) A [and, in cases
of co-regency, “BaciAedg (or Pasiiicon) A kal PaciAicon (or PactAevg) B,” or even “Paciiede A
kai Paciiiooa B kai fasiAisoa C”]to D (or to various officials designated by their titles, or to the
authorities of a city) xaiperv,” Thave included in my corpus the following documents with variant
prescripts: (a) C.Ord.Ptol. 64, whose prescript features only the name of the king in the nominative
(BaorAevg MroAepaiog 6 kai AAEEavSpog): Lenger, Corpus, 186, regards it as a letter which would
have had the recipient’s name and the greeting truncated; Rigsby, Asylia [no. 219], 548, considers
it to be a memorandum,; Kdppel, Prostagmata, 409, notes that, although the text appears at first
glance to be a proclamation, the concluding formula, y1véo8w o0v dkoAoGBwg, reveals that it was
originally an epistolary order, perhaps an internal memo; and (b) C.Ord.Ptol. 67 and 76, whose
prescripts feature solely the name of the addressee in the dative (©éwv1). However, I have not
included C.0rd.Ptol. 36-40, 65-66, 69-70, and 72, whose prescripts feature only the name of the
addressee in the dative, but which contain a very brief, often monolectic order, thus not
revealing whether their authors used the first person singular or plural.
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plural,’® four are from an unidentified Ptolemaic king,** two are of doubtful
Ptolemaic provenance,'*> and twenty-two have a single sender. The latter, dating from
279 to 96 BCE, are written by seven different kings and one queen: ten by Ptolemy II
Philadelphus,*¢ three by Ptolemy 111 Euergetes,'*” one by Berenice II Euergetis,*® two
by Ptolemy IV Philopator,* two by Ptolemy V Epiphanes,'s® two by Ptolemy VI
Philometor,'s! one by Ptolemy VIII Euergetes I1,'52 and one by Ptolemy X Alexander
1.1 Five of these letters, three by Ptolemy II, one by Ptolemy III, and one by Ptolemy
IV,15* are so fragmentary that it is not possible to determine whether their authors
used the first person singular or plural. Of the remaining seventeen letters, twelve are
written in the first person plural. These include all the letters by Ptolemy II, except
the one addressed to Miletus (Welles, RC no. 14), as well as the letters written by
Ptolemy V, Ptolemy VI, Ptolemy VIII, and Ptolemy X Alexander 1. Let us take a closer
look at the five letters that are not written in the plural.

143 C,0rd.Ptol. 45; 47; 48; 49; 51; 52; 57; 58; 59; 60; 62; 63; 75; 76; 88; 89; Rigsby, Asylia no. 226 [=C.0rd.Ptol.
67, which attributes this document to Ptolemy XII Auletes]; P.Yale 1.56 [=C.0rd.Ptol. 90]; P.Bingen
45. 1 follow Képpel, Prostagmata, 383, 444-45, in assuming that Rigsby, Asylia no. 226 [=C.Ord.Ptol.
67] and C.Ord.Ptol. 76, whose prescripts feature only the name of the addressee (@€wv1), were
issued by Cleopatra VII and Ptolemy XIV, and Cleopatra VII and Ptolemy XV, respectively.
Likewise, 1 follow Képpel, Prostagmata, 390-91, 445-50, who argues that P.Bingen 45, whose
prescript is missing, was issued by Cleopatra VII and Ptolemy XV (Caesarion), as opposed to van
Minnen, “Act,” 33, who contends that the plural used in this document is a pluralis maiestatis
(““We’ in the text also means just Cleopatra”).

144 C.0rd.Ptol. 79, 86, 87, and SEG 60-1536. C.Ord.Ptol. 79, which has been attributed to Ptolemy II,
Ptolemy III, or Ptolemy IV, contains a plural verb form; SEG 60-1536, which has been attributed
to Ptolemy II or Ptolemy III, is written in the plural; C.Ord.Ptol. 86 and 87 are too fragmentary to
allow for determining whether their authors used the first person singular or plural.

145 The fragmentary Welles, RC no. 27, which Welles ascribes to Ptolemy I1I but which Rigsby, Asylia
[no. 10], 117-18, attributes to an “unknown king,” possibly Antigonus Gonatas, and Welles, RC no.
30 [=C.0rd.Ptol. 84; SEG 61-1316], which Welles, Lenger, and Ma regard as Ptolemaic, while Virgilio
considers it Seleucid (see 4.5.3 above). The former letter is written in the plural of majesty (with
a potential singular on 1. 4), while the latter letter features a first-person singular verb on 1. 10.

146 SFG 28-1224 [279 BCE]; C.Ord.Ptol. 3 [275/274 ? BCE], 10 [273-262 BCE], 17 [263 BCE], 18 [263 BCE],
23 [259 BCE], 24 [mid-third century BCE]; Welles, RC no. 14 [262/261 BCE] and no. 21 [bef. 250 BCE]
(Rigsby, Asylia [no. 13], 126, attributes the latter letter to Ptolemy III); P.Vind.Tand. 1 [mid-third
century BCE].

147 SEG 47-1315 [245/244 BCE]; SEG 36-1218 [243/242 BCE]; SEG 53-855 [242 BCE] (cf. Rigsby, Asylia no.
8; Welles, RC no. 28, had previously attributed this letter to Attalus I).

18 See Adak, “Teos,” 248.

199 [ Thespies 153 [210-208 BCE]; Welles, RC no. 33 [208/207 BCE].

150 C,0rd.Ptol. 30 [184/183 BCE], 31 [184/183 BCE].

151 C,0rd.Ptol. 33 [163 BCE], 35 [163 BCE].

152 C,Ord.Ptol. 42 [145/144 BCE].

153 C,0rd.Ptol. 64 [96 BCE]; see n. 142 above.

154 C,0rd.Ptol. 3, 17; P.Vind.Tand. 1; SEG 47-1315; L. Thespies 153.
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The first two lines following the prescript of the letter of Ptolemy II to Miletus
(Welles, RC no. 14; ca. 262/261 BCE) are written in the first person singular (1. 2-3: tAu
ndoav émolodunv omovdnv vnép ThG MOAews VUGV | kal xdpav 318obg kal &v Toig
Aowrtoic émpelovuevog), while lines 4 to 15 are written in the plural of majesty (1. 4:
TOU atépa TV fuétepov; 1. 7-8: tiu mpog fi|udag [@lihay; L. 10: tfig Tpog fudc sdvolag;
Il 10-11: kai adtol mapakoAovBodv|teg émarvoluev; . 11: mepacdueda; 1. 12:
napakaAoOuev; . 13: mpog NUAG ... NUeL; 1. 14: Tva ... mowwpeda ... suvtetayauev; L. 15:
nap’ NU@V), interrupted by a parenthetical remark phrased in a mix of singular and
plural (1. 8-10: yéypagey ydp | pot & te viog kai KaAhikpdrng ... fiv &lmédeiéy
nenoinode T TpoOg NUdG evvoiag). The use of the singular in the preamble of the letter
may have been intended to emphasise the king’s personal involvement and concern
for the welfare of the Miletians, while the parenthetical remark, which includes a
reference to the king’s son, could be a personal addendum inserted by Ptolemy
himself into the draft drawn up by the chancery secretary. Admittedly, however, as
Welles has rightly observed, the intermixing of the first person singular and plural in
this letter does not mark any distinction between the king as an individual and as the
representative of the state, but “seems purely arbitrary.”1

The letter of Ptolemy III to the city of Xanthos (SEG 36-1218; 243/242 BCE) is written
in the plural of majesty (1. 13: fuag énipfoats; L. 17: 0@’ u@v; 1. 19-20: érai|voduev; L.
24: mapakaloOpev; 1. 26: map’ Nudv); however, the king uses the singular when
referring to himself in conjunction with other members of the royal house, such as
his wife (1. 11-12: kai éug kai thv &8eA|prv Bepeviknv éotepavwoarte) and his father
and grandfather (1. 23-24: xai 0T’ ¢uo0 kal OO To0 TatTPdS kal | Tod Tdmmov). In his
letter recognising the asylia of the Asclepieion of Cos (SEG 53-855; 242 BCE), the same
king uses the first person plural in one instance (Il. 14-15: tv 100 iepod dovAi|[av
de]xéuebda) and the first person singular in another, at the very end of the letter (I
18-19: TOV &y®va, Ov Ti|[On]ur).15¢

The few legible segments of a letter that Queen Berenice 11 Euergetis, Ptolemy III’s
wife, addressed to Teos, likely in the early phase of the Laodicean war (246/245 BCE)

155 Welles, Correspondence, 74; cf. Zilliacus, Selbstgefiihl, 40.

156 See also the “bulletin from the Third Syrian War” preserved in the Gurob papyrus (P.Petrie 11, 45;
111, 144=FGrHist 160 F 1), which is thought to have been dictated by Ptolemy III. Throughout this
document, whose epistolary character is emphasised by Jacoby, FGrHist 2D, Kommentar, p. 590,
the king writes in the first person plural. This plural is inclusive, but in col. IV, 1l. 8-13, the king
uses the plural of majesty. See Holleaux, “Remarques,” 342 n. 1.
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during her husband’s absence in Syria and Mesopotamia, feature a first-person
singular verb (1. 11: eGvoiav Du®V Enav®).!s?

The fragmentary letter of Ptolemy IV to Magnesia-on-the-Maeander (Welles, RC no.
33; ca. 205 BCE) mixes singular (l. 14: kad éyd; 1. 21-22: &mo|[8€]deyuar) and plural (1.
16: fuiv). As noted in the previous section, Welles, albeit with some hesitation,
attributed one more letter, Welles, RC no. 30 [=C.0rd.Ptol. 84; SEG 61-1316], to Ptolemy
IV. In the surviving fragment of this letter, a first-person singular verb form occurs (l.
10: oipat). Welles proposed this attribution, among other reasons, based on the belief
that the singular style was not employed by the Seleucid kings after Seleucus I but was
“used freely” by the Ptolemies till the late third century BCE. The preceding survey
does not really justify this assertion, as the Ptolemaic kings of the third century BCE,
from whom surviving epistolary texts exist, do, indeed, use the singular but always in
combination with the plural. Moreover, on the basis of extant evidence, it is only in
their letters to cities outside Egypt that these kings permit themselves to alternate
between the first person singular and plural, whereas in their epistolary prostagmata
to subordinate officials they invariably use the plural of majesty. If Welles, RC no. 30
were written by Ptolemy 1V, it would be the only extant Ptolemaic royal letter—along
with the aforementioned letter of Queen Berenice II, of which, however, only a few
phrases are legible—in which the author does not use the first person plural at all,
assuming, of course, that no first-person plural verbs or pronouns were present in the
non-surviving parts of the letter. It would also be the only Ptolemaic royal letter
addressed to a subordinate official in which the king did not use the plural of majesty.

The preceding survey also does not justify Zilliacus” assertion that the plural of
majesty never fully established itself in Egypt. Of the thirteen royal letters and
epistolary prostagmata from the third century BCE that have a single sender and have
been preserved in a state allowing us to determine whether the sender used the first
person singular or the plural—I include C.Ord.Ptol. 79 and SEG 60-1536, which are
written by a non-identified Ptolemaic king—eight are written in the plural of majesty.
Furthermore, all five letters with a single sender from the second century BCE, as well
as the letter/memorandum of Ptolemy X Alexander I from the first century BCE, are
also written in the plural of majesty. Admittedly, however, the very small number of
extant Ptolemaic royal letters and epistolary prostagmata written by a single king,
their uneven distribution—there is only one from the first century BCE!—and the

157 See Adak, “Teos,” 247-48.
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fragmentary condition of many of them make any conclusions regarding the use of
the plural of majesty by the Ptolemies tenuous.

4.5.6 Ptolemaic royal letters in the Letter of Aristeas, in 1 and 3 Maccabees,
and in Josephus

I will now return to the apocryphal Ptolemaic royal documents that I discussed at the
beginning of this survey in relation to Bickerman’s statement regarding the shift from
singular to plural in Addition B to Esther. The prostagma and the letter of Ptolemy II
Philadelphus in Let. Aris. §§ 22-25 and 35-40, respectively, are written in the plural of
majesty. This aligns with the plural used in six of the seven authentic extant epistolary
documents that we have from Ptolemy II, which enable us to discern whether their
author used the first person singular or plural. However, in his version of Ptolemy II’s
documents embedded in the Letter of Aristeas, Josephus (A.J. 12.28-31; 12.45-50) opts
for the singular instead, occasionally interspersing a few first-person plural personal
pronouns.!®

The two letters of Ptolemy IV Philopator in 3 Macc 3:12-29 and 7:1-9, respectively,
are also written in the plural of majesty, with the exception of the health-wish in the
former letter, which combines singular and plural forms (3 Macc 3:13: €ppwpat 8¢ kai
£yw adTog Kal T mpdypata Nu@V). This contrasts with the singular that Ptolemy IV
predominantly employs in his fragmentary letter to Magnesia-on-the-Maeander
(Welles, RC no. 33). If we consider the previously noted distinction between epistolary
prostagmata addressed to subordinate officials and letters addressed to cities, the
singular in 3 Macc 3:13 is an anomaly in a letter purporting to be a Ptolemaic entole.
But then, the very inclusion of a health-wish in this letter is an anomaly, as no
authentic Ptolemaic royal letter or epistolary prostagma contains a formula valetudinis.

To the above, we should add the two messages sent by Ptolemy VI to Alexander
Balas and to Demetrius II in 1 Macc 10:55-56 and 11:9-10, respectively. These
messages, which lack typical epistolary features and for whose phrasing the author of

158 See Pelletier, Flavius Joséphe, 210. Apart from the fictitious letter of King Ptolemy II to the Jewish
high priest Eleazar, which is included in the Letter of Aristeas and paraphrased by Josephus, there
are two similar fictitious letters of Ptolemy II addressed to the “teachers of the Jews” and the
“teachers of religion” in Jerusalem, which are transmitted by Epiphanius of Salamis in his
treatise On Weights and Measures (ca. 392 CE). Of these letters, the first (Mens. 1l. 281-98 [ed.
Moutsoulas]) is written predominantly in the first person singular, while the second (Mens. 11.
309-15) is written in the first person plural. For the relationship between these letters and the
one in Let. Aris. §§ 35-40, see van Esbroeck, “Forme.”
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1 Maccabees is likely responsible, are written in the first person singular,'® in contrast
to the plural of majesty used in the two authentic letters of this king that have come
down to us on stone and papyrus, respectively.16

4.5.7 Letters written by the kings of the minor kingdoms of Asia Minor and
by the early Roman emperors

The few surviving letters issued by the chanceries of the minor kingdoms of Asia
Minor are written in the plural,'s' predominantly in the plural,'*? predominantly in
the singular,'s* or mix singular and plural forms in equal measure.'® In their letters
written in Greek, the early Roman emperors, with rare exceptions,'®> employ the first

person singular.

4.6 Conclusion

The findings of the preceding survey, which aimed to investigate the use of the

epistolary “I” and “we” in Additions B and E to Esther, can now be summarised.
Additions B and E contain two fictitious Persian royal letters purportedly written

by a King Artaxerxes. The second letter (Addition E) is written in the first person

15 See Doering, Letters, 132, 139, 240 n. 128.

160 An apocryphal letter attributed to Ptolemy VI is quoted by Josephus in A,J. 13.70-71. As it emanates
not only from this king but also from Cleopatra I, it is written in the plural.

161 See the letters of the Cappadocian king Orophernes (Welles, RC no. 63; ca. 157 BCE), of the
Bithynian king Nicomedes 1V (?) (LAphrodisias and Rome 4; late second or early first century BCE),
and of the Parthian king Artaban IIT (Welles, RC no. 75; 21 CE).

162 See the letter of a Spartocid (?) king (Rigsby, Asylia no. 12; 242 BCE), which is written in the plural
except for the phrase £yo 8¢ kai 1y &deA@[1] ulov] on line 20, and the letter of the Bithynian King
Ziaelas (Rigsby, Asylia no. 11=Welles, RC no. 25; ca. 240 BCE), which is written in the plural except
for the verb évtétaipat on 1. 49.

163 See the letter of the Bosporan king Aspourgos (SEG 46-940; 16 CE), which is written in the singular
with a single shift to the plural on L. 11: tv nuetépav kpicwv.

164 See the two letters of Mithridates VI Eupator, king of Pontus (Welles, RC nos. 73/74; 88/87 BCE).

165 It is commonly stated that the first Roman emperor to use the plural of majesty was Gordian I1I
(238-244 CE). See Sasse, De numero, 7-8, 52-53. However, there seem to be some earlier instances
of this type of plural in Roman imperial documents, e.g., in the letter of Nero to Menophilus,
where the emperor mixes singular and plural forms. See Oliver, Greek Constitutions no. 35 [Aizanoi;
54-68 CE], 1. 3-6: oi viof cov éABS|vteg mpdc pe dmavta édAAwoav Soa te avtdg | Eprlotiuiong
TpdG MUdG kal Soa elonyriow Tl | TOAer mepiéxovTa TaG fiuetépag Tipdg; L 12: 1) mept fudg
@thotipia. See further Schmid, “Pluralis,” 479; Zilliacus, Selbstgefiihl, 50; Corcoran, Empire, 318—-
23.
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plural (plural of majesty), whereas the first letter (Addition B) exhibits a shift from
the first person singular to the inclusive plural, and then further to the plural of
majesty. As I showed, it is unlikely that the author of the two Additions used one of
the Persian royal letters found in Greek literary sources as a model for this epistolary
style, since most of these letters are written in the first person singular and none
employ the plural of majesty throughout. However, there are a few fictitious Persian
royal letters that exhibit an alternation between the first person singular and the
plural of majesty, with the most notable examples being some of the letters of King
Darius III included in Ps.-Callisthenes’ Alexander Romance, the earliest versions of
which date back to the second century BCE. The fact that these letters likely originated
in schools of rhetoric indicates that the alternation between the first person singular
and the first person plural was an acceptable stylistic feature in compositions
produced by these schools.

Bickerman’s statement, which served as the starting point for the present
investigation, namely, that the Hellenistic kings of the third century BCE commonly
mixed singular and plural in their letters, and that this style may have persisted
among the Seleucid kings in the second century BCE, whereas the Ptolemies seem to
have adhered exclusively to the plural, suggested two other possibilities: that the
author of Additions B and E may have imitated an authentic royal letter of the third
century BCE or a Seleucid royal letter of the second century BCE.

The examination of the surviving Hellenistic royal letters from the third century
BCE showed that the Antigonid kings use the singular, with very rare instances of the
plural of majesty, that the Attalid kings use either the singular or the plural of majesty,
but not a mixed style, and that the Seleucid kings consistently use the plural, with two
exceptions: Seleucus I, who in his letter to Miletus (Welles, RC no. 5) alternates
between the singular and a plural that is either associative or majestic, and Antiochus,
the son of Antiochus III, who in his letter to Magnesia-on-the-Maeander (Welles, RC
no. 32) employs the first person singular in his capacity as co-regent. The mixed style
is endorsed only by the Ptolemies (11, III, IV), who use it along with the plural of
majesty in their letters to cities in Asia Minor, while in their epistolary prostagmata to
their subordinates they invariably use the plural of majesty. If, indeed, the author of
Additions B and E imitated a royal letter from the third century BCE, as hypothesised
by Bickerman, then, based on the extant evidence, it is unlikely that it was a Ptolemaic
letter, since Addition B, which has the form of an epistolary prostagma of the entole
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type, addressed to subordinate officials of different ranks, mixes first person singular
and plural of majesty.

In the second century BCE, the kings who are especially versatile with regard to the
use of the singular, the plural, and the mixed style to refer to themselves in their
letters, and who particularly favour the mixed style, are the Attalids. In contrast, all
the second- and first-century BCE Ptolemaic letters issued by a single king are written
in the plural, as are the second-century BCE Seleucid royal letters, with only very few
written in the singular or in a mixed style. As I pointed out, some of the latter letters
are written by members of the royal family, such as Antiochus, the son and co-regent
of Antiochus III, and his mother, Queen Laodice III, whereas others leave doubt as to
whether their author was Antiochus III or his son, or whether they are genuinely of
Seleucid origin. As for the first-person singular pronoun used by a late, unidentified
Antiochus in Welles, RC no. 70, it occurs not in the royal letter itself but in a
memorandum from the royal journal attached to this letter. In short, it remains
uncertain whether any reigning Seleucid king of the second century BCE used the
first-person singular or the mixed style to refer to himself in his letters. On the basis
of this evidence, it seems unlikely that the author of Additions B and E modelled the
mixed style used by King Artaxerxes in Addition B on any authentic Ptolemaic or
Seleucid royal letter from the second century BCE, as neither the Ptolemies nor the
Seleucids (with the caveat noted above) favoured this style.

There remain the Ptolemaic and Seleucid royal letters included in the Letter of
Aristeas and in 1-3 Maccabees. The prostagma and the letter of Ptolemy II Philadelphus
to Eleazar in the Letter of Aristeas, and the two letters of Ptolemy IV Philopator in 3
Maccabees, which share notable verbal similarities and are intertextually connected
with Additions B and E to Esther,'¢¢ are all written in the plural, except for the first
letter of Philopator, which features a shift from using both the first person singular
and plural in its formula valetudinis (3 Macc 3:13) to employing the plural of majesty in
its main body. Of the two letters of Antiochus IV in 2 Maccabees, the first is written in
the singular and the second in the plural, with a single shift to the singular in its
closing line, while the letter of his son Antiochus V in the same book is written in the
plural. As I argue in Chapter 3, the letter of Antiochus IV that exhibits the plural-to-
singular shift was likely known to the author of Additions B and E.'s” Of the six Seleucid
royal letters and the three Seleucid royal messages quoted in 1 Maccabees, four letters

166 See 5.6.
167 See 3.2.
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are written in the plural, two messages in the singular, and two letters and one
message mix singular and plural; the latter do not merely contain a single singular
verb, as is the case with the aforementioned letter of Antiochus IV in 2 Maccabees, but
feature an ample interchange of singular and plural verb and pronoun forms. This
mixed style, which does not align with that known from the authentic letters of
Seleucid kings preserved on stone, proves to be not infrequent in Seleucid royal letters
embedded in literary works. Aside from the letters and messages of Alexander Balas,
Demetrius I, and Antiochus VII in 1 Maccabees, it is also attested in two letters of
Antiochus 11T quoted by Josephus, which are not known from other sources. My point
here is not that the author of Addition B was acquainted with these specific letters,
but rather that he would likely not have deemed it stylistically inappropriate to have
King Artaxerxes write part of his letter in the singular and part in the plural of
majesty, since other roughly contemporary Jewish-Greek writers who integrated
authentic, or purportedly authentic, royal letters in their works did not shy away from
such a variation.

To sum up: I consider it unlikely that the author of Addition B imitated an authentic
royal letter from the third century BCE, as suggested by Bickerman. What I consider
likely, instead, is that he originally intended to write a “Persian” royal letter, as
evidenced by the prescript formula that he uses.'®® Thus, he had King Artaxerxes begin
his letter in the first person singular, which is typical of the “Persian” royal letters
found in Greek literary sources, including the Septuagint. A possible model for the use
of the first person singular in the first three verses of Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition B
may have been the letter of Artaxerxes in 1 Esd 8:9-24, which is written in the singular
except for the phrase év tfj nuetépa PaciAela at 8:10. What connects Addition B with
this letter is not only that they are both written by a King Artaxerxes but also, along
with other similarities, that they both mention the king’s counsellors (LXX Esth B:3:
T®V cuuPoVAwv; 1 Esd 8:11: toig énta @iloic supPovAevtaic).’s? Unlike the letter of
Artaxerxes in 1 Esdras, where the king does not use an associative plural but
distinguishes himself from his counsellors (8:11: éuol te kai toig¢ €mta @iloig
ovpPovAevtaic 8:13: £y te Kal ol ilot), Artaxerxes in Addition B uses an inclusive
plural encompassing himself and his counsellors (LXX Esth B:3: map’ nuiv dievéykag;
B:4: énédeifev nuiv). The transition to the plural of majesty in LXX Esth B:5
(Sre1ANn@ITeg ... TOTG NueTéporg Tpdypaotv) and B:6 (TPOOTETEAXAUEY ... TATPOG AUAV) is

168 See 6.2.
169 See 2.4.
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due to the dependence of the author of Additions B and E, in these verses, on the
letters of King Ptolemy IV Philopator in 3 Maccabees (3:25; 7:8: mpooTetdxaeV; 3:26:
St \fpapev), which in turn depend on the prostagma of King Ptolemy 11 Philadelphus
(8 24: tpootetdyapev; § 25: SeAjpapev) and his letter to Eleazar (§ 37: SietAngdreg)
in the Letter of Aristeas.” Following the practice of the Ptolemaic chancery, both the
prostagma of Philadelphus and the letters of Philopator have the royal command,
expressed through the verb mpootdcow, couched in the first person plural perfect:
npootetdyapev, “we have ordered.” In authentic Ptolemaic epistolary prostagmata
issued by a single king, this verb never occurs in the first person singular perfect,
npootétaya.’t The adoption of this Ptolemaic formula obliged the author of the
“Persian” letter in Addition B to shift to the plural of majesty in the rest of Artaxerxes’
first letter. His further dependence on the letters of King Ptolemy IV Philopator in 3
Maccabees, when composing the second letter of Artaxerxes,'” led him to adopt the
plural of majesty throughout Addition E.

170 See 5.6 and Domazakis, Esther, 152-63.
171 See Pelletier, Flavius Joséphe, 61, 280-81.
172 See 5.6 and Domazakis, Esther, 69-88.
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CHAPTER 5. THE EGYPTIAN (PTOLEMAIC)
“FLAVOUR” OF ADDITIONS B AND E

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I will discuss the claim made in previous Esther studies that Additions
B and E exhibit an Egyptian, more specifically Ptolemaic, “flavour.” I will begin by
examining some honorific titles and designations, as well as some technical terms,
that these studies have presented as suggestive of this “flavour”: King Artaxerxes’
designation as “Great King” (uéyag Pacidedg), “master over the entire inhabited
world” (ndong émkpatrioag oikovuévrg), and restorer of peace (dvavewoacdat thv
glpfivnv) (5.2); the epithets “saviour” (cwtnp) and “benefactor” (evepyétng) attributed
to Mordecai (5.2); the court title “Friend” (¢ilog) and the quality of cwepocivn
(“soundness of judgment”) ascribed to Haman (5.3); the epistolary formula kaAGg oOv
notfoete, “you will then do well to...,” featured in Artaxerxes’ second letter (5.3), the
verb éktifnut denoting the posting of public notices (5.3), and the terms “city” (1tdA1g)
and “countryside” (xwpa) claimed to reflect the distinction made in Egypt between
Alexandria and the chora (5.4). Additionally, T will examine further lexical evidence
that has not been brought forward in previous studies (5.5). Next, I will discuss the
relationship between Additions B and E and two books originating from Egypt,
namely, 3 Maccabees and the Letter of Aristeas (5.6). Lastly, I will discuss the claim that
Additions B and E were composed by Lysimachus, the translator of LXX Esther, a
Jerusalemite with presumably Egyptian affiliations (5.7), as well as the possibility that
the two Additions were composed by the author of 3 Maccabees (5.8). The aim of this
chapter’s inquiry will ultimately be to determine whether Additions B and E were
written in an Egyptian, more specifically Ptolemaic, milieu, the imprint of which they
bear, or whether they reflect the influence of literary and documentary texts written
in Ptolemaic Egypt, with which the author of the two Additions was acquainted, even
if the Additions themselves were not written in Egypt.
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5.2 BactAelg UEYAG, TAONC EMKPATIOAG OIKOVUEVTG, CWTHP KAl

€VEPYETNG, AvaveWoaobat TV glprvnv

(a) Kottssieper has argued that the designation of Artaxerxes as “Great King” (LXX
Esth B:1; E:l: Pacidede péyag) and, indirectly, as “Benefactor” (LXX Esth E:2:
gvepyeTovvTWY; E:3: ebepyétaig) provides a clue for dating Additions B and E to the
reign of Ptolemy VIII Euergetes I, who bore the titles of “Great King” and
“Euergetes.” Kottsieper further suggests that Artaxerxes’ claims of “having mastered
the entire inhabited world” and “renewed the peace” (LXX Esth B:2: mdong
EMKPATHOAG OIKOUUEVNG ... Avavewoaobai te v ... elprivv) may also allude to
Ptolemy VIII, who viewed himself as a successor of equal standing to his ancestor
Ptolemy IlI—a monarch who depicted himself in inscriptions as a world conqueror—
and who had to confront civil unrest before consolidating his rule.?

To begin with, the title “Great King” and its “twin brother,” as Strootman calls it,
“King of Kings” are attested in the languages of several Near Eastern monarchies
(Sumerian, Babylonian, Elamite, Old and Middle Persian).’ They were borne, among
others, by the Achaemenid kings, a fact also reflected in Greek literary and epigraphic
texts, where Darius I, Xerxes I, Artaxerxes I, and Artaxerxes II are styled as péyag
Pacidevg or Pacidedg PactAéwv.t The title péyag Pacileds was adopted by some
Ptolemaic and Seleucid monarchs from the third to the first centuries BCE, as well as
by rulers of minor Hellenistic kingdoms from the mid-second century BCE onwards.®
The first Hellenistic kings for whom the title is attested in Greek are Ptolemy III,
around 240 BCE,® and Antiochus III, after 200 BCE;? however, Antiochus I and

1 Kottsieper, “Zusatze,” 152-54, 189.

2 Kottsieper, “Zusidtze,” 154.

3 See Strootman, “Kings,” 127, 130.

4 See L.Magnesia 115a, 1l. 1-3: facirevg [Baloiré|wv Aapeiog 6 “Yo|tdonew (Darius 1); IGLS 1.14, 11. 7-8:
Baciréa PaciAéwv péyav | Aapeiov tOv ‘Yotdom[ov] (Darius I); Aeschylus, Pers. 24: PaciAfi
BaociAéwg Umoyot ueydAov (Xerxes I); Aristophanes, Ach. 65: PaciAéa tov péya (Artaxerxes I);
Xenophon, Anab. 1.2.8: yeydhov PaciAéwg Pacidewa (Artaxerxes 1I). See further references in
Pelletier, Flavius Joséphe, 288-92, and in Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 317 n. 10.

5 See Muccioli, Epiteti, 395-417; Strootman, “Kings,” 123-27, 151-56; Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 320-
57.

¢ See OGIS 54 [Adulis; 240 BCE], 1. 1: factAebg péyag MtoAepaiog. See also PSI 5.541, 1. 1, where a
petitioner addresses the king, most likely Ptolemy III, as [BlaciAel p[ey]dAwt MtoAepaiwt. See
Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 323. Ptolemy III's father, Ptolemy II Philadelphus, is addressed as
“Great King” in the Letter of Aristeas (8§ 29, 290; cf. §§ 261, 280: uéyiote faciAed).

7 See Ma, Antiochos 111, 272-76; Strootman, “Kings,” 145-47; Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 324, 335-40.
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Antiochus 1I are already assigned the title of “Great King” (lugal galti) in Babylonian
documents.® Ptolemy IV in the Raphia Decree (217 BCE)® and, nearly a century later,
Antiochus VII Sidetes!® are similarly styled in inscriptions and on coins. Ptolemy XII
is the last Ptolemy to be designated as “Great King” in inscriptions." It should be noted
that the title “Great King” appears in honorific inscriptions for the Ptolemaic and
Seleucid kings, but never in documents issued by these kings themselves.*

Ptolemy VIII Euergetes 1I is assigned the title péyag PaciAedg in two papyri
recording the titles of the eponymous priests at Ptolemais in 127/126 and 123 BCE.?
However, as Nadig remarks, it cannot be determined with certainty whether Ptolemy
VI officially held this title or whether it was only propagated within the dynastic cult
of Ptolemais.* A reference to the péyiotor BactAeic in a papyrus from 117 BCE related
to the “Hermias Case” suggests that the title may have been used in the context of a
formal address or reference.’

During the reign of Ptolemy VIII as King of Egypt (145-116 BCE), four other kings
are known to have been called “Great King”: the aforementioned Seleucid king
Antiochus VII Sidetes and the Arsacid kings Mithradates I, Phraates II, and Artabanus

8 See Strootman, “Kings,” 138-40; Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 320-21.

% See SEG 8-504a [217 BCE], L. 5: yeydAov PaciAéwg tdv te dvw kal TOV kdtw Xwpdv; cf. SEG 20-467
[Joppa; 217 BCE], 11. 1-2: BaciAéa péyav Mrohepaiov | 0edv @ihondtopa. Ptolemy IV’s son, Ptolemy
V, is also assigned the title of péyag in OGIS 94 [197-194/193 BCE], 1l. 1-2: Umep Paciiéwg
TMrtoAepaiov | Be0d Emeavodc, peydhov, Edxapiotov; however, in this inscription, uéyag is not
conjoined with BaciAevs.

10 See SEG 19-904 [Ptolemais; 130/129 BCE], II. 1-2: Ong<p> faciAéwg peydAov Aytid[xov] To(thipog(?)]
| Ebepyétov KaAAwikouv; L.Délos 1547 [Delos; 129-127 BCE], 11, 2-3: 'Avtiéxov ®1homdtopog To0 &y
BaciAéwg | Meydhov ‘Avtidyov; LDélos 1548 [Delos; 129-127 BCE], 11, 1-2: Avtioxov ®1homdtopa
BaciAéwg MeydAov | ‘Avtidyou vidv. A gold stater minted by Sidetes and dated to 134/133 BCE
bears the legend: BAXIAEQY ANTIOXOY | METAAOY EYEPTETOY; cf. Justin, Epit. 38.10.6: Antiochus
tribus proeliis victor cum Babyloniam occupasset, Magnus haberi coepit. See Muccioli, Epiteti, 401-2;
Strootman, “Kings,” 147-48; Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 327-28, 338-39.

11 See SEG 8-468 [59 BCE], 11. 1-3: BaciAéa péyav Irolepaiov 8edv | véov Aidvucsov dilondropa kad |
®1\[8e]Apov, and L.Fayoum 1:12 [58 BCE], 11. 1-2: Urép Paciréwg peydhov | TTtolepaiov 60l Néov
Aovioov.

12 See Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 342-43.

13 See Stud.Pal. 4.1 [127/126 BCE], 1L. 5-7: év 8¢ Tit[oAepaidr tiig OnPaidog, £¢’ iepéwv TtoAepaiov
Twtfipog kai faciAéwg] | MtoAepaiov Be0b Eve[pylétov kai Zwtfiplog Emeavods Ebxapiotou kai
100 PApatog Atovicov tod peydhov Beod Twtfipog(?)] | Evepyétov tod peyd[Aolu Pacidéwg
"E[mipavodg Evxapiotov]; P.Lond. 3.879 [123 BCE], 1l. 10-12: év 3¢ TtoAepaidt tfic Onpfaidog é¢’
iepeidv TMrolepaiov uiv Twtfipog kai PactAéwg | Mtolepaiov Beod Edepyétov kai ZwTiipog
gavt®v Ebxapiotov, o0 8¢ Priuatog tol xpuood tol Paciréwg Mrole|uaiov Beod Ebepyétov To
peydAov BaciAéwg eavt@v Evxapiotov.

14 See Nadig, Kénig, 52; cf. Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 339 n. 95.

15 P, Tor.Choach. 12, col. 7, 1. 13. See Nadig, Kénig, 52.
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1.1¢ Like Ptolemy VIII, Antiochus VII also bore the title of “Euergetes” (and possibly
that of “Soter”), as attested by inscriptions and coins.””

In the Septuagint, the Artaxerxes of LXX Esther—his identification with one of the
Achaemenid kings of this name is debated'®—is not the only king styled as péyag
PaociAeve. The title is also used of the Assyrian King Sennacherib (4 Kgdms 18:19, 28;
Isa 36:4, 13), of the Neo-Babylonian King Nebuchadnezzar (Jdt 2:5; 3:2; in the book of
Judith, Nebuchadnezzar is referred to as King of Assyria), and of the Seleucid King
Antiochus IIT (1 Macc 8:6), while in 2 Esd 7:12, King Arthasastha (Artaxerxes) is titled
Pacirevg PactAéwv.r?

Similar to the Artaxerxes of Additions B and E to Esther, the Artaxerxes of the
pseudo-Hippocratic epistles bears the title faciAevg péyag (Ep. 4, 1. 3 [ed. Smith]) as
well as BaciAevg faciAéwv (Ep. 7, 1. 1) and PaciAevg faciAéwv péyag (Ep. 1,1. 15 2, 1. 1;
3,1.1;8,1. 1). The latter title is assigned to Artaxerxes II in an inscription from the East
Terrace of Mount Nemrud Dagi.?

(b) While Ptolemy VIII may have imitated the titulature of his ancestor Ptolemy III
Euergetes I, who assumed the title of uéyag BaciAevg after invading Asia during the
Third Syrian War, it is unlikely that he would have portrayed himself as the “master
of the whole world,” as Ptolemy III did in the inscription on the victory stele that he
erected at Adulis. In this inscription, Ptolemy III presents an impressive, though
exaggerated, list of his Asian conquests.? Ptolemy III's claim to global hegemony is
also reflected in a petition, where a man named Aigyptos addresses him not only as
“Great King” but also as “reigning over the whole inhabited world.”?? King Ptolemy VI
Philometor, Ptolemy VIII’s older brother and predecessor in the throne of Egypt, may
have harboured similar ambitions, as can be inferred from a number of petitions
addressed to him and his sister-wife Cleopatra 11, which express wishes for world

16 See Strootman, “Kings,” 147-48, 151-53 with n. 70; Lerouge-Cohen, Souvenirs, 326-27.

17 See n. 10 above.

18 See 1.1, n. 15.

1% See Doering, Letters, 237-38.

2 See IGLS 1.3, 1. 12-15: thv Pao[iAéwg] | [Balotréwv ueyd[Aov Aptal|€épEov tob klal Apodkou(?)] |
Buyatépa.

21 See OGIS 54 [240 BCE], 1l. 13-24.

22 See PSI5.541 [263-229 BCE], L. 1: [BlaciAel pley]dAwt TItoAepaiot; 11. 7-8: 600 tfig oikovuévng tdong
| BaciAedovrog. Cf. also Ptolemy II Philadelphus’ claim, in the letter to Eleazar ascribed to him by
Ps.-Aristeas (Let. Aris. § 37), that his kingdom encompasses the whole world (6¢ [sc. 80c] fuiv
v Pactieiav €v eiprivn kai 36&n kpatiotn Tap’ SAnv thv oikovpévny dwatetrprkev), as well as
Apollo’s vaticinium, in Callimachus, Hymn. Del. 166-70, predicting that Ptolemy II's kingdom will
extend “on both continents.”
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domination. In one of these documents, the petitioner, Ptolemy son of Glaukios,
notably addresses Ptolemy VI as the “Sun King” and wishes that the gods grant him
dominion over every land under the sun.”

In the case of Ptolemy VIII, there is no literary or documentary evidence suggesting
that he ever entertained, or that his subjects ascribed to him, aspirations for
worldwide rule. Under his reign, the Ptolemaic kingdom included only Egypt, the
northern part of Lower Nubia, Cyrenaica, Cyprus, and a few strongholds in the Red
Sea.” Therefore, it seems improbable that the author of Addition B had him in mind
when designating Artaxerxes as tdong émkpatroag oikovpévng. The latter expression
may simply have been patterned after similar expressions used in Septuagintal and
extra-Septuagintal texts in relation to Near Eastern kings such as Nebuchadnezzar,
Cyrus II, and Darius IIL.»

(c) It is also difficult to view Artaxerxes’ reference to himself as Haman’s benefactor
in LXX Esth E:2-3 as an allusion to Ptolemy VIII's title of Euergetes. The latter title was
also assigned to other rulers contemporary with Ptolemy VIII, such as Antiochus VII
Sidetes and Mithradates 1. Moreover, LXX Esth E:3 (toi¢ £avt@v elepyétaig
gmixelpololv unxavaocdar) is intertextually dependent on 3 Macc 3:19 (kal toig £avt@v
gvepyEtatg DPavyevoivteg) and 6:24 (kal EUE aOTOV TOV VUGV EDEPYETNV EMLXELPETTE
TG &pxAG idn kai To0 Tvedpatog UEBIoTEV AGBPQ UNXAVWOUEVOL TX [T CUHPEPOVTA Tf]
PaociAeiq), where King Ptolemy 1V Philopator makes similar allegations against the
Jews and his philoi, respectively, as those made by King Artaxerxes.? It is only if we
assume that the author of 3 Maccabees transposed events from the reign of Ptolemy

2 See UPZ 1.20 [163 BCE], 1l. 63-64: 6¢ [sc. Zdpamic] d180in cor petd tfi¢ "Iotog viknv kpdtog Thg
oikovuévng dmdong; UPZ 1.42 [162 BCE], 11. 51-52: Opiv 8¢ yivoito kpateiv ndong 1ig &v aipficOe
X0pag; UPZ 1.16 [156 BCE], 1. 22: “HAte PaciAed; 11 30-32: coi 8¢ 1 To1g kai O Zdpamig ... dwinoav
kup1ev[ewv] mdong xdpag g 6 “HAlog @opdt; cf. UPZ 1.9, . 15; 1.14, 1. 29-30; 1.15, 11. 42-47. See
Otto, Geschichte, 95 with nn. 6 and 7.

24 See HOlbl, History, 195.

25 See 1 Esd 2:3: £ué [sc. King Cyrus IT] &védeiev faoiAéa thg olkovuévng 6 k0plog tod Topan; cf. LXX
2 Chr 36:23: ndoag tag PaciAeiag tiic yiig #dwkév pot [sc. to King Cyrus I1] kUpiog; Jdt 2:5: tdde
Aéyer O Pacidedg O péyag, 6 wlplog mdong ThAG YAG [sc. Nebuchadnezzar]; LXX Dan 3:2:
Napovxodovocop Pfacideds PaciAéwy kal kupiebwv TAG oikovuévng SAng; PSI XII 1285 [fictitious
letter of King Darius III to Alexander], col. I, 11. 6-7: cuv[€]o|[tnoa &ig &v ndcav tlfv oikovuévnv.
For the Persian king as master of the whole world, see also Aeschines, Ctes. 132: 0 pév tdv Iepo@v
BactAelg ... 6 TOAU@V év Taig EmotoAais ypd@ely 8t deondtng éotiv andviwy avOpwnwv &g’
NAlov avidvtog uéxpt dSvopévou.

26 See Domazakis, Esther, 27, 205-6.
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VIII to that of Ptolemy IV Philopator, as some scholars have argued,” that we can
indirectly link LXX Esth E:2-3 with Ptolemy VIII.?

Furthermore, it it difficult to contend, as Stein does, that in LXX Esth E:13 the
epithets cwtnp kai edepyétng, “benefactor and saviour,” allude to the surnames of
Hellenistic and, in particular, Ptolemaic rulers.? In the verse in question, the epithets
are not attributed to King Artaxerxes but to Mordecai. This usage likely reflects the
expanded application of the honorific titles cwtrp kai edepyétng, originally reserved
for Hellenistic monarchs, to encompass non-royal Greek and Roman benefactors.*

(d) Lastly, the evidence suggesting that the phrase dvavedoaosOat thv giprivny in
LXX Esth B:2 might allude to Ptolemy VIII's restoration of peace in Egypt after years
of internal strife is rather scant. Most of the amnesty decrees that have come down to
us from the reign of this king were not issued individually by him but rather jointly
with his two wives, Cleopatra Il and Cleopatra III,* suggesting that the endeavour to
promote peace and social tranquillity stemmed from the unusual reigning trio rather
than from Ptolemy VIII alone. In a prostagma issued by Ptolemy VIII and Cleopatra I1I
between 131 and 125 BCE, we encounter the term £08ia, meaning “good weather” and
metaphorically “calm, tranquillity,”*? which evokes the term akouatog, “waveless,”
also used metaphorically in LXX Esth B:2. However, as we can infer from the lacunary

27 See Tcherikover, “Third Book,” 7-8; Croy, 3 Maccabees, xiv-xv.

28 Miller, Jews, 37-44, 62-68, has also referred to the reign of Ptolemy VIII in connection with the
Greek Esther, arguing that LXX Esther, including its Additions, was written between 164 and 142
BCE, with the latter being the date when the book was sent to Alexandria. Miller’s thesis is based
on the assumption that the “fourth year of the reign of Ptolemy and Cleopatra” mentioned in
LXX Esth F:11 corresponds to 142 BCE and that the Ptolemy in question is Ptolemy VIII. This
possibility has rightly been dismissed by Jacob, “Esther,” 278-79, and Motzo, “Autore,” 242, who
have pointed out that when Ptolemy VIII acceded to the throne of Egypt in 145 BCE, he did not
commence a new regnal year count but continued the numbering initiated in 170/169 BCE, when
he began his joint rule with his siblings. See Domazakis, Neologisms, 239 n. 130.

2 Stein, “Essai,” 117. On the epithets cwthp and edepyétng, see Nock, “Soter.”

%0 See, e.g., Robert, Amyzon no. 62 [ca. 160 BCE], 1. 3-5: [...] MeAawéwg | [ylevéuevov be[pyétnv] |
[x]oi cwtApa; TAM V,1 543 [Maionia; 136/135 or 157/156 BCE], 1l. 3-6: 'I6AAav | Mntpodwpov
Tapdiavdv, | TOv Eavtdv edepyétny kal cwtiipa; LDélos 1723 [Delos; ca. 100 BCE], 1. 4-7: Aié8otog
‘Avtind[t]p[ov] | Ackadwvitng | Tov £avtod Beiov kai Tpogéa | [klai swtfipa kai ebepyétnv; TAM
V,2 918 [Thyateira; 87/86-80 BCE], 1l. 2-5: AsOxiov Aivio[v Agvkiov viov] | AcvkoAlov TOV
dvri[tapiav ‘Actac] | cwthpa kai edepyétnv kai kt[iotnv] | To0 SHuov; IG XI1,5 627 [Ceos; ca. 67
BCE], Il. 2-3: Tvaiov Mounov T'vaiov vidv Mdyvov | tov ebepyétny kai cwtfipa; MDAI(A) 33 (1908)
410,44 [Pergamon; 48-44 BCE], L. 5: [Tdiov TovA1ov Tafov vidv Kaioapa] tdv EAMfvwV arndvtwv
cwthpa Kal evepyétnv; TAM V,2 1229 [Apollonis; 28/27 BCE], 1. 10-13: "A[t]talov ‘AtoAAwviov
OV 1t yévoug | iepéa ToD A10G kal kowvov cwtfipa | kal edepyétnv. See Nock, “Soter,” 727, 729;
Habicht, “Zeit,” 86-87, 97; Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Euergetes,” 180-81; Muccioli, Epiteti, 175.

31 See C.Ord.Ptol. 41-42, 43, 53, 53bis-53ter, 54, 55.

32 See C.0rd.Ptol. 50, 1. 13: [...JoUuevor £ig e0diav navrtag dmol...].
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text of the prostagma in question, e0d1a in this context denotes “prosperity,” as it does
in a decree honouring Ptolemy VIII's father, Ptolemy V Epiphanes, preserved on the
Rosetta Stone.*® For comparison, the Canopus Decree, honouring Ptolemy VIII's
ancestor, Ptolemy I11, explicitly states that the king maintained peace in the country.>*
Similarly, decrees and royal letters from other Hellenistic kingdoms provide clear
evidence of kings being praised by others, or portraying themselves, as maintainers

of peace.”

5.3 0wPPOGVUVN, KAAGDC 0DV TOICETE, éKTIONUL, pilot

Some other terms that have been put forth in support of the claim that Additions B
and E have an Egyptian “flavour” are cw@pocivr, “soundness of judgment,” kaA&¢
o0v motfoete, “you will then do well to...,” éktibnut, “exhibit publicly,” and @ilor,
“Friends.” However, none of these terms is exclusive to Ptolemaic Egypt.

(a) According to Kottsieper, the term cw@pooivn, attributed to Haman in his
capacity as Artaxerxes’ counsellor (LXX Esth B:3: 6 sw@pootvn map’ nuiv dievéykag),
aligns well with an origin of Additions B and E in Hellenistic Alexandria, given a
parallel offered by the Letter of Aristeas (§ 125), where king Ptolemy II Philadelphus is
said to have been eager to be surrounded by dikaiot and ow@poveg counsellors.*® Yet,
already in Xenophon, cw@pocivn appears to be a virtue appreciated by the Persian
kings and their circle. In Cyropaedia 8.6.10, Cyrus the Elder sends his newly appointed
satraps to the provinces with the order to imitate him in everything, including

33 See OGIS 90,A [196 BCE], l. 11: dandvag moAldg Uropepévnkev [sc. King Ptolemy V] éveka to0 thv
Afyvmtov €ig e0diav dyayeiv.

34 See OGIS 56 [238 BCE], 11. 11-12: 6 PaciAeds ... TV te | xwpav v elpfivm Siatetripnkev.

35 See OGIS 219 [decree of Tlion honouring Antiochus I (after 281 BCE) or Antiochus IIT (216 or 203
BCE)], 1. 4-6: [Baciledg Avtioxog] €lfitnoe tag pév méAeig tag kaltd) thv Ze|Aevkida,
TEpLeEXOpEVaG UTO katp&dv Suoxep@dv i ToUG dmootdvTag | thu mpayudtwy, gig elpAvny kal Thv
dpxatav evdarpoviav kataotioar; 1. 11-12: tdg te néAeig €ig elpvny kai tu PactAeiav ig trv
dpxaiav 81d0eo1v | katéotnoev; OGIS 234 [Amphictionic decree carved on the base of a statue of
Antiochus IIT; 201 BCE], 1l. 19-22: mepi Pacidéog | Avtidyov tod ebepyéta Avrioxéwv e0ASYNKe
e0Xap1oT®V | adTd1 31611 TdV dapokpartiov kal Tav elpdvay <av> toig Avtioxelowv | SapuAdooet;
Llasos 4 [honorary decree for Antiochus Il and Laodice III; 195-190 BCE], 1l. 41-42: éneidn
Baciréwe peydhov Avtid|[xoly Tpoyovikfv aipesiv Sratnpodvtog eig mdvrag | [to]vg “EAANvag
Kal Toig pev tnv eipivnv napéxovtog; Welles, RC no. 52 [letter of Eumenes II; 167/166 BCE], 11. 7-
13: kowvov dvadeifag | épavtdv edepyétnv TGV EAAAvwy moAolg ugv | kal peydAouvg dydvag
Uréotnv mpdg tov[c] | PapPdpous ... | Smwe ol Tag EAANVISag katotkodvteg mOAe[ig] | S1& mavtdg
¢v elpAvnt kai Tt PeAtiotnt katactdolet] | Ondpxwotv. See Préaux, Monde, 194-95, 201.

3 Kottsieper, “Zusatze,” 155 n. 144.
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requiring those who received lands and official residences from them to attend their
courts and, by exercising cw@posivn, to put themselves at their disposal.’” Moreover,
the combination Siagépw, “to excel” + cwpoovvn that occurs in LXX Esth B:3 is not
uncommon in Hellenistic honorific decrees.*

(b) Kottsieper also points out that the polite epistolary formula kaAGg oOv

’

nofjoete, “you will then do well to...,” which occurs in Artaxerxes’ second letter (LXX
Esth E:17), appears, among other instances, in Egypt, particularly around 120 BCE, that
is, during the time of Ptolemy VIII Euergetes 11, to which this scholar dates Additions
B and E, as well in the Letter of Aristeas (§§ 39, 46), which also likely dates from the same
period.*® Apart from its many instances in private correspondence, the formula kaA&g
o0V morfjoeig/notfoete occurs, indeed, in three Ptolemaic royal letters: C.Ord.Ptol. 49,
1. 7 [135 BCE]; 52, 1. 16 [124-116 BCE]; and 60, 1. 15 [115 BCE]; the first two were issued
by Ptolemy VIII, Cleopatra I1, and Cleopatra III, while the third was issued by Cleopatra
III and Ptolemy Soter II. However, the same formula and its variants also appear in
royal letters written by kings of other Hellenistic kingdoms, as well as in fictitious
royal letters found in Septuagintal and extra-Septuagintal texts.* The most relevant
of the latter letters are those found in the Letter of Aristeas: King Ptolemy II’s letter to
the high priest Eleazar and the latter’s reply to the king, in both of which the formula
kaA&G oDV moioelg appears, in §§ 39 and 46, respectively. The intertextual links that
can be identified between these two letters, the letters of King Ptolemy IV in 3
Maccabees, and the letters of Artaxerxes in Additions B and E raise the possibility that
the formula kaA&@¢ odv motfoete in LXX Esth E:17 is an intertextual borrowing from
the two letters composed by Ps.-Aristeas, specifically the one ascribed to Ptolemy I1.#!
This would constitute a direct borrowing from the Letter of Aristeas, as the formula
KaAGG o0V Tofjoeig/morrjoete does not appear in the royal letters in 3 Maccabees. The
existence of a direct intertextual connection between the Letter of Aristeas and

37 Xenophon, Cyr. 8.6.10: ondoot § &v yfjv kai dpxeia AddPworv, dvaykdlerv Tovtoug £mi OVpag i€val
Kal 6wPPooOVNG EMUEAOUEVOUG TIAPEXELY EXVTOVG TG oatpdrty xpfodat, fiv ti déntat.

38 See SEG 53-1357 [Silandos; second/first century BCE], 1. 8-9: sw@poctivny moAd Sifvey|kev tdv
M\wv; IG XIL,6 1:360 [Samos; ca. 50-1 BCE], 1l. 3-5: dpetft | kol cwppoctivit Sragépov|oav;
LMagnesia 131 [Magnesia-on-the-Maeander; first century CE], 1l. 3-4: dpetfj kol sw@poctivy
devévkavta; MAMA 8, 470 [Aphrodisias; Roman], 11. 8-9: sw@poctivn kai og|uvétntt ievévkaoav.
Cf. Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 3.58.2 et passim. See Robert, “Ftudes,” 104-5, who notes that
expressions consisting of the verb Sia@épw and the dative of a noun denoting a quality become
current in the epigraphic literature from the mid-second century BCE onwards.

3 See Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 194.

40 See Domazakis, Esther, 164-65 with n. 63.

41 See Domazakis, Esther, 165-66 and 5.6 below.
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Additions B and E would, of course, not entail that the two Additions were
contemporary with the Letter or that they date from the time of Ptolemy VIII; rather,
it would merely establish the time of composition of the Letter as a terminus post quem
for the composition of the Additions.

(c) Jacob has termed the verb éktiBnui, which occurs in LXX Esth E:19 (o0
avtiypagov tfi¢ €motoAfig tavtng ékOévteg) in the sense “to display in public, to
publish,” “ein speciell dgyptisch-griechisches Wort” or “Aegyptiacismus.”** However,
the consultation of an up-to-date Greek lexicon shows that this assertion does not
hold.” LXX Esth E:19 adopts the phraseology of the canonical verse 3:14, which is the
only place in LXX Esther where the combination éktibnut + dvtiypagov + émiotoAn
occurs. The combinations ktiOnut + &vtiypagov (4:8; 8:13), EkTiOnuL + ypduuata (4:3),
¢kTIONUL + Tpdotayua (8:14, 17), and éktiOnut + ExkBepa (8:17) occur elsewhere in LXX
Esther. In the Corpus des Ordonnances des Ptolémées, the combinations éxtibnui +
npdotayua and éktibnur + avtiypagov + mpdotayua’® occur, but Ektibnui +
avtiypagov + émotoAr] does not. However, the latter combination does appear in a
Seleucid royal document.*®

(d) As for the king’s philoi (LXX Esth E:5),%” their presence is documented not only
at the Ptolemaic court but also at the Antigonid, Attalid, Seleucid, and other

Hellenistic courts.*

5.4 méA1g and xwpa

The phrase ndoa 8¢ méAig /| xpa, “every city or land” (LXX Esth E:24), has been
adduced as evidence for the Egyptian “flavour” of Addition E on the grounds that it
refers to “the city of Susa and to the rest of the country (x&pa),” expressing “a twofold

% Jacob, “Esther,” 282, 287; cf. Gregg, “Additions,” 665; Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Decree,” 74-75, 78.
4 See Rodriguez Adrados et al., Diccionario, s.v., A, 2.1L

“4C.0rd.Ptol. 21, 1. 3, 8; 22, 1. 8; 50, . 24; 75, 1. 6; 82, 11. 13, 14.

5 C,0rd.Ptol. 94; see BGU 8.1730, 11. 18-19.

4 See SEG 37-1010 [letter of Antiochus III to Zeuxis; 209 BCE], 1. 46-50: tfig | émotoAfg T dvtiypagov
&valypdpavrag gic othilag Mbivag | xBeivar év Toig émpaveotd|toig iepoic. It should be noted,
however, that the term commonly occurring in Seleucid documents is dvatifnut. See Welles, RC
no. 36, 1. 24;no. 37, 1. 9; no. 44, 1. 42.

47 See Jacob, “Esther,” 283, 287; Gregg, “Additions,” 665; Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 190.

8 See Corradi, Studi, 318-43; Le Bohec, “Philoi”; Savalli-Lestrade, Philoi, 215-394; Capdetrey, Pouvoir,
278-80, 384-94; Lerouge—Cohen, Souvenirs, 121-23.
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reality that reflects the situation in Egypt: Alexandria, the méAig, contrasts with the
rest of the country, the chéra.”* 1t should be noted, however, that the phrase ndoa 8¢
nOAL¢ in this verse does not refer to a single city, namely, Susa, but to every city in the
Persian kingdom that might dare disobey the king’s orders; similarly, the term x&pa
does not refer to “the rest of the country” but to each of the hundred twenty-seven
“lands” comprising Artaxerxes’ kingdom.*® The composer of Addition E takes his cue
here from the translation of the canonical parts of Esther, where reference is made to
the cities and lands of the Persian kingdom.>! Moreover, although not relevant here,
the distinction between noAig, “city,” and xwpa, “countryside,” is also attested in non-
Egyptian contexts.>

5.5 Further evidence for the Egyptian “flavour” of Additions B
and E

In this section, I will add some further evidence for the Egyptian “flavour” of
Additions B and E, which has not been brought forward in previous studies. This
evidence is suggestive but by no means conclusive.

(a) The phrase 6 ta dvta katontedwy, “he who closely observes everything,” used
in LXX Esth E:4 as a modifier of Yahweh, elsewhere occurs in connection with a deity
only in the third of Isidorus’ hymns to Isis-Hermouthis, which are engraved at the
gates of the sanctuary of the goddess in Narmouthis (Medinet Madi in the Fayoum)
and date to the early first century BCE at the latest.”

(b) In LXX Esth B:3, King Artaxerxes states that Haman had obtained t6 deUtepov
OV Pactheidv yépag. Depending on whether we accent the penultima (t®v
BaoiAeiwv) or the ultima (t@v PaciAei®dv), the genitive plural t@v faciA-elwv/-e1dv

# Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Decree,” 75 n. 19; cf. ead., “Editti,” 61.

0 See 2.5.

51 See LXX Esth 3:12: katd ndoav x@pav ... Taic Ekatov elkoot £nta XWpaig; 8:11: xpfiodat toig vouorg
a0T@V &v Tdon Téel; 8:17: katd TOAY Kal xWpav, o0 Av éEeTéON TO mpboTaypa; 9:27: WALV Kai
matplay kai xwpav. Cf. 1:1, 22; 2:3; 3:12; B:1; 3:14; 8:9; E:1.

52 See, e.g., 1 Esd 5:45 and 9:37: &v Tepovoadnu kal [év] tfj xwpa (see Talshir, “Milieu,” 139-40), 2 Macc
1:1: o1 év ‘TepocoAvpoig Tovdaiot kai o1 €v tf] xWpa T Tovdaiag, and the following line from the
letter of an unspecified King Antiochus to Phanias, as transmitted by Athenaeus (Deipn. 12.68 [ed.
Kaibel]): ypdpapev Ouiv kad npdrepov Smwg undeic fj @1Adoo@og v tf] et und’ v tfi xdpg.

53 LEgypte métriques 175, 111, 1. 26: xatontetous” dnavra | €py’ &vdp&v. See Domazakis, Esther, 179 n.
101.
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might be understood as pertaining to either to BaciAelov, “the palace,” or 1| BaciAeia,
“the kingdom.”** However, the noun 1 BactAeia can also denote a royal diadem, and
it is in this sense that it appears in Ptolemaic contexts, such as in the Rosetta Decree,
where Ptolemy V is titled “lord of the diadems” and is said to have entered the temple
of Memphis wearing the pschent (BaciAeia Wxévt), the Pharaonic double crown, which
combined the crown of Upper Egypt with that of Lower Egypt.*

(c) In Addition E, King Artaxerxes refers twice to his goodness, using the term
xpnotétng (E:2: T .. TtV edepyetovviwy xpnotdtnty E:10: Tfi¢ TUETEPAC
xpnotdtnrog). The noun xpnotdtng and its cognate adjective xpnotdg are not often
used in relation to kings.*® However, they are applied to two Ptolemies in two different
literary sources. Diodorus Siculus relates that Ptolemy I was renowned for his
goodness (xpnotdtng), benevolence (t6 @iAdvOpwnov), and fairness (émeikei).”’
These qualities are also attributed to King Artaxerxes by the author of Additions B and
E.*® Moreover, in his first mimiamb, Herodas, enumerating the marvels of Egypt,
includes the “good king” (L. 30: 6 PaciAeg xpnotdg). The king referred to in this text
is either Ptolemy II or Ptolemy III;*° xpnotdg could be an adjective frequently used to
describe him.

(d) The prescripts of the letters of Artaxerxes in Additions B and E to Esther list the
administrative officials to whom the letters are addressed: in LXX Esth B:1, the
addressees are the rulers of the 127 lands of the Persian kingdom (toi ... ékatov efkoot
enta xwp@v dpxovotv) and the subordinate toparchs (tondpyaig vmotetayuévoig),
while in LXX Esth E:1, the addressees include the rulers of the lands in the 127
satrapies (t0i¢ ... £katov elkoot éntd catpaneioig xwpdv dpxovotv) and those loyal to
the government (toig ta fiuétepa @povoborv). The officials listed in the prescript of

54 See Fritzsche, Zusdtze, 84.

55 See OGIS 90 [196 BCE], . 1: xupiov PaciAeidv; 1l. 43-45: tag to0 Paciréwg xpuodg faotAeiog déka ...
| Zoton & abT®V v T péowt 1y kahovpévn Pacirela Wxévt, Ry mepidéuevog eiofilBev gig T &v
Méuopl[et igpdv, nwg év adtdt ouv]|tehecdt & vowldueva tht tapaAfper T Paciieiag; cf.
Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 1.47.5: £xovoav [sc. the statue of Osymandyas’ mother] 8¢ tpeic PaciAeiog
émi TG keaAfg, &g Srxonuaivery 8t kai Buydtnp kai yuovn kai ptnp PaciAéwg Omfpée. See
Bernand, Prose, 39-40, 53-54. The neuter 10 PaciAeiov is also used in this sense (see Rodriguez
Adrados et al., Diccionario, s.v. faciAeiog, 4), inter alia, in 2 Kgdms 1:10 and in Wis 5:16.

5 See Spicq, “xpnotevopat,” 512-13.

57 Diodorus Siculus, Bibl. 18.14.1: cuvétpexe 8¢ kai @iAwv TARB0G TPodG adTov ik thv Emeikelav;
18.33.3: 6 8¢ [TtoAepaiog ... ebepyeTIkOG Kal €mielkng; 19.55.5: diePePonto yap r tovtov xpnotdtng
Kal TO TPOG TOUG KATAPUYOVTAG £ AVTOV EKTEVEC Kal PLAGVOpwoV.

58 See LXX Esth B:2; E:2; E:9; E:10; E:11.

59 See Di Gregorio, Mimiambi, 72-74.
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the first letter clearly occupy different tiers in the administrative hierarchy. Circular
letters of this type, featuring the toparchs in their prescripts, are not attested outside
Ptolemaic Egypt. However, as I argued in Chapter 2, the list of addressees in LXX
Esth B:1 seems to have been modelled after one of the lists of invitees and letter
addressees of King Darius and King Nebuchadnezzar in 1 Esdras and LXX Daniel,
respectively. Thus, it may not reflect first-hand the Ptolemaic epistolary practice.

(e) The intertextual connections between Additions B and E and Septuagint books
written or translated in Egypt could lend support to the supposition that the two
Additions are also of Egyptian provenance. Apart from 3 Maccabees and the Letter of
Aristeas, which will be discussed in detail in the following section, Additions B and E
seem to be intertextually dependent on the aforementioned 1 Esdras and/or LXX
Daniel,* on LXX Isaiah,®> on LXX Job or LXX Proverbs,®® and possibly on LXX

Jeremiah,* books for which an Egyptian origin is considered likely.*

5.6 Additions B and E, 3 Maccabees, and the Letter of Aristeas

As noted in the Introduction, scholarship has identified affinities between Additions
B and E to Esther and two books of undeniable Egyptian provenance: 3 Maccabees and
the Letter of Aristeas.®® Having discussed the relationship between these texts in detail

elsewhere,” I will here only summarise my conclusions.

0 See 2.5.

61 See 2.4, 2.5, and 4.6.

¢ The phrase to ékAektov yévog, denoting the Jews, in LXX Esth E:21, is taken from LXX Isa 43:20.
See Domazakis, Esther, 183 n. 114.

¢ The hapax legomenon 0Aopilet, “root and branch,” combined with the verb dnédAAvpi, “to destroy,”
in LXX Esth B:6 (GmoAécar OAopilei) harks back to either LXX Job 4:7 (0Adpprlot &nAovto) or
LXX Prov 15:6 (0Aépp1lot €k yfi¢ dAodvtan). It is a neologism of the author of LXX Addition B. AT
Esth 3:18 [B:6] employs the same adjective, 0Ap1log (6Aopiloug dmoAéoar), that occurs in LXX
Job 4:7. Note also the combination aipdtwv péroxot, which occurs exclusively in LXX Esth E:5
and in LXX Prov 29:10.

¢ See LXX Esth B:6: ndvtag cuv yuvanéiv kal tékvolg drnoAéoat ... Taig Tdv €xBpdv paxaipaig dvev
navtog ofktov Kal @edolc; cf. LXX Jer 21:7: 30w ... TOV Aadv ... €i¢ Xeipag EXOpdV ... Kal
KATakOPovoty abTolg v 6TOHATL Haxaipag o @eicopat £ aUTOIC Kal 00 U 0iKTIpHow adTolg.
See Domazakis, Esther, 155 n. 38.

6 See Aitken, Companion, 183, 343-44, 388, 457-58, 473, 546; Kreuzer, Einleitung, 263, 380, 415, 565-66,
585, 644-45.

¢ See 1.2. On the place and date of composition of these books, see Domazakis, Esther, 16-17 and 143.

7 See Domazakis, Esther.
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All the verses of Addition B, except for B:1, the letter’s prescript, bear the imprint
of the verbal influence of 3 Maccabees. The author of Addition B has primarily drawn
on the two letters of King Ptolemy IV Philopator (3 Macc 3:12-29 and 7:1-9) but also
on a few other verses of 3 Maccabees (2:21; 3:3, 7; 5:31; 6:4, 28). More specifically, he
has drawn the following verbal elements from this book:

(a) the adjective Suouevrg, “hostile,”® the combination povatatov €0vog,* “the
sole nation,” the verb duovoéw, “to be ill-disposed,””® and the adverb dinvekdg,
“persistently,””* which are part of Philopator’s anti-Jewish discourse;

(b) the nouns ebvora, “goodwill,” and (Befaina) niotig, “(steadfast) loyalty,” which
are part of 3 Maccabees’ pro-Jewish discourse; in Addition B, the same nouns are
surprisingly used in reference to Haman;

(c) the noun ebotdBeia, used in reference to the stability of Philopator’s
government (t& npdyuata), which is allegedly undermined by the Jews;”

(d) the verb PovAouat, “to wish, desire,” in the aorist passive, expressing the royal
will;4

(e) the verb Stohaufdvw, “to perceive, comprehend,” in the perfect tense, which
introduces the purpose behind the king’s decision to eradicate the Jews;”

(f) the verb mpootdoow in the first person plural of the perfect tense
(tpootetdyapev), which introduces the king’s decision concerning the extermination

of the Jews;”

63 Macc 3:7: duopeveig; 3:25: duopevéat; cf. 3:19: trv 8¢ avT®V €ig Nudg duouévelav; 7:4: 8t fijv Exovotv
obto1 pdg T Mdvta #0vn Suopévelav; LXX Esth B:4: Suouevii Aadv; B:7: Sucueveis.

% 3 Macc 3:19: povwtatot v é0v@v; LXX Esth B:5: t16¢ 16 €0vog povdtatov.

70 3 Macc 3:24: duovoelv Niv; cf. 7:11: undémote edvorioev Pnde toic tob PactAéwg mpdypaoty; LXX
Esth B:5: uovoolv toig nuetépoig mpdypaocty.

7t 3 Macc 3:22: dinvek®g Ot elg tO @adlov €kvedovteg LXX Esth B:4: td te t@v PaciAéwv
Tapanéunovtag dinvek®g dratdypata.

72 3 Macc 3:3: THv uév mpdg tovg PaciAeic ebvotav kai miotiv ddidotpogov Aoav Sa@uidosovTeg;
5:31: drodedetypévwv 6Aooxept BePatav miotv; 7:7: fiv €xovat PePaiav ... ebvorav; LXX Esth B:3:
év tf] edvoia dnapaAldktwg kai fefaia miotel dmodedetypévog.

73 3 Macc 3:26: ta npdypata £v ebotabeiq ... kataotadiosobar; 6:28: ebotddeiav mapéxet [6 Oedg] Toig
NUETEPOLG TPy HAOLY; 7:4: ufmoTe eVoTABoEV Ta TTpdypata NuU@V; LXX Esth B:5: tpdg To pn v
Pacideiav evotabeiog Tuyxdvew; cf. B:7: 6mwg ... e00TAbf ... Tap€X WOtV NIV ... T& TpdyUata.

74 3 Macc 3:21: £BovAnOnuev ... kataotfioat; LXX Esth B:2: €BovAnonv ... kataotioat.

75 3 Macc 3:26: dietAfgapev eig TOv Enilotmov Xpévov teAeiwg NUIv td mpdypata év ebotabdely ...
kataotadfoeobat; LXX Esth B:5-7: S1eiAn@Oteg ... €i¢ TOV peténeita xpdvov e0otadf ... tapéxwolv
MUV d1& TéAoug Ta mpdypata.

76 3 Macc 3:25: TPOOTETAXAYEV ... TNV EMGTOANV TAVIE ... 6OV yovai&l Kal TEKVOLG ... GTOCTEIAAL ... €1G
... OvoV; 7:8: ipooteTdyapev; LXX Esth B:6: TpOOTETAXAEV ... £V TOIG YEYPAUUEVOLS ... GTOAETAL.
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(g) the phrase €naipopat Bpdoet, “to be puffed up because of insolence,” which is
used in reference to two rulers of Egypt, the Pharaoh of the Exodus and Ptolemy IV
Philopator, who persecuted the Jews; in Addition B, King Artaxerxes uses it to refer to
himself, but by adding a negation, he transforms it into a statement of modesty;”

(h) constructions such as uf + dative of a noun denoting a negative quality,
antithetically conjoined with two nouns denoting positive qualities,’ &vev + ndg + two
nouns,” and avti- + kelpat + & Tavtdg.*

Addition E has also drawn on the two letters of Philopator (much more on the first
than on the second) as well as on verses from Chapters 2, 5, 6, and 7 of 3 Maccabees.
The verbal elements that the author of this Addition has borrowed from 3 Maccabees
are as follows:

(a) the noun kakonBeia, “bad character/disposition,” used of the Jews in the first
letter of Philopator and of the king’s philoi (Friends) in the second letter; in Addition
E, kakonOswa is first attributed to King Artaxerxes’ philoi in general, and then
specifically to Haman;®!

(b) the comparative adverb mukvétepov, used with an elative sense, “very often,”
as a modifier of the participle napakeipevor, which refers to the king’s philoi;®

(c) the combination ebepyétng + émixelpéw + pnxavdopat + dpxr + mvedua used in
reference to the king’s philoi, who turned against their benefactor, even scheming to
deprive him of his life and throne;®

(d) the adverb mavoikig, “with all the household,” which modifies a verb denoting
execution; in Philopator’s letter, this combination designates the mode of capital

773 Macc 2:21: Opdoel ... ennpuévov; 6:4: émapBévta dvopw Bpdoetl; LXX Esth B:2: pr| td Opdoet ...
EMALPOUEVOG,.

78 3 Macc 3:15: un Pia d6patog, Emekeiq 8¢ kai ToAAf] @rhavOpwmriq; LXX Esth B:2: un t® Opdoet tAg
¢Zovoiag ... émekéotepov 8¢ kai petd AmSTNTOG.

79 3 Macc 7:5: Gvev ndong dvakpioews kal é€gtdosws; LXX Esth B:6: dvev mavtdg ofktou kal @e1doig.

8 3 Macc 7:9: Gvtikeipevov ... 1 mavtdg; LXX Esth B:5: év avtimapaywyf ... S16 mavtdg ... Kelpevov.

8 3 Macc 3:22: tfj oup@Utw kakonBeiq; 7:3: TOV @ilwv Tiveg kakondeiq; LXX Esth E:5-6: v
motevbévtwy  xepiletv @idwv ta@ mpdypata ... @ TG KakonBeiag .. mapaAoyiou®
TApPAAOYIGAUEVWV.

82 3 Macc 7:3: TukvOtepov Nuiv napakeipevor; LXX Esth E:2: mukvdtepov TiHWUEVOL.

8 3 Macc 3:19: Kal T0Ig EXUTAOV EVEPYETALS DPAVXEVODVTEG; 6:24: Kl EUE AVTOV TOV DUDV €DEPYETNV
émixelpeite TAG pxfg fon kai tod mvevpatog uebiotdv Adbpa pnxavapevor; LXX Esth E:3: kal
101G EaUTOV eVEPYETALG EMLXELPODOLY PnxavicOar; E:12: énetrdevoev TG dpxfig oTepfioat Nudg Kai
100 TVEOUATOG.
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punishment intended for those who would defy the king’s order concerning the Jews,
while in the letter of Artaxerxes, it describes the mode of execution of Haman:*

(e) the combination daviouds + Tovdaiol, referring to the extermination of the
Jews;®

(f) the neologism 0Aebpia, “destruction,” and the antithetical juxtaposition of its
cognate noun 8Aebpog with the noun ebgpocivn, “joy, merry-making”;s

(g) the combination viol 6e00 {@vtog + katevOOVW TG Tpdyuata + mpdyovot,
through which Philopator conveys his acknowledgment that the Jews are the children
of the living god, namely, Yahweh, who has been directing the affairs of his kingdom
since the times of his ancestors;®’

(h) the phrase kabwg Tpoatpovueda, “as we desire,” which expresses the king’s
conviction that the guidance provided by Yahweh is in line with his aspirations and
the best interests of his government; this phrase turns up only in the version of
Addition E preserved in P.Oxy. 4443 and is reflected in VL Esther;*®

(i) the expression év tfj BeAtiotn Srabéoel, “in the most excellent condition,” used
with reference to the affairs of the state; in Addition E, the superlative feAtioty is
replaced by kaAAiotn;*

(j) the combination @ilavOpwmnia/@iAavBpwnwg + ndv €0vog, which expresses the
king’s benevolence towards all the nations of his kingdom;*

(k) the combination né¢ + geographical term + td cOvoAov + &Patog + TuptAeyAg +
€lg TOv ael xpdvov, which is part of the sanction clause of Philopator’s letter,
threatening destruction by fire upon any places that would disobey the royal order,
leaving them desolate for ever, together with the combination mupi kai ddpatt + €ig

8 3 Macc 3:27: drotvpnavicOroetat tavoikie; LXX Esth E:18: éotavp®obat oOv Tf] mavorkia.

8 3 Macc 5:20, 38: émi TOV TV ... Tovdaiwv deavioudv; LXX Esth E:15: tovg ... napadedopévoug eig
agpaviouov Tovdaioug.

8 3 Macc 4:2: émkpiBeioav OAeBpiav; 5:5: tépag tig OAeBpiag; 6:30: TOV BAeBpoV ... €v eDPpoavy; LXX
Esth E:21: avt’ 0Aebpiag ... eD@pooivny.

8 3 Macc 6:28: ToUG L1OUG TOU TAVTOKPATOPOG Enovpaviov Beol {HVTOG, 6G G NUETEPWY PEXPL TOD
VOV TpoydvwV ... eDGTABEIV TTOPEXEL TOIG NUETEPOLG TTPpAyHaoLy; 7:2: KatevBOvovtog Nuiv tod
peydhov Beob ta mpdypata; LXX Esth E:16: viobg tol Uictov peylotov {Gvtog Beol, tod
KatevfvvovTog NIV Te Kai To1g Tpoydvolg fudv thv Pactieiav.

8 3 Macc 7:2: kabwg mpoatpouebda; P.Oxy. 4443, col. i, L. 4: kaBdmep mpoarpovueda; VL Esth E:16: sicut
volumus.

8 3 Macc 3:26: T& Tpdypata €V ... Tf] PeAtiotn drabéoer; LXX Esth E:16: tnyv PaciAeiav év tf kaAAiotn
Sabéoer

% 3 Macc 3:18: &t fjv €xopev mpdg dnavtag dvOpdmovg erhavOpwriav; cf. 3:20: toig dov €Bveat
@AavBpwTwg dmavtrcavteg; LXX Esth E:11: €Tuxev fi¢ €xouev mpdc mdv #8vog grhavBpwiag.
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oV dnmavta xpovov + kabiotnut, which is used by Philopator when threatening to
destroy Judea by fire and spear and burn down the Temple, leaving it desolate for
ever;’!

(1) the combination nég témog + yeta mappnoioag, which in 3 Maccabees is used in
the context of the permission granted by the king to the Jews to freely kill the Jewish
apostates anywhere in his kingdom; in Addition E, the same combination is used in a
different context, relating to the king granting permission to the Jews to live freely
according to their customs in every place;”

(m) the divine epithets 6 émkpat@v and 0 duvaotevwv, which the high priest
Simon uses in his prayer to refer to Yahweh’s supremacy over all things;”

(n) the combination kaBioctnut + uétoxog, “make someone partaker of”’;**

(0) the combination tOpavvog, “tyrant” + oudtng, “cruelty,” which in Addition E is
transformed into the quasi-synonymous combination duvastevwv, “powerholder” +
Aowpdtng [AT: wudtng], “harmful behaviour.”

Apart from these verbal elements that Additions B and E have derived from 3
Maccabees, it is worth noting that both the two Additions and 3 Maccabees seem to
have independently drawn on the same intertexts, most notably nearby verses of the

same chapters of 2 Maccabees.”® They also both allude to one of the chief enemies of

91 3 Macc 3:29: d¢ 8¢ t6mog ... TO obvolov ... dPatog kai TupLPAeyng yivésBw kal ... dxpnotog
@avoetal €ig TOV del Xpévov; 5:43: ioémedov upl kal d6patt Ofjcecbat ... €ig TOV dmavta xpdvov
kKataotfoely; LXX Esth E:24: mdoa 8¢ méAic | xdpa tO oOvolov .. 8dpatt kal mupi
katavalwdrioetatl ... ob pdvov &vBpwnoig &Patog, GAAX kal Onpioig kal netelvoig €ig TOV dnavta
xpdvov €xOiotog kataotadoetat.

% 3 Macc 7:12: 6nwg ... €é€oAeBpebowot kata mdvta tov Ond TV PactAelav avTOD TOMOV UETA
nappnoiag; LXX Esth E:19: €k0évteg [sc. 0 dvriypagov tfi¢ émiotoAfig] &v mavti ténw petd
napproiag £dv tovg Tovdaiovg xpfioBat Toi¢ £aut@dVv vopipolg. Many translators interpret the
latter verse as indicating that the king’s letter was to be displayed publicly in every place, as
stated in LXX Esth 8:13: ta 8¢ avtiypaga ékti0écbwoav dpBadpopavig év ndon tf] PactAeiq.
However, it would make more sense if peta tappnoiag was taken to modify the phrase ypfioBat
T0i¢ £xuT@V vopiuolg, “to observe their own customs freely” (see Muraoka, Lexicon, s.v.
nappnoia). The placement of pyetd nappnoiag, instead of 6pOaApopavc or a similar adverb, next
to v mavti ténw may have been influenced by the juxtaposition of the same prepositional phrase
with katd ndvta tov ... ténov in 3 Macc 7:12.

9% 3 Macc 2:3: TV SAwv EmKpat®dv; 2:7: TQ) Tfig Gndong Kticewg duvactedovty; 5:7: Tdong Suvapews
Suvaotevovta; LXX Esth E:18: tod ta mévta émkpatodvtog Oeod; E:21: 6 & mdvta duvastedwy
0edg.

% 3 Macc 3:21: petdxoug t®V Gel iepéwv kataotiioal; LXX Esth E:5: petdyxovg aipdtwv d0pwv
KaTaoTHoaod.

% 3 Macc 6:24: tupdavvoug UmepPefrikate wudtnty; LXX Esth E:7: tf] t@v avégia duvastevdviwy
AowdtntL.

% See Domazakis, Esther, 183, 185-86.
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the Jews in 2 Maccabees, the Seleucid military commander Nicanor, the former
through the adjective tpioaditripiog (LXX Esth E:15; cf. 2 Macc 8:34; 15:3)”” and the
latter through Ptolemy IV’s threat to destroy the Jerusalem Temple (3 Macc 5:43; cf. 2
Macc 14:33; 1 Macc 7:35).

It is also noteworthy that the author of the two Additions favours the same
constructions and stylistic features as the author of 3 Maccabees.

The version of Additions B and E that bears a more marked verbal influence of 3
Maccabees than the others is the LXX. The AT has fewer verbal correspondences with
3 Maccabees. Most notably:

(a) at 3:16 [=B:3], it omits the participle drnodederyuévog, which occurs in LXX Esth
B:3 (Pefaiq mioter anodederypévog) and in 3 Macc 5:31 (&modedetypuévav ... Pefaiov
mioTv);

(b) at 3:18 [=B:7], instead of the combinations e0otab ... t& Tpdypata (LXX Esth B:7)
and t& mpdyuata év ebotabeiq (3 Macc 3:26), which denote the stability of the
government, it uses the verb ebotabéw in relation to the Jews (fva ot mdAat duoueveic
... ebotadriowolv) and the term t& mpdypata in connection with the verb napéxw (fva
e U1 .. TAPEXWOLY NIV TIPp&ypata), a combination that denotes “to cause troubles”;

(c) at 7:23 [=E:6], instead of the noun kaxor|0si, which occurs in LXX Esth E:6 and
in 3 Macc 3:22, it uses the noun kakomnoria;

(d) at 7:25 [=E:11], it uses the construction &tuxe tfig €€ MUV TPdG &V EOVoG
@avBpwmiag instead of the construction #tuxev fig #xouev mpdg mdv #0vog
@rhavOpwmniag occurring in LXX Esth E:11, which parallels 3 Macc 3:18: 8t fjv €xouev
npog dnavtag avOpwnoug erhavBpwniav;

(e) at 7:27 [=E:16], it omits the reference to the ancestors (rpdyovor), which is made
in LXX Esth E:16 and in 3 Macc 6:28;

(f) at 7:28 [=E:18], it omits the adverbial mavoikig, which modifies a verb designating
a mode of execution in both LXX Esth E:18 and 3 Macc 3:27;

(g) at 7:29 [=E:19], it omits the prepositional phrase peta mappnoioag, which is
positioned next to the prepositional phrases év mavti tonw in LXX Esth E:19 and kata
Tavta TOV ... Témov in 3 Macc 7:12;

(h) at 7:30 [=E:21], instead of the antithesis 6AeBpia / ed@poovn (cf. LXX Esth E:21
and 3 Macc 4:2; 5:5; 6:30), it uses the combination cwtnpia + edgpocvvn;

7 See 3.6 and 3.7.
98 See Domazakis, Esther, 156 n. 44.
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(i) at 7:32 [=E:24], it omits the adjective ndg, the adverbial to cUvolov, and the
prepositional phrase i tov drnavta xpévov, which occur in LXX Esth E:24 and in 3
Macc 3:29.

The VL version of Additions B and E also has fewer verbal correspondences with 3
Maccabees compared to the LXX version. For example, the participle dietAngdteg and
the phrase dvovoodv toig Nuetépoig mpdypactv (LXX Esth B:5), the adverb mukvétepov
(LXX Esth E:2), the participle {@vtog (LXX Esth E:16), and the prepositional phrases év
] kKaAAiotn Swxbéoet (LXX Esth E:16) and petd mappnoiag (LXX Esth E:19) have no
counterparts in VL Esther, while the verb addimus® in VL Esth B:6 reflects a different
verb from the npootetayapev that appears in LXX Esth B:6. It is, however, difficult to
make a fair assessment of the relationship between the VL version of Additions B and
E and 3 Maccabees, on the one hand, because the Greek Vorlage of the Vetus Latina of
Esther is not available to us, and, on the other hand, because of the abstruseness of
the Latin translation, stemming from the inability of the translator to cope with the
daunting challenges posed by the language and style of his Greek Vorlage.

In connection with the above, it is worth noting that both the AT and the VL
versions of Additions B and E exhibit a few points of verbal contact with 3 Maccabees
that are absent in the LXX. In AT Esth 7:26 [=E:12], for instance, the verb pefBiotnut
(tAg apxfg kal ol Tvevpatog yetaotioat) appears, which is found in 3 Macc 6:24 (tfig
&pxfic fidn kal tod mvevpatog pebiotdv) but not in LXX Esth E:12, where the verb
otepéw is used instead (tfig dpxfig otepfioat AUEG kal ToD TvedpaTog); in AT Esth 7:27
[=E:16], the prepositional phrase uéxpt to0 viOv appears, which is used in a similar
context in 3 Macc 6:28 but is absent in LXX/VL Esth E:16; in VL Esth B:7, a sanction
clause parallel to that in 3 Macc 3:27-29 occurs, which is absent in the LXX and AT
versions;'® in VL Esth E:16 and in P.Oxy. 4443, col. i, 1. 4, the phrase sicut
volumus/ka®dmep mpoatpodueda appears, which originates in 3 Macc 7:2 but is absent
in LXX/AT Esth E:16/7:27. Instead of suggesting that the LXX, the AT, and the Greek
Vorlage of the Vetus Latina of Esther independently drew upon 3 Maccabees, we can
posit that the various verbal elements for which these versions are indebted to 3
Maccabees trace back to a common ancestor shared by all three. The extant version

9 See Domazakis, Esther, 152 n. 27.

100 3 Macc 27-29: 6G & av okemdon v T@v Tovdainy ... TuptpAeyn§ yivésbw kai ndon Ovnti @loet
Katd v dxpnotog @avicetat, VL Esth B:7: qui autem celaverit genus Iudaeorum inhabitabilis non
solum inter homines sed nec inter aves et igni sancto comburetur.
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of Additions B and E that is closest to this hypothesised prototype is undoubtedly the
LXX. 1!

As regards the Letter of Aristeas, it is involved in an intertextual relationship with
Additions B and E through the mediation of 3 Maccabees. More specifically:

(a) the participle SieiAngdteg and the verb mpootetdyapev in LXX Esth B:5-6 are
drawn from 3 Macc 3:25-26 and 7:8, which in turn are indebted to Let. Aris. §§ 24-25
(prostagma of King Ptolemy II Philadelphus) and § 37 (letter of King Ptolemy II to the
Jewish high priest Eleazar);!*

(b) the genitive absolute construction to0 ... 80D, 00 KateLOOVOVTOG ... THV
PaciAeiav in LXX Esth E:16 is derived from 3 Macc 7:2 (katevb0vovtog ... ToU ... 000
ta mpdypata), which had previously borrowed it from Aristeas’ oral appeal to King
Ptolemy II to liberate the Jewish slaves in Egypt in Let. Aris. § 15 (katevBUvovtdg cov
Vv PaciAeiav o0 ... 000). The phrase kabdnep mpoaipovueda, attested in the same
verse of Addition E but only in P.Oxy. 4443 and in VL Esther, was similarly derived from
3 Macc 7:2, which had previously borrowed it from the letter of the high priest Eleazar
to King Ptolemy II in Let. Aris. § 45.1

In some instances of intertextual contact between Additions B and E to Esther, 3
Maccabees, and the Letter of Aristeas, Additions B and E are verbally closer to the Letter
of Aristeas than to 3 Maccabees. This may suggest a direct acquaintance of the author
of the two Additions with the Letter of Aristeas.***

There is thus an intertextual thread connecting the following fictitious royal
documents embedded in the aforementioned texts:

(a) the prostagma of King Ptolemy 11 Philadelphus in the Letter of Aristeas ordering
the liberation of the Jewish slaves in Egypt;

(b) the letter of King Ptolemy 1I to the high priest Eleazar in the Letter of Aristeas,
especially § 37 referring to the liberation of the Jewish slaves in Egypt;

101 See Domazakis, Esther, 74 with n. 98, 75, 88.
102 See Domazakis, Esther, 152-63.
103 See Domazakis, Esther, 69-76.

104 See, e.g., LXX Esth B:5: Siethngdteg, Let. Aris. § 37: SieiAnedteg, 3 Macc 3:26: SisiAfjpapev; VL Esth
B:7: et substantia eius in regnum conferetur, Let. Aris. § 25: ta 8¢ Ondpyovta TGOV TOOVTWV €ig TO
BaciAikdv GvaAneOroetat, 3 Macc 3:28: thv ovoiav ... Afjuetal kal €k tod PactAikol dpyvpiov
Spaxuag droxiAiag LXX Esth E:16: katevBUvovtog ... Ty factAeiav, Let. Aris. § 15: katevBivovtog

. v Pactieiav, 3 Macc 7:2: katevBOvovtog ... T& mpdypata; LXX Esth E:21: 0 td mdvta
Suvaotedwy, Let. Aris. § 195: 8e6¢ duvaotelel TV dndviwy, 3 Macc 2:7: Tfi¢ dndong KTioewg
duvaotevovty, 3 Macc 5:7: dong duvduews duvaotevovta. The use of the epistolary formula
KaA®G o0V mowfoete in LXX Esth E:17 may also be a direct borrowing from Let. Aris. § 39, as
suggested in 5.3 above.
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(c) the two circular letters of King Ptolemy IV Philopator in 3 Maccabees, the first
condemning the Egyptian Jews to mass destruction and the second setting them free;

(d) the two letters of King Artaxerxes in Additions B and E to Esther, the first
condemning the Jews of the Persian kingdom to mass annihilation and the second
sparing their lives and granting them religious freedom.

Due to this intertextual connection, the political profile of King Artaxerxes, as
presented in Additions B and E, namely, his political credo and policy, his opinions on
his philoi, on the Jews and their role in his kingdom, as well as on the god of the Jews,
is informed by that of King Ptolemy IV Philopator in 3 Maccabees and, through the
latter, by the profile of King Ptolemy II Philadelphus in the Letter of Aristeas. In fact,
the Artaxerxes of Additions B and E appears as a literary doppelginger of King
Ptolemy 1V, as he is depicted in 3 Maccabees. Artaxerxes even uses the typically
Ptolemaic formula of command mpootetdyauev, “we (plural of majesty) have
ordered,” that Ptolemy Il employs in his prostagma in the Letter of Aristeas and Ptolemy
IV in both his epistolary prostagmata in 3 Maccabees.'® In the case of the prostagma
and the letters of these Ptolemaic kings, the use of any other verb of command would
have appeared incongruous, but in a Persian royal letter like that of Artaxerxes,
alternative verbs of command might have been conceivable, while the use of the first
person singular instead of the plural of majesty would have been a more anticipated
choice.® The npootetdyapev formula allows us to date Additions B and E to no later
than the Ptolemaic period, assuming that the author of the Additions, similar to the
authors of the Letter of Aristeas and 3 Maccabees, used a formula that was current in

105 On this formula, see Domazakis, Esther, 153 with n. 32.

106 The verb npootdoow does not occur in Seleucid royal documents, with the single exception of a
prostagma issued by King Antiochus IV during his brief reign in Egypt (C.Ord.Ptol. 32 [169 BCE], I.
1: Baothéwg ‘Avtidyov mpootdéavtog). It is also not found in Antigonid and Attalid royal letters
(two instances, in Welles, RC no. 51, 1. 22 and no. 54, 1. 12, are uncertain). The Seleucid kings often
use the verb cuvtdoow in the plural of majesty (SEG 39-1285, 1. 5: cuvetd€auev; Welles, RC no. 5,
1. 15; no. 11, L. 24; no. 18, 11. 19-20; SEG 36-1087, L. 7: cuvtetdyapev). King Philip V of Macedon and
King Ziaelas of Bithynia use the verb évtéAAopan (IG XI1,3 91, 1. 7: évtétaApar; Welles, RC no. 25, 1.
49: évtétadpar). In the letters attributed to a King Artaxerxes (or possibly two different kings
bearing this name) in 1 Esdras, we encounter the verbs émitdoow (2:22, 24: énétaga) and
npootdoow (8:10, 19: mpooétata) in the first person singular (on the use of the first person
singular and plural in Persian royal letters included in Greek literary sources, see 4.2). Outside of
the royal letters, both émitdoow (5x) and tpootdoow (5x) occur in LXX Esther. Notably, at 8:8, the
translator uses the genitive absolute construction 100 PaciAéwg émrtaavrtog instead of the
standard formula of the Ptolemaic prostagmata 00 PaciAéwg npootd&avtog, which one might
have expected if the translation of LXX Esther had been made in Egypt.
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his time.'”” This formula occurs in only two extant Ptolemaic royal documents issued
by a single monarch: C.Ord.Ptol. 33 [163 BCE], a letter written by Ptolemy VI
Philometor, and C.Ord.Ptol. 64 [96 BCE], a letter or memorandum written by Ptolemy X
Alexander 1. The last extant Ptolemaic royal document featuring mpootetdyapev is
C.0rd.Ptol. 76 [41 BCE], which, however, was issued by Cleopatra VII and her co-regent
Ptolemy XV. In his version of Additions B and E, Josephus employs instead the verb
keAebw, which was current in the imperial edicts of his time.!%

Given the direction of the intertextual relationship between Additions B and E to
Esther and 3 Maccabees, the latter book sets a terminus post quem for the composition
of the former texts. Now, the date of 3 Maccabees cannot be pinpointed with precision.
It is commonly assigned to between 100 and 30 BCE.'® It is within this range, more
specifically between 78/77 BCE, when the Greek Esther presumably arrived in
Egypt,'® and 30 BCE (the use of the plural of majesty npootetdyauev does not allow us
to go far beyond the end of the Ptolemaic era), that the original composition of
Additions B and E is likely to be dated.

5.7 Was Lysimachus the composer of Additions B and E?

The above-discussed relationship between Additions B and E and 3 Maccabees may
support the supposition that Egypt was the place of composition of the two Additions.
However, other possibilities can also be envisaged. The author’s familiarity with 3
Maccabees and with the Letter of Aristeas—whether through direct engagement with
the latter or, more likely, through 3 Maccabees—may be attributed to his Egyptian
background and culture, his writing for an Egyptian audience, or both. Given the
information from LXX Esther’s colophon (F:11) that Dositheus and his son Ptolemy
brought Lysimachus’ Esther translation from Jerusalem to Egypt, it is reasonable to
infer the reverse direction of transport, namely, that books written in Egypt, like 3
Maccabees and the Letter of Aristeas, could have been transported to Jerusalem and
made available to the literati living there. This would potentially make Lysimachus,

107 See Bickerman, “Document,” 388, who points out “the remarkable fact that forgers in antiquity
normally employed the official formulae of their own period when they produced their texts.”

108 Josephus, A,J. 11.218; 11.281. See Domazakis, Esther, 154.
109 See Domazakis, Esther, 17, and 6.5, nn. 195-96.
110 For this date, see 1.2, n. 42.
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the translator of the Hebrew book of Esther according to the aforementioned
colophon of LXX Esther, a candidate for the authorship of Additions B and E, as has
already been suggested by several scholars.

The name of Lysimachus’ father, Ptolemy, along with the designation t®v év
IepovoaAnu (LXX Esth F:11), suggests that Lysimachus was a resident of Jerusalem
with Egyptian ancestry."" His translation activity in Jerusalem is to be dated to before
78/77 BCE, when his Greek version of the book of Esther was taken to Egypt. In favour
of attributing the authorship of the two Additions to a person with connections to
both Palestine and Egypt, such as Lysimachus, are: (a) the Seleucid and Maccabean
“flavour” of the two Additions; (b) the verbal similarities that these Additions share
with 3 Maccabees and the Letter of Aristeas, which were written in Egypt; and (c) the
verbal points of contact between Additions B and E and the canonical parts of LXX
Esther, the translation of which is attributed to Lysimachus.

Regarding point (c), it should be noted that the instances of verbal contact between
Additions B and E and the rest of LXX Esther are relatively few, compared to those
shared between the two Additions and 3 Maccabees. These instances show, at best,
that the author of the two Additions took his cue from the text into which his

compositions were eventually integrated.!'? This text seems to have included not only

111 See Moore, Additions, 161 nn. 17 and 252.

112 See LXX B:1: tfig 8¢ EmOTOAAS ... TO dvtiypagov; E:1, 19: dvtiypagov tfig émotoAd; cf. 3:14: ta 3¢
avtiypaga t@v €motoA®v; B:l; E:l: Baothedg péyag Aptalépéng cf. A:l: Pacidedovrtog
AptagépEou tod peydAov; B:1; E:1: toi¢ 4nd tiic Tvdikfg £wg tii¢ Aiboniag ékatov eikoot ntd
[catpansioig] xwpdv Epxovory; cf. 3:12: Toig dpyxovoty katd mdcav Xdpav &md TvdikAg £wg TAG
Aibromiag, Taig EKaTOV ETKOGL ENTA XWPA1G; 8:9: TOIG APXOLGLY TOV 6ATPATAOV GTo TfG TvOIKiG Ewg
tfig Aibomtiag, €katov elkool enta catpameialg katd xwpav kai xwpav; B:3: devtepov tdv
Baciher®v yépag; E:11: to devtepov toD PactAikol Bpdvouv mpdowmov; cf. 4:8: 0 devtepedwv Td
PaoctAel; B:4: év mdomig TAIG KATA TNV 0IKOLUEVNV QUAIG avapepixBat duouevi] Aadv Tva toig
vépo1ig avtibetov mpdg mdv £0vog; cf. 3:8: EBvog dieoapuévov €v toig EBveatv év mdon tf] faocthelq
oov, o1 8¢ vépor avt®dv EEaAAot mapd ndvta t& £0vr; B:4: Td te TV factAéwV TapATEUTOVTOS ..
Sataypata; cf. 3:8: TV 3¢ vépwv T0d PaciAéwg mapakovovoty; B:6: Tf] tecoapeokaidekdty tod
dwdekdtov unvog Adap; cf. 3:7: v tecoapeokadekdtnv tol unvog, 6g éotv Adap; B:7: év Nuépa
wa; cf. 3:7, 13; 8:12: év wmd nuépa/év Muépa wd; E:2: {nrodov kakomotelv; A:17: éltnoev
kakomotfjoat; E:10: Apav Apaddbov Moakeddv; cf. 9:24: Apav ApaddBov 6 Makedwv; E:l1:
TPOOKLVOVPEVOV O TavTwv; cf. 3:2: TAVTES ... TpooekOVoLV avT®; E:16: {Gvtog Beod; cf. 6:13:
0e0¢ {®v; E:17: toig Umd Apav Apaddbov dmootadeiow ypdupaoty; cf. 8:5: & ypdupata ta
aneotaApéva OO Apav; E:18: éotavp®dobay; cf. 7:9: otavpwdritw; E:19: xpficbar toig favt@dv
vopipoug; cf. 8:11: xpfobar toig véuoig avtdv; E:19: t0 8¢ dvtiypagov tiig émoToAflg Tadtng
ékBévteg; cf. 3:14: ta 8¢ dvtiypaga TdV EmotoA®v é€etibeto; 4:8: TO dvtiypagov T0 ... EkTedév;
8:13: & 8¢ avtiypaga exkTiféc0woav; E:20: év kap® OAIPewg; cf. C:23: €v kap@ BAiPewg; E:20: Tfj
tprokadekdty o0 dwdekdtov pnvog Adap; cf. 8:12: tfj tpiokadekdtn tol dwdekdtov unvdg, 8¢
éotv Adap; 9:1: @ dwdekdtw unvi tprokardekdtn tob unvés, 8¢ oty Adap; E:22-23: énionuov
fuépav ... pvnudouvov; cf. 9:27: ai 8¢ Auépat abron pvnudouvov; 9:28: & uvnubouvov adTdV [sc.
TOV NUEPROV].
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the canonical parts of LXX Esther (or a version close to it) but also Addition A (if LXX
Esth B:1, facidevg péyag Aptagépéng, and LXX Esth E:3, tovg Unotetayuévoug fuiv
(nrolowv kakomotelv, hark back to LXX Esth A:1, Pacidevovtog AptaépEov ToD
peydAov, and LXX Esth A:17, é{fitnoev kakomotfjoal tov Mapdoxaiov, respectively,
rather than the other way around, and if the allegation that Haman attempted a coup
against the king in LXX Esth E:12 takes its cue from LXX Esth A:17) and possibly also
Addition C (if LXX Esth E:20, év ka1p® OA{Pewg, is a nod to LXX Esth C:23). Moreover,
there are notable discrepancies between Additions B and E and the canonical LXX
Esther. For example, the addressees in the prescripts of the two letters of Artaxerxes
(B:1; E:1) differ from those cited in the canonical text that immediately precedes them
(LXX Esth 3:12; 8:9);'" the letter contained in Addition E is addressed to Artaxerxes’
administrative officials (LXX Esth E:1) rather than to the Jews, as LXX Esth 8:9-12 leads
us to anticipate;'* LXX Esth 3:13 states that the king’s letter decreed not only the
extermination of the Jews in a single day but also the plundering of their properties,
yet LXX Addition B makes no mention of plundering; LXX Esth E:18 states that Haman
was crucified together with his household, while the preceding LXX Esth 7:10 is silent
about the fate of Haman’s family, and the ensuing LXX Esth 9:7-10 reports that the
Jews killed Haman’s ten sons on the thirteenth of Adar, nine months after the
execution of their father; in LXX Esth E:10, Haman is designated as Macedonian, while
in the preceding narrative he is referred to as Bougaios (LXX Esth A:17; 3:1); LXX Esth
E:20-23 mentions a holiday established by King Artaxerxes for the Persians to
celebrate on the thirteenth of Adar, distinct from the feast of Purim, established by
Mordecai and Esther in LXX Esth 9:19-32 to be celebrated by the Jews on the
fourteenth and fifteenth of Adar.'®

Some of these discrepancies may have resulted from a conscious choice on the part
of the composer of Additions B and E to take liberties with the canonical text, or from
redaction that occurred subsequent to the original composition of the two Additions.
Others, however, such as the blatant one concerning the execution of Haman together
with his household, might have been expected to be avoided, had the two Additions
been composed by the person who translated the Hebrew Esther.

The high-flown language in which the two Additions are written also raises doubts
about whether it can be attributed to the translator of the canonical LXX Esther.

113 See 2.5.
114 See 1.1, n. 16.
115 See further Haelewyck, Hester, 85-86.
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Although Motzo, Bickerman, and Mittmann-Richert, among others, have entertained
the possibility that Lysimachus was capable of varying his style,'*¢ it is difficult to
believe that the literary mastery exhibited in the two Additions would not have been
showcased in the translation of the canonical parts of LXX Esther.

The most compelling reason for not attributing the composition of Additions B and
E to the same person who translated the canonical Esther lies in the relationship
between LXX Esther and 3 Maccabees. If my analysis of the intertextual relationship
between these texts holds true, the author of 3 Maccabees was familiar with and drew
upon a Greek version of Esther that was close to the LXX version and included not
only the latter’s canonical parts but also Addition C.'Y” If that Greek version was
Lysimachus’ version, it did not include Additions B and E, which postdate the
composition of 3 Maccabees and bear its influence. Moreover, if Lysimachus had
composed not only the two letters of Artaxerxes in Additions B and E but also the
prayers of Esther and Mordecai in Addition C, one would expect the latter to show the
influence of the prayers of Simon and Eleazar in 3 Maccabees, just as the letters of
Artaxerxes are influenced by the letters of Ptolemy IV in 3 Maccabees. However, the
influence seems rather to flow from the prayers in LXX Addition C to the prayers in 3
Maccabees.!'® Hence, the author of Additions B and E was not the Lysimachus who
allegedly translated the Hebrew book of Esther in Jerusalem and possibly also
translated or composed LXX Addition C.

5.8 Did the author of 3 Maccabees compose Additions B and E?

In my study titled Greek Esther, 3 Maccabees, and the Letter of Aristeas: An Intertextual
Examination, 1 considered the possibility that Additions B and E were written by the
author of 3 Maccabees. This supposition was based on the fact that the author of the
two Additions draws substantially on 3 Maccabees: not only is approximately 20% of
the phraseology in Addition B and 15% in Addition E drawn verbatim from that book,
but the same grammatical constructions and stylistic features used in 3 Maccabees
also appear in Additions B and E. Moreover, the author of the two Additions draws on

116 See 1.2.
117 See Domazakis, Esther, 184-87.
18 See Domazakis, Esther, 109-34.
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the same intertexts as the author of 3 Maccabees, most notably 2 Maccabees.'® The
osmosis between the two works is all the more striking, given that 3 Maccabees does
not seem to have influenced other contemporary literary works or to have had a
Nachleben.'” Considering that the author of the letters of King Artaxerxes was
evidently capable of writing in the same remarkably high literary style as the author
of the letters of King Ptolemy IV Philopator, there would be no reason for him to
produce a pastiche of the latter, appropriating their author’s diction and literary
influences. Conversely, the author of 3 Maccabees could conceivably have composed
the letters of King Artaxerxes by “recycling” the ideas and the wording that he used
in the letters of King Ptolemy IV Philopator and in other parts of his work.

To the above considerations, one can oppose the following points. The author of 3
Maccabees seems to have composed his work under the influence of a Greek version
of Esther (Lysimachus’ version?) that included the book’s canonical parts, likely
supplemented with Addition C. 3 Maccabees’ compositional “novelty” vis-a-vis this
Greek version of Esther was the incorporation of the two royal letters. Having
produced in Egypt a local counterpart to the Greek Esther that was imported from
Palestine, the author of 3 Maccabees would have had no reason to introduce his
“novelty” into the work that served as his model and was potentially antagonistic to
his own. More importantly, having promoted in his work a local festival celebrating
the deliverance of the Egyptian Jews, he would have had no reason to promote, be it
allusively, a feast originating in Palestine such as the “Day of Nicanor,” as seems to be
the case with LXX Addition E.

In light of the discussion in this and the other chapters of this study, I consider the
following possibility to be the most likely.

The author of Additions B and E was different from the author of 3 Maccabees but
was intimately familiar with the latter’s work. He perceived that 3 Maccabees was
influenced by the Greek version of Esther that was in circulation in Egypt at the time
of its composition, and he wrote the two letters of Artaxerxes that could provide this
version with the equivalent of the two letters of Ptolemy IV included in 3 Maccabees.
Given that his extensive appropriation of the wording and style of 3 Maccabees could
hardly have passed unnoticed by a knowing reader familiar with the latter work, it
seems that he intentionally aimed to prompt his readers to associate his epistolary
compositions with those in 3 Maccabees.

119 See 5.6 above.
120 See Kndppler, 3. Makkabderbuch, 859-60.
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The combination of Ptolemaic, Seleucid, and Maccabean “flavours” with which
Additions B and E are infused shows that their author had affiliations with both Egypt
and Palestine and perhaps aimed at an “international” audience for his work. His
subtle allusions to the events pertaining to the Maccabean revolt of 167-160 BCE,
culminating in the landmark victory of Judas Maccabeus over Nicanor in 161 BCE and
the establishment of an annual commemoration on the 13th of Adar, as well as to the
literature recounting these events (2 Maccabees), suggest that he aimed to promote
the Hasmonean agenda. If this is the case, he likely wrote the two Additions before the
fall of the Hasmonean dynasty in 63 BCE and its end in 37 BCE. A Palestinian origin for
this author is likely, and a Palestinian locale for the composition of the two Additions
cannot be excluded outright, although Egypt is a more evident likelihood.

Whether the author of Additions B and E composed the two letters of Artaxerxes
with the express intention of incorporating them into a Greek version of Esther that
was in circulation at the time, or whether he wrote them as independent compositions
that were subsequently introduced into that Greek version by someone else, is open
to conjecture. De Troyer states that “it [is] difficult to imagine how Add. E—and thus
also Add. B—were in circulation without being anchored in a particular context.”'?!
Macchi, on the other hand, considers it possible that “Esther’s prayers and the
contents of the decrees (Adds. C, B, and E) could have first circulated as independent
works that made allusions and references to the Esther narrative.”?” A possibility that
we may seriously consider is that Additions B and E were written as rhetorical
exercises within the framework of a school of rhetoric. One of the most common types
of “preliminary exercises” (progymnasmata) practised in the schools of rhetoric in
Egypt and elsewhere in the Hellenistic and Roman periods was the prosopopoiia or
ethopoiia, in which the student was tasked with writing what a mythological, literary,
or historical character would have said or written in a given situation.'® Aelius Theon,
likely a first-century CE Alexandrian rhetorician who left us the earliest extant
handbook of progymnasmata, informs us that the prosopopoiia could take the form of an

epistolary composition.!® Such epistolary prosopopoiiai contributed to the

121 See De Troyer, End, 392.

122 See Macchi, Esther, 29 with n. 67. Macchi cites as examples the “Prayer of Manasseh” and the
“Letter of Jeremiah,” which were written independently of the books of Chronicles and Jeremiah,
respectively.

123 See Stramaglia, “Consumo,” 101-5; Cribiore, Gymnastics, 228.
124 Theon, Prog. 115.20-22 (ed. Patillon): 06 8¢ to0to T0 Yévog tfig yuuvaciag [sc. the prosopopoiial
nintel kai O TOV Tavnyuptk®V Adywv €180¢, Kal TO TGOV TPOTPENTIKGDV, Kol TO TOV EMGTOAKDV.
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development of a genre that flourished between the first century BCE and the second
century CE, namely, the Briefroman (epistolary novel) centred on a famous person.'?®
We saw in the previous chapter that Ps.-Callisthenes’ Alexander Romance incorporated,
inter alia, fictitious letters exchanged between Alexander III of Macedon and King
Darius III, which likely originated in a Briefroman centred on Alexander or in
collections of letters attributed to Alexander and other historical figures. The earliest
attestation of the Darius letters that eventually made their way into Ps.-Callisthenes’
work is found in a papyrus (P.Hamb. 11 129) dating to the mid-second century BCE. This
papyrus contained an anthology of 170 fictitious letters of famous persons, only nine
of which have been preserved. The anthology was likely compiled by a teacher of
rhetoric, who submitted the letters included in it to his students as exempla before
assigning them the task of composing a progymnasmatic prosopopoiia/ethopoiia in
epistolary form.'* We also saw that two fictitious letters of King Darius I and three of
aKing Artaxerxes are included in the pseudo-Heraclitean and the pseudo-Hippocratic
epistolary corpora, respectively, which date from the third century BCE to the first
century CE.'*

It is possible that the two letters of Artaxerxes embedded in the Greek Esther were
originally composed either by a Jewish teacher of rhetoric as exempla for his students
or by an advanced and especially talented Jewish student of rhetoric.!?® Indeed, the
scenario where the author of 3 Maccabees was a teacher of rhetoric'?® and the author
of Additions B and E one of his students, or a former student who became a rhetorician
himself, would explain the latter’s intimate familiarity with the former’s work. It
would also allow us to see his indebtedness to 3 Maccabees as an attempt at imitatio
and emulatio rather than as plagiarism.

125 See Stramaglia, “Consumo,” 107.
126 See 4.2.4; cf. Stramaglia, “Consumo,” 107-13.
127 See 4.2.3.

128 The rhetorical training of the author of Additions B and E is evident from his ample use of
rhetorical figures (see 1.1) and from the rhetorical features that exhibit the prooemia of the two
letters of Artaxerxes (see 6.2, nn. 38 and 70).

129 Alexander, “3 Maccabees,” 331, suggests that the author of 3 Maccabees may have been a “country
schoolmaster” and not “one of the Alexandrian sophisticates,” which I think does injustice to
him.
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5.9 Conclusion

In this chapter, I reviewed the evidence put forward by various scholars to support
the supposition that Additions B and E exhibit an Egyptian/Ptolemaic “flavour” and
were therefore composed in Ptolemaic Egypt. My examination showed that the titles,
technical terms, and other phraseology adduced by previous scholarship as suggestive
of this “flavour” do not in any conclusive way support this supposition, as they cannot
be linked exclusively with Egypt. Neither can such titles and designations as “Great

7 ” @

King,” “benefactor,” “master of the whole world,” and “restorer of peace,” attributed
to King Artaxerxes in Addition B, be conclusively linked with Ptolemy VIII Euergetes
11, as has been suggested. That said, the titles and qualities attributed to Artaxerxes in
Addition B, taken together, can be traced back to some of the early kings of the
Ptolemaic dynasty, specifically Ptolemy I (known for his émeikeia, xpnotdtng, and
@ihavOpwnia) and Ptolemy 111 (designated in inscriptions as PaciAevg uéyag and
gvepyEtng, and praised for his Asian conquests and his maintenance of peace). It s,
however, doubtful whether the author of Addition B consciously portrayed
Artaxerxes along the lines of one of the great kings of the Ptolemaic heyday or simply
assigned to him some typical titles and attributes ascribed to more than one
Hellenistic king.

What cannot be doubted, however, is that the presence of the Egyptian/Ptolemaic
“flavour” in Additions B and E is due to their intertextual dependence on literary
works of Egyptian provenance, such as 3 Maccabees and, through it, the Letter of
Aristeas. The author of the two Additions has drawn extensively on 3 Maccabees, not
only on the two letters of King Ptolemy IV Philopator but also on other parts of this
book. His borrowings include individual lexical elements, phrase units, grammatical
constructions, and stylistic features that the author of 3 Maccabees favours. He either
uses these borrowings in a similar context as in 3 Maccabees, or recontextualises
them, or replaces them with verbal equivalents and synonyms. Furthermore, he
draws on the same intertexts as the author of 3 Maccabees, the most notable of which
is 2 Maccabees.

The version of the two Additions that most markedly reflects the influence of 3
Maccabees is the LXX. The AT and the VL versions occasionally depart from the verbal
agreements between the LXX version and 3 Maccabees. However, both the AT and the
VL have points of verbal contact with 3 Maccabees that are absent in the LXX text. I
explained this by positing that the LXX, the AT, and the VL (via its non-extant Greek
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Vorlage) versions of Additions B and E stemmed from an Urtext, which had more points
of verbal contact with 3 Maccabees than any of the individual versions derived from
it, with each version retaining different amounts of the verbal elements originating
in 3 Maccabees compared to the others.

The influence of the Letter of Aristeas on Additions B and E is channelled through 3
Maccabees, although direct contact between the Letter and the Additions cannot be
excluded. There are intertextual links that connect the pseudo-Ptolemaic royal
documents included in the Letter of Aristeas, namely, the prostagma of King Ptolemy II
Philadelphus concerning the liberation of the Jewish slaves in Egypt and the letter of
the same king to the high priest Eleazar, with the two fictitious letters of King Ptolemy
IV Philopator in 3 Maccabees and the letters of King Artaxerxes in the Additions to
Esther. Due to these links, Artaxerxes’ Janus’-like profile, as sketched in Additions B
and E, is shaped by the literary representations of two Ptolemaic kings, the one
(Ptolemy II) friendly and the other (Ptolemy 1V) hostile to the Jews. The verb of
command mpootetdyxauev, “we have ordered,” relayed in Addition B from the
prostagma of Ptolemy II in the Letter of Aristeas via the letters of Ptolemy IV in 3
Maccabees, most prominently showcases the Ptolemaic “flavour” of this Addition, as
it assimilates Artaxerxes’ Persian letter to a Ptolemaic epistolary prostagma.

The author of Additions B and E seems also to have been acquainted with books
believed to have been composed or translated in Egypt, such as 1 Esdras, LXX Isaiah,
and LXX Job or LXX Proverbs. While these literary affiliations make Egypt a likely
place for their composition, it cannot be ruled out that the two Additions were written
outside of Egypt by an author with an Egyptian “cultural baggage.” This could have
been the case with Lysimachus, who translated the book of Esther in Jerusalem, being
himself, as far as we can tell from his patronymic, of Egyptian origin. However, the
possibility that Lysimachus composed Additions B and E along with his translation of
the Hebrew Esther, before this translation was taken to Egypt, has to be dismissed,
since there is evidence that a version of Esther that was close to the LXX and included
Addition C was known to the author of 3 Maccabees. If that was Lysimachus’ version,
it could not have included Additions B and E, which were composed under the
influence of 3 Maccabees.

Regarding the postulated Urtext of Additions B and E, the hypothesis that  advanced
in this chapter is that it was written in Egypt rather than in Palestine by a person who
had affiliations with both lands and was intimately familiar with 3 Maccabees. This
author seems to have aimed to subtly promote, bolster, or rekindle the celebration in
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Egypt of the “Day of Nicanor,” which was observed the day before the feast of Purim.
The Urtext of the two Additions may have been produced in a scholastic milieu as a
prosopopoiia/ethopoiia in epistolary form, written by a teacher or an advanced student
of rhetoric, similar to other fictitious “Persian” letters from the last two centuries BCE,
which were either part of epistolary novels, or standalone compositions, some of
which were later integrated into pseudo-historical narratives, such as the Alexander
Romance. Its composition and subsequent integration into the Greek version of Esther
that had served as a model for the author of 3 Maccabees can tentatively be dated to

the last half-century of Ptolemaic rule in Egypt.
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CHAPTER 6. THE EGYPTIAN (ROMAN)
“FLAVOUR” OF ADDITIONS B AND E

6.1 Introduction

In this last chapter, I will examine the evidence for the Roman “flavour” that previous
studies have identified in Additions B and E to Esther. Firstly, I will discuss Dorothy’s
assertion that Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition B exhibits affinities with Roman decrees
rather than with Hellenistic letters. I will compare the typical format of a Roman edict
with that of Artaxerxes’ letters and assess whether there are specific similarities that
may support the supposition that the letters in Additions B and E were modelled upon
Roman edicts (6.2). Secondly, I will examine the term Sidtayua, for which it has been
argued not only that it “never occurs in Ptolemaic documents™ but also that “it is not
part of the Greek diplomatic language.” Given that this term is the most common
Greek equivalent of the Latin edictum, I will endeavour to establish whether its usage
in Addition B provides evidence that this Addition was written, or redacted into the
form in which we know it, in the period following the establishment of the
equivalence between edictum and Sidtayua (6.3). Lastly, T will discuss the concept of
the “evil-hating justice” (uicomédvnpog 8ikn), which appears exclusively in LXX
Addition E to Esther and in Philo’s writings. I will seek to determine whether the
former is indebted to the latter for this concept, and, if so, whether this suggests that

1 So Bickerman, “Notes,” 250 n. 41.

2 See Giovannini and Hirt, “Inscription,” 112: “Le mot didtaypa ne fait pas partie du langage
diplomatique grec, qui désigne des termes didypayupa ou mpdotaypa les ordonnances des rois
hellénistiques.” Cf. Wilcken, “Zu den Edikten,” 129: “Sidtayua die einzige unter den obigen
Bezeichnungen ist, die nicht schon in der Ptoleméerzeit fiir eine kdnigliche Verfiigung gebraucht
ist, also in der Kaiserzeit neu auftritt. Mir ist wenigstens ein ptolemiisches oder auch ein
hellenistisches didtaypa aus urkundlicher Uberlieferung nicht erinnerlich.” See also Welles,
Correspondence, 326; Modrzejewski, “Tipdotayua,” 201, 205-6.
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LXX Addition E was composed or underwent redaction following the publication of

the Philonic treatises in which this concept occurs (6.4-5).3

6.2 Is Addition B modelled upon a Roman edict?

In his study titled The Books of Esther: Structure, Genre, and Textual Integrity, Dorothy
repeats on three instances his assertion that Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition B to Esther
is formally closer to a Roman decree rather than to a Hellenistic letter:

EG [Esther Greek] section B texts can be labelled ‘Royal Decrees’ but they do
not conform to Persian decrees (cf. Ezra 1; 7; Behistun) and do not seem to
be as close to Hellenistic decrees as they do to decrees in the Roman period.

Although both ‘decrees’ are labelled letters in the text, the first epistole
(section B) shows more affinity with decrees known from the Roman period.
Contrastingly, this contrapositive ‘decree’ [Addition E] more closely follows
the form of a Hellenistic letter.

In the discussion of B it was demonstrated that the form there evidences

more affinities with a Roman decree than with a Hellenistic letter.

Dorothy points out that the prescript of Addition B lacks the typical greeting word of
a letter, namely, the infinitive xaipeiv, which, he argues, “in the case of known
[Roman] decrees disappears and a third-person indicative verb—usually Aéyei—serves
as the only finite action of the opening.” “In 0" and L [=AT],” he continues, “ypd¢et
substitutes for the normal ‘official’ verb ‘says’ [Aéye1].” Adducing as examples the
prescripts of two edicts of Germanicus and a “proclamation or decree” of Lucius

Aemilius Rectus, he states that “Aéye1 belongs with a decree, edict or proclamation.”

3 Sections 6.4-5 are a revised version of Domazakis, “Date.”
4 Dorothy, Esther, 101, 180, and 192.

5 Dorothy, Esther, 98.

¢ Dorothy, Esther, 98-99.
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In the following, I will examine whether Dorothy’s claims hold true.

Adopting the terminology of medieval diplomatics employed by Fridh in his study
of Cassiodorus’ Variae,” Benner distinguishes the following elements in the structure
of a Roman edict: (a) praescriptio; (b) exordium, arenga, prooemium; (c) notificatio,
promulgatio; (d) narratio, expositio; (e) dispositio; and (f) sanctio and corroboratio. Of
course, not every edict includes all these elements.®

(a) The praescriptio, “the only formal characteristic which always occurs,” consists
of “the title(s) and name(s) of the issuing magistrate(s) followed by dicit/dicunt.” ...
“Dicit in the praescriptio is always translated by Aéyer.” The praescriptio does not
mention any addressees, as the edict is directed to “the whole people”;*® moreover, it
does not contain any words of greeting."

In the prescript of Addition B (LXX and AT), we find the title and name of the king
(BaoiAebg péyag Apta&éping/Accuiipoc), followed by the titles of his addressees (toig
.. €katov [kai] elkoot [kai] enta xwpdv Gpxovot kai tondpyaig/catpdnaig) and the
formula tad¢ ypdet. There is no greeting; only the Vetus Latina (R-text), at the end of
B:1 reads salutem (xaipeiv) instead of haec scribit, which would have translated the
Greek tade ypdgel.!? This prescript obviously does not conform to that of a Roman
edict, as it mentions the addressees, who are subordinate officials and not the
populace at large, and uses the formula tdade ypdper instead of the simple Aéyel.
Moreover, it does not align with the prescripts of Hellenistic royal letters or with
those of official letters written in Greek by Roman magistrates during the Republican
and Imperial periods, as these prescripts feature the name of the sender and the
addressee(s) along with the infinitive xaipeiv.?®

The prescript of Artaxerxes’ letter is akin to some of the prescripts of the “Persian”
royal letters found in Greek literary and documentary texts, as well as in the
Septuagint. In these letters, the following formulae occur, as listed by van den Hout:

7 Fridh, Terminologie, 9-10.

8 Benner, Emperor, 17; cf. Katzoff, “Sources,” 820.
° Benner Emperor, 26-27.

10 Benner, Emperor, 30.

11 Katzoff, “Sources,” 820.

121t should be noted, however, that MS VL 130 (Monacensis 6239), at the end of B:1, instead of salutem
reads haec dicit [tGde Aéyet]. See Motzo, “Versione,” [144] 286, who argues that this MS preserves
the original reading: “non si esiterebbe ad affermare che ... la lettura originaria sia data soltanto
dal codice M ... tdde ypdper non & lezione primitiva”; see also Haelewyck, “Version,” 295; id.,
Hester, 49-50.

13 See Ceccarelli, Letter, 300; ead., “Image,” 235-36; Sherk, Documents, 189-90.
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08 AMéyet 6 Seiva t® Seivt (letter of Xerxes in Thucydides, Hist. 1.129.3); td8e Aéyel 6
eiva (letter [decree] of Cyrus in 2 Chr 36:23 and in 1 Esd 2:3; cf. 2 Esd 1:2: oGtwg einev
KTpog); 6 deiva td deivi tade Aéyet (letter of Cambyses in Josephus, AJ. 11.26; letter of
Darius I in LMagnesia 115a, 11. 1-4; letter of Artaxerxes in Ps.-Hippocrates, Ep. 8, Il. 1-2;
letter of Darius III in Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 1.40.2 and in P.Hamb. II 129, col. IIL, 11.
57-58); 0 deiva toV deiva pooayopevel (letter of Darius I in Ps.-Heraclitus, Ep. 1, 1. 1-
2; same formula + xaipev in the letter of Darius I in Diogenes Laertius, Vit. philos. 9.13
[ed. Dorandi]); 6 deiva t® deivt (letter of Darius I in Ps.-Heraclitus, Ep. 3, L. 1; letter of
Darius I in Josephus, A.J. 11.118; letter of Artaxerxes in 2 Esd 7:12); and 6 deiva t® deivi
xaipew (letters of Cyrus and Darius I in Josephus, AJ. 11.12 and 11.104, respectively;
letter of Xerxes in Josephus, A.J. 11.123; letters of Artaxerxes in Ps.-Hippocrates, Ep. 1,
1. 1-2, and 3, 11. 1-2, in 1 Esd 8:9, in LXX/AT Esth E:1, and in Josephus, AJ. 11.273)."

van den Hout notes that the epistolary formulae tdde Aéyet 0 deiva and 6 deiva T
deivi tade Aéyetl “seem to be of Persian origin,” whereas the formula 6 deiva @ deivi
xaipewv is “typically Greek.”*> The formula td8e/03e Aéyel is attested as early as
Herodotus, who uses it in the prescript of a letter sent by the Egyptian Pharaoh Amasis
to Polycrates, as well as in the opening lines of oral messages sent by Persian kings
and satraps.’® This introductory formula can be compared to that occurring in
Achaemenid inscriptions and in earlier Urartian royal texts, namely, “(thus) says
[name of the king],” which is thought to have originated in Neo-Assyrian letter-
formulae.” In the Septuagint, tdde Aéyer occurs 353 times; in 331 instances, it has
KUp1og as subject and introduces divine utterances (“thus says the Lord”), while in 13
other instances, it has Pacidelg as subject and introduces oral or written messages
sent by kings of Israel, Persia, and Assyria.'®

The prescript Pacidevg péyag Aptagépéng ... tade ypdget in Addition B to Esther
does not adhere to the formula tdde Aéyst 6 diva that we find in the Septuagint, in
the decree of Cyrus in 2 Chr 36:23 and in 1 Esd 2:3.° Instead, it conforms to the formula
0 deiva T deivi tade Aéyet, which appears in “Persian” royal letters written in Greek
or translated into Greek, such as the epigraphically attested “Letter of Darius I to

14 See van den Hout, “Studies II,” 141-44.
15 yvan den Hout, “Studies I1,” 143-44.

16 Herodotus, Hist. 3.40.4 (Amasis); 3.122.14 (Oroetes); 5.24.4 (Darius); 7.150.6 (Xerxes); 8.140a.3
(Mardonius). See van den Hout, “Studies,” 29-33.

17 See Kuhrt, “Communications,” 121.
18 See Rudberg, “Sendschreiben,” 173-74; Aune, “Form,” 187-89.
19 See Rudberg, “Sendschreiben,” 175; van den Hout, “Studies I1,” 144.
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Gadatas” (L.Magnesia 115a, 11. 1-4), the letter of Cambyses in Josephus (A,J. 11.26), the
letter of Artaxerxes to the Coans in the pseudo-Hippocratic epistolary corpus (Ep. 8,
1l. 1-2), one of the letters of Darius III to Alexander in Ps.-Callisthenes’ Alexander
Romance (Hist. Alex. 1.40.2), and a letter of Darius III to Alexander preserved in P.Hamb.
11129 (col. 111, 11. 57-58). The difference is that it uses the verb ypdget instead of Aéyet,
which is the standard verb used in this type of prescript. Conversely, the prescript in
Addition E adheres to the “typically Greek” epistolary formula 6 deiva t@® deivi
xaipew. The difference in the prescripts of the two Additions is not unparalleled in
the “Persian” royal letters attested in ancient Greek literature.?

The formula tdde ypdoel/ypdpet tade is often used by writers such as Galen and
Athenaeus to introduce quotations from other authors. The formula tdde
yéypantai/éyéypanto is occasionally used to introduce a quoted letter, but in such a
case it precedes the prescript.?! The prescript formula 6 deiva @ deivi tdde ypdpel
does not occur in any Greek literary or documentary letter except in that of
Artaxerxes in LXX/AT Addition B to Esther and in its paraphrase by Josephus (A,].
11.216).2 Willi has adduced this formula to support his tentative reconstruction of the
0Old Persian original of Pseudartabas’ puzzling line iaptapaveapEavaniooovacatpa in
Aristophanes’ Acharnians 100, which he has translated into Greek as 6 eduevrg Zépéng

(kat)éypae tdde évratba.?? Willi posits that this line serves as an introduction to

2 See, e.g., the Persian letters in the pseudo-Hippocratic epistolary corpus and in the Alexander
Romance (recensio ), where both the 6 deiva T d¢ivi xaipelv and 6 deiva @ deivi tdde Aéyer
types of prescripts occur: Ps.-Hippocrates, Ep. 1, 1. 1-2: BaciAeg facihéwv péyag Aptatépéng
Maitw xaipewv; Ep. 8, 1. 1-2: Baoihevg PBaciéwv péyag Aptatépéng Kwowg tdde Aéyer; Ps.-
Callisthenes, Hist. Alex. 1.39.3: BaotAeUg Aapeiog T0ig Enékelva to0 Tadpov <catpdnaig> xaiperv;
1.40.2: BaotAevg PactAéwv Bedg uéyag Aapeiog ... AAeEavEpw tdde Aéyer; 2.17.2: Aapeiog PactAevg
AAeEavpw ... xaipewv. Bickerman, “Notes,” 253, cogently observes that “the variation [exhibited
in the prescripts of Additions B and E to Esther] is intentional: writing against the Jews, the king
uses the style of the Persian despot. Intervening on behalf of the Jews, he employs polite language
of Hellenistic chancelleries.” Cf. Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 153.

21 See 1 Macc 15:15: #moTOAKS ... &V aig éyéypamto téde; 2 Esd 5:7: pfiotv dnéotethav mpdg adtév, Kai
tade yéypamntal év avt®; Achilles Tatius, Leuc. Clit. 5.18.2: £yvidpioa y&p AgUKinnng t& ypdupata.
gyéypanto d¢ tade; cf. Josephus, AJ. 11.26: kal ypd@et Tade Aéywv.

22 The formula ypdeet (without tdde) occurs in a couple of prescripts of letters contained in works
of late date: 4 Bar 6:17 [19]: Bapovx 6 000G tod 000 ypdpel T@ Tepeui; Ps.-Callisthenes, Hist.
Alex. 2.6.3: AMé€avdpog Aakedarpoviolg ypdpet. Cf. the following prescript of a letter preserved
on a Coptic ostracon from Egypt (ca. 600 CE), as quoted by Deissmann, Light, 211: “I, Samuel, and
Jacob and Aaron, we write to our holy father Apa Abraham, the bishop.” See Doering, Letters, 257-
58. See also Gonis, “Prescripts,” 41-44, who regards the prescript formula éy® + name in
nominative + yp&ow + name in dative, found in Greek papyrus letters from late antique Egypt, as
a “Copticism.”

2 Willi, “Persian,” 673, 678. Surprisingly, Willi does not refer to the prescript of Artaxerxes’ letter in
Addition B to Esther but to the “anonymous Greek author” who “phrased the beginning of his

195



Pseudartabas’ reading of a letter that the Persian king (Artaxerxes I, at the time of the
production of the Acharnians) sent to the Athenian assembly.” The association of this
introductory line with the prescript of LXX/AT Addition B would, of course, be
pertinent, if either of the two were authentic. Yet, neither Willi’s reconstruction of
the Aristophanic line is beyond question nor is there any guarantee of authenticity
for the prescript of Artaxerxes’ fictional letter in Addition B to Esther.

The author of Addition B seems to have been familiar with the “Persian” prescript
formula 6 deiva t@ deivi tade Aéyet, although he chose to replace the verb Aéyer with
the otherwise unexampled ypdper.? It is worth considering whether one of the
aforementioned “Persian” letters featuring the tdde Aéyet formula could have served
as a model for him.

The “Letter of Darius I to Gadatas” is preserved in an inscription found near
Magnesia-on-the-Maeander (L.Magnesia 115a), dating to the first half of the second
century CE. It purports to be the copy of a much older text, rendering into Greek a
letter of King Darius I originally written in Old Persian or Aramaic.? Its prescript
reads: Pacidevg [Paloiréwv Aapeiog 6 Yotdomew Taddtar dovAwr tdde Aéye[t].
Scholarship, with some notable exceptions,” does not consider this letter to be a
forgery. However, it is rather unlikely that the author of Addition B to Esther, who
likely wrote in Egypt or Palestine, had seen this inscription or a similar one with the
same prescript formula.?®

The letter of Cambyses in Josephus (A,J. 11.26-28) is a rewriting of the letter of
Artaxerxes in 1 Esd 2:20-24. Josephus changed the name of the king from Artaxerxes

first Letter of Artaxerxes (Hercher, Epistolographi, 175): faciAeg puéyog Aptaépéng ... tade ypdpet.”
The Letters of Artaxerxes included in Hercher’s edition are, of course, merely replicas of Josephus’
paraphrase of the two letters of Artaxerxes embedded in the Greek Esther.

24 Willi, “Persian,” 674-76.

5 The avoidance of the formula tdde Aéyei, which suggests a spoken utterance, may have been
motivated by the fact that in the canonical part of LXX Esther the verb ypdew is often used in
relation to letters written by the king or in the name of the king: 8:8 ypdgate kai Uueig ¢k tod
OVOPATEG POV ... Soa yap ypdgetal tol PaciAéwg emtdéavtog; 8:10 £ypden d¢ d1& tol PaciAéwg;
9:1 T ypappata ta ypagévta vnod tod factAéwg; 10:1 Eypapev 8¢ O PaciAeg éml tv Paciieiov
TG YA kol Thg OaAdoong. Since LXX Esth B:1 takes its cue from LXX Esth 3:12 (kai #ypapav [ol
ypapuateic To0 facihéwg] wg énétaev Auav), it seems likely that the tdde ypdget used in it
reflects the &ypapav found at 3:12. 1t is also possible that tade ypdper was intended to validate
the textual accuracy of the written copy of the king’s letter (B:1: tfig 8¢ émotoAfig €otiv TO
avtiypagov t6dg).

2 See 4.2.1.

27 See 4.2.1, n. 14.

% See, however, Rudberg, “Sendschreiben,” 178-79, who assumes that several inscriptions bearing
Persian royal documents were displayed in cities across Asia Minor.
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to Cambyses, because he dated the letter of the former to the reign of the latter, and
added a prescript (BaoiAeb¢ Kapfoong Pabiuw ... tdde Aéyet)—missing in his source
text—which, as Doering notes, “appears to imitate the (perceived) style of grand
oriental kings.”” The author of Addition B to Esther cannot have adopted this formula
either from the chronologically posterior Josephus or from the latter’s source, which
lacks it.

The pseudo-Hippocratic letters of Artaxerxes, similarly to the letters in Additions
B and E to Esther, use two different prescript formulae: one ending with tade Aéyel
(Ep. 8: Baothevg Pacidéwv uéyag Aptaléplng Koig tdde Aéyel) and another ending
with xaipewv (Ep. 1 and 3). These letters have been dated to between the mid-second
and mid-first centuries BCE,* or to the mid-first century CE,*! with a date around the
mid-first century BCE being the most likely.*? The author of Additions B and E, whom
many scholars place not far from that period, may have been familiar, if not
specifically with these pseudepigraphic letters, then with similar ones purporting to
emanate from Artaxerxes or other Persian kings.

In Ps.-Callisthenes’ Alexander Romance (in the a recension, which is thought to be
closest to the archetype), the tade Aéyet formula appears in the prescript of one of the
seven letters that King Darius III addresses to Alexander, his satraps, and the Indian
king Porus. The letter in question (Hist. Alex. 1.40.2-5) begins as follows: BaciAevg
PaciAéwv 0o uéyag Aapeiog kal €BvV pk” kUplog AAeEavdpw tdde Aéyel. In this
prescript, Darius is titled “lord of 120 peoples,” in the same way that Artaxerxes in
LXX/AT Esth B:1 is said to rule over 127 countries. In the other letters of Darius, the
prescripts end with td8e npootdoow kal keAeOw oot (Hist. Alex. 1.36.2), with a plain
Aéyer (Hist. Alex. 2.10.6), and with xaipetv (Hist. Alex. 1.39.3; 1.39.8; 2.17.2; 2.19.2). While
the Alexander Romance is commonly dated to around 300 CE, it seems that some of the
letters of Darius and Alexander found within it circulated independently of this work

at a much earlier date.*® P.Hamb. II 129, dating to the mid-second century BCE,

» Doering, Letters, 281.
30 See Pinault, Lives, 43.

31 See Sakalis, Emotodai, 84-87, for a review of the studies that have dated the letters to the first
century CE.

32 Sakalis, Emotolad, 17, 61, 87-89, argues for a date of composition in the decade from 40 to 30 BCE.
See also 4.2.3.

33 See 4.2.4.
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preserves a letter from Darius to Alexander that is not included in the Alexander
Romance. The prescript of this letter features the formula 0 d€iva td deivi tade Aéyer.*

To sum up, although the prescript formula of Roman edicts written in Greek or
translated into Greek resembles that found in letters of Persian kings attested in Greek
literary and epigraphic sources—both formulae contain the verb Aéyer**—for its
prescript formula, Addition B to Esther seems to be indebted to the latter rather than
to the former, from which it clearly differs, as it uses ypdge, instead of Aéyet,
preceded by tade. The author of Addition B likely modelled the prescript of
Artaxerxes’ letter on the prescript of a fictional “Persian” letter similar to those
included in various apocryphal correspondences that have come down to us.
Considering that some of these correspondences seem to have originated in schools
of rhetoric,* it is possible that Addition B was produced in a similar context and
adhered to the typological features typical of the products from these schools,
although it treated them with some liberty, as evidenced by the use of tdde ypdpet
instead of the standard tade Aéyer.

(b) The exordium/arenga/prooemium is “a general introduction which aims at
producing benevolence and interest in the addressee.”” Some prooemia of the ab nostra
persona (“from one’s own person”) type,*® consist of what Benner, following Fridh,
calls the “ruler formula” (“formule de souverain”),®® that is, “a general motivation
based on the moral qualities of the promulgating emperor/magistrate,” who “is
represented as providing for the common good and the benefit of the subjects.”* Such
prooemia can be found in the edicts of the proconsul Paullus Fabius Persicus (I.Ephesos
17; ca. 44 CE), the praefectus Aegypti Tiberius Julius Alexander (0GIS 669; 68 CE),** and

34 P.Hamb. 11 129, col. 111, 1. 57-58: Ala]peiog ANe&dvEpw [tdde] | Aéyer.

35 Wilcken, “Zu den Edikten,” 132-33, considers the dicit prescript formula to be “Urrémisches,”
tracing its origins to the oral announcement of an edict by a herald, rather than as an imitation
of the Achaemenid formula “thus says King..” as Dittenberger (followed by Rudberg,
“Sendschreiben,” 176-77) had previously argued.

3 See 4.2.3 and 4.2.4.

37 Benner, Emperor, 17; cf. ibid., 23.

3% See Rhet. Her. 1.4.8: Benivolos auditores facere quattuor modis possumus: ab nostra, ab adversariorum
nostrorum, ab auditorum persona, et ab rebus ipsis; ibid., 1.5.8: Ab nostra persona benivolentiam
contrahemus si nostrum officium sine adrogantia laudabimus, atque in rem publicam quales fuerimus, aut
in parentes, aut in amicos, aut in eos qui audiunt aperiemus. Cf. Aristotle, Rhet. 1415a26 and Cicero, Inv.
1.22.

39 See Benner, Emperor, 23-24; cf. Fridh, Terminologie, 32.

0 Benner, Emperor, 181; cf. ibid., 108-10, 130.

410n this prooemium, see Chalon, Edit, 96-100.
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the Emperor Nerva (quoted in Pliny the Younger, Ep. 10.58.7-9). Addition B to Esther
begins with a prooemium of precisely the “ruler formula” type, located in verse 2, in
which the king showcases his virtues (¢émeikeia, nmdtng, lack of Bpdoog) and his
concern for the welfare of his subjects and the establishment of peace throughout his
kingdom.

As we saw in Chapter 2, similar prooemia containing “ruler formulae” are infrequent
in, but not absent from, Hellenistic royal documents.*? The letter that Seleucus IV sent
to Heliodorus in 178 BCE (SEG 57-1838) and the one that King Eumenes II sent to the
Ionian League in 167/166 BCE (Welles, RC no. 52) feature such prooemia, which even
happen to share common phraseology with those of Roman edicts. For example, the
phrase mpdvoiav moieicOat, which opens Seleucus IV’s letter, also occurs in the
prooemium of King Eumenes II’s letter (1. 10), as well as in that of the aforementioned
edict of Tiberius Julius Alexander (l. 3).2

One might be tempted to situate the prooemium of Addition B to Esther in a Roman
context and see the oikovpévn, over which Artaxerxes rules, as the orbis Romanus, and
the peace, the serenity, and the security that he wishes to establish (B:2: PaciAeiov
AUEPOV KAl TTOPEVTNV UEXPL TIEPATWY ... AvavewoasBat elprivny) as the securitas and
tranquillitas resulting from the pax Romana.** Furthermore, one might see in the
reference to Artaxerxes’ émeikela, nmotng, and lack of 6pdoog an allusion to the
imperial virtues of clementia and moderatio.* However, it should not be forgotten that
some of these elements, such as the concern for the peace and security of the subjects,
are also present in the aforementioned prooemia of the letters of Kings Seleucus IV and
Eumenes II. This can be attributed to the commonalities shared by the Hellenistic

royal discourse and that of the Roman emperors.*

42 See 2.6.

43 For an exhaustive list of instances of this formula, see Mourgues, “Préambule,” 431-34.

“ As early as 63/62 BCE, Pompey is praised in an inscription from Ilion for having “restored peace
and security over land and sea” (SEG 46-1565, 11. 7-8: &nokaBeotakdta 8¢ | [tnv elp]Avnv kai Thv
Go@dAelav kai Katd yiv kal katd OdAaccav).

5 Artaxerxes’ self-designation as émeikr|g and fimog in the prooemium of his letter is entirely at odds
with the order that he gives to his officials, namely, to exterminate the Jews; it only serves the
rhetorical purpose of the captatio benevolentiae. This is reminiscent of the practice of the Emperor
Domitian, who, according to Suetonius (Dom. 11.2), “to abuse men’s patience the more insolently,
he never pronounced an unusually dreadful sentence without a preliminary declaration of
clemency, so that there came to be no more certain indication of a cruel death than the leniency
of his preamble” (trans. Rolfe, LCL). See Benner, Emperor, 148-49, and Mourgues, “Préambule,”
415-16n. 1.

46 See Hurlet, “Pouvoirs,” 131-32.
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(c) The narratio/expositio is “a relation of the facts which have caused the
enactment.” It is “frequently a causal clause or a participle with causal force, or a
main clause, relating the circumstances and motives that have caused the ordinance.
It may be a report of a request ... or the emperor’s or magistrate’s own summary of
the situation ... Its aim is to represent the decision as based on plausible and
reasonable considerations.”

In Addition B, the narratio encompasses verses 3-4, where Artaxerxes states that it
was his counsellor, Haman, who reported to him the seditious activity of the Jews,
which undermines his rule, and verses 5 and 7, where the king, adopting Haman'’s
accusations, presents the rationale for his decision. The rationale comprises two parts:
the first consisting of a causal participial construction (v. 5: SieiAn@dteg odv...) and
the second consisting of a purpose clause (v. 7: nwg...).

As Benner notes, the narratio often has the form of “reported information.” In the
relevant edicts that she cites, the narratio is introduced by participles such as
€myvoug, aitnoapévwy ue, tubduevog, and, in the Latin edicts, by phrases such as
scripserint mihi, renuntiatum est nobis, etc.* In the narratio of an edict issued by Hadrian
in 136 CE, the same second aorist participle, muOduevog, occurs, as it does at the
beginning of the narratio in Addition B (B:3: tuBouévou §¢ pov t@v cvpuPfodiwv). The
verb muvBdvopatr does not appear in the royal letters included in the Corpus des
Ordonnances des Ptolémées and is found only twice in Welles’ corpus of Hellenistic royal
letters. In both instances, its subject is not the king who writes the letter—Attalus 1I
(Welles, RC no. 59) and Mithridates VI (Welles, RC no. 74)—but another individual .*' It
does, however, appear at the beginning of the “Letter of Darius I to Gadatas”

(LMagnesia 115a, 1. 5) and in the opening lines of fictitious, literary letters.*?

7 Benner, Emperor, 17; cf. ibid., 24.

8 Benner, Emperor, 180.

4 Benner, Emperor, 37, 105, 161, 163.

50 See Smallwood, Documents, 171 [no. 462, 1. 5]. Cf. Benner, Emperor, 161, 163. The verb muvBdvoua

also appears in the first person singular of the present tense in the narratio of a second-century
CE edict by an unknown emperor (SEG 19-854, 1. 8).

51 The verb muvBdvopat occurs in a Seleucid letter, that of Antiochus III to Zeuxis, as transmitted by
Josephus (AJ. 12.149: muvBavéuevog [the subject of the participle is the king]). The authenticity
of this letter has been called into question (see 4.5.4).

52 See Herodotus, Hist. 3.122.14; Ps.-Heraclitus, Ep. 7, 1. 1; Phalaris, Ep. 56, . 1 and 109, L. 1; Diogenes
Laertius, Vit. philos. 1.431. See also Aune, “Form,” 219 with n. 36, and 230.
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(d) The notificatio/promulgatio is “a publishing phrase which in one form or other
expresses the meaning ‘1 make known that ...’ It may be located at the beginning of
edicts that have no introduction or between the introduction and the dispositio.>*
Addition B lacks such a phrase.

(e) The dispositio, as Benner defines it, is “the central part of the document,
expressing the decision. It is closely connected with the narratio, with which its

TS

relation is one of consequence or summing up.” “It appears as a conclusion of the
general motivation in the prooemium and the special motivation of the narratio.”* In
the Augustan edicts, the verbs used to express the decision/order include dpéoker
(placet), kehedw, OEAw, d@eilet, et al., while post-Augustan edicts predominantly use
verbs in the first person singular, such as keAebw, SrakeAevouai, PovAouat,
napayyEAw, KwAdw, et al.*®

In Addition B, the dispositio is located in verse 6, where the king delivers his
decision/order. The ordaining verb is mpootdoow, used in the first person plural
(pluralis maiestatis) of the perfect tense: mpootetdyapev. This verb is typical of
Ptolemaic royal documents®” but is not attested in Roman edicts. In his paraphrase of
Artaxerxes’ extermination decree, Josephus replaces the npootetdyapev found in his
source text with keAedw, followed by PovAopat, verbs typical of the Roman edicts of
his time.*®

(f) The sanctio and corroboratio are “end clauses, aiming at bringing about
observance of the enactment.”® LXX/AT/VL Addition E ends with a sanctio clause,
threatening total destruction upon the cities and lands of the Persian kingdom that
will not comply with the king’s orders. The LXX and AT versions of Addition B have
no sanctio clause, unlike the VL version, which at B:7 adds a penalty clause stating that
anyone who should hide the Jews will be destroyed and his property confiscated by
the royal treasury.® Similar clauses occur in Roman edicts: the triumviral proscription
edict (43 BCE) prescribes that anyone who should harbour, conceal, or aid those

%3 Benner, Emperor, 17.
5 Benner, Emperor, 182-83.
55 Benner, Emperor, 17; cf. ibid., 25, 183.

56 Benner, Emperor, 183-85; cf. Wilcken, “Zu den Edikten,” 141 n. 2; Pelletier, Flavius Joséphe, 284-86;
Katzoff, “Sources,” 820.

57 See 5.6.
58 Josephus, A.J. 11.218-219. See Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 36, 42, 144, 204, 246, 264, 303.

59 Benner, Emperor, 17; cf. Katzoff, “Sources,” 820. The corroboratio, which mentions various
formalities and specifies the means of validation (see Fridh, Terminologie, 14), is not relevant here.

% See Domazakis, Esther, 78-84.
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proscribed by the triumvirs will himself be put on the list of the proscribed;®* an edict
of Augustus (12 BCE) ordains that the property of anyone caught stealing the sacred
books or monies of the Jews will be confiscated to the public treasury of the Romans.*?
Sanction clauses prescribing capital punishment and confiscation of property for
various transgressions are also found in several Ptolemaic prostagmata.®> Moreover,
royal documents embedded in the deuterocanonical books of the Bible and the
pseudepigrapha conclude with similar clauses. In 1 Esdras, Cyrus’ decree and
Artaxerxes’ decree in epistolary form addressed to Ezra the priest threaten
transgressors, the former with death by hanging and confiscation of property, and the
latter with capital punishment or financial penalty;* in 3 Macc 3:27-29, a sanctio
expressed in terms similar to those in VL Esth B:7 occurs in the first letter of Ptolemy
IV Philopator;®® and in the Letter of Aristeas (8§ 22-25), the prostagma of Ptolemy II
Philadelphus concludes with a confiscation clause.®

(g) An edict “ends abruptly with no word of greeting.”®” The LXX and AT versions
of Addition B to Esther conclude without any greeting, whereas the VL version ends
with vale (¢ppwoo). Addition E in the Greek versions has no final greeting either; only
the VL version concludes with valete (¥ppwobe). Hellenistic royal letters that are
epigraphically attested typically, but not always, include a final £ppwoo/Zppwode.*®
This final greeting, by which the king validated the original letter, was often omitted

by the scribes who prepared the copies to be dispatched to the various recipients.*

¢ Appian, Bell. civ. 4.11: t&v Omoyeypappévwy tdde T@ daypdppatt undeig dexéobw undéva pnde
KPUNTETW ... 0G & &V | 0Woag | €mkovproag 1 cuveldws @avf], ToOToV MUELS ... €V TOIG
TpoyeypaUUEVOLG TIOEUEDa.

6 Josephus, A.J. 16.164-165: &xv O€ T1g pwpadi] kKAEnTwV Tag iepdg BiPAovg adTdV A ta tepd xpripata
... TOV Blov adtod évexBijvar €ig t0 dnudotov tév Pwuaiwv. On this and other sanctio clauses in
edicts, see Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 244, 247-48; cf. Chalon, Edit, 82 n. 74.

6 See C.Ord.Ptol. 13,1. 19; 23, 11. 8-9; 41, 1. 14; 43, 1. 21; 50, L. 28; 53, 1. 92; 73, 1. 8; 74, 11. 6-7; 90-91, 1. 13.
See also Képpel, Prostagmata, 417-31.

641 Esd 6:31: kai tpootd&at tva oot édv apaB@doiv Tt TV TPoglpnuévwy ... Anuedivai EoAov ¢k thv
i8iwv avtob kai &mi ToUToL KpepacOiival kai & ndpyovTa avTol eivan factAikd; cf. 2 Esd 6:11; 1
Esd 8:24: mdvteg, Goot €av mapapaivwoty kal oV vopov tod Beod cov kai OV PactAtkdv, Emue &g
koAaoOroovtat, £dv te kai Bavatw E4v Te kai Tipwpia fj dpyvpikii {nuia i drnaywyd; cf. 2 Esd 7:26.
See also 1 Macc 1:50 (letter of Antiochus IV): kai 6G &v ur| motfjon katd Tov Adyov oD PaciAéwg
anobaveital.

6 See Domazakis, Esther, 78-84.

¢ Let. Aris. § 25: t& 8¢ OUdpyovTa TV To100TwV £i¢ TO PactAikov dvaAnebroetat.

7 Katzoff, “Sources,” 820.

¢ See Larfeld, Epigraphik, 428-30; Guarducci, Epigrafia, 109.

9 See Bikerman, Institutions, 194 n. 3; Bickerman, “Question,” 380.
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The omission of the farewell formula in the letters of Artaxerxes in Additions B and E,
which purport to be copies of the original royal letters (B:1: tfig 8¢ émioToAfg éoTiv TO
avtiypagov tode; cf. E:1), may reflect this practice. The rest of the “Persian” letters
included in the Septuagint also lack a final greeting. The same applies to the royal
letters in 1 and 2 Maccabees, except for the letters of the chancellor Lysias to the
community of the Jews and of Antiochus IV Epiphanes to the gerousia of the Jews,
which bear a final €ppwobe (2 Macc 11:21 and 11:33, respectively). In 3 Maccabees, of
the two fictitious letters of King Ptolemy IV Philopator, which exhibit strong
intertextual connections with those in Additions B and E to Esther, only the second
bears a final greeting (3 Macc 7:9: €ppwobe). Another royal letter that is intertextually
connected with those embedded in 3 Maccabees and in Greek Esther, that of King
Ptolemy II Philadelphus to the high priest Eleazar in the Letter of Aristeas, ends with an
€ppwoo (Let. Aris. § 40).

Addition E to Esther has a structure similar to that of Addition B: it consists of a
long prooemium (vv. 2-9)—this time of the ab adversariorum persona type—in which the
king accuses Haman (without naming him) of being ungrateful, arrogant, treacherous,
and malevolent,” followed by a narratio (vv. 10-16), a dispositio (vv. 17-23) introduced
by the courteous ordaining phrase kaA®¢ o0v mowjoete,”” and a sanctio (v. 24)
threatening the destruction of the cities and countries that will not obey the royal
order.”

At first glance, the structure of Additions B and E to Esther appears to resemble that
of a Roman edict, arguably more closely than the structure of the Proclamations to
the Seven Churches (Rev 2-3), for which similar claims have been made:”* praescriptio,
prooemium, narratio, dispositio, and sanctio—the basic constituent elements of a Roman
edict are present in Artaxerxes’ letters. However, most of these elements are not

70 See n. 38 above and cf. Rhet. Her. 1.5.8: Ab adversariorum persona benivolentia captabitur si eos in odium,
in invidiam, in contemptionem adducemus. In odium rapiemus si quid eorum spurce, superbe, perfidiose,
crudeliter, confidenter, malitiose, flagitiose factum proferemus.

71 This phrase does not occur in Roman edicts written in Greek or translated into Greek. However,
the dispositio of Augustus’ first Cyrene edict is introduced by a similar phrase: dokodoi pot kaA@dg
kai mpoonkévtwg motjoewv (1. 13); cf. 1. 35-36: dpBdg kai mpoonkdvTwg pot Sokolotv TotA|oetv.
See Benner, Emperor, 57-58.

72 Cf. the sanctio of the pseudo-Hippocratic letter of Artaxerxes to the Coans, in which the king
threatens to lay their city waste and make their island sink into the sea (Ep. 8, 1l. 5-8: dniwoag
yap TtV Opetépnv oAV kai vijoov kataondoag €ig mEAayog, moow unde £g tov Emidoiov
xpdvov yv@vai, £l fv émil todtw T 6w Vijcog f MG K®).

73 See Aune, “Form,” 198-204.
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absent from Hellenistic royal letters.” Moreover, there are significant features in
Additions B and E that are not found in Roman edicts, and vice versa. As I pointed out
earlier, the praescriptiones of the two Additions are not addressed to the populace at
large, as the edicts are, but to specific categories of subordinate officials; they also do
not include the distinctive verb Aéyet. The praescriptio of Addition B is a variant of the
prescript of a “Persian” royal letter, which has the form 6 deiva t® deivi tdde Aéyet,
rather than a variant of the prescript of a Roman edict, which has the form 0 deiva
Aéyel. In contrast, Addition E features a typical epistolary prescript ending with
xaipewv. The ordaining verbs and phrases used in the two Additions, namely,
npoctetdyapev and kaA&g obv motfjoete, do not appear in Roman edicts written in
Greek or translated into Greek. The highly rhetorical style of Additions B and E is
unlike that of the Roman edicts preserved in Greek, which “avoid rhetorical
affectation.”” Lastly, the plural of majesty, which King Artaxerxes uses in Addition B
in combination with the first person singular, is amply attested in Hellenistic royal
letters but, with at least one exception, is not found in the edicts or the letters of the
early Roman emperors.”

Additions B and E are fictitious letters composed of elements drawn from different
types of authentic and fictitious Hellenistic official documents, as well as from
fictitious “Persian” royal letters. One cannot dismiss the possibility that their author
was acquainted with Roman edicts from either the Republican or the early Imperial
period (depending on the accepted date of composition for the two Additions);
however, a more plausible explanation is that the similarities in structure and form
between Additions B and E and Roman edicts are due to the formal commonalities
shared between the latter and the royal documents issued by the chanceries of the
Hellenistic kingdoms.

74 The typical format of a Hellenistic royal letter, as outlined by Hofmann, “Communications,” 147-
51, consists of: (a) prescript; (b) mode of and reason for contact; (c) reasoning underlying the
decision; (d) decision proper; (e) prospective (administrative) regulations; and (f) farewell
formula. Parts (a), (b)-(c), and (d) correspond to the praescriptio, the narratio, and the dispositio of
aRoman edict. Cf. Welles, Correspondence, xliii-xliv; Ceccarelli, Letter, 300; ead., “Image,” 235.

75 See Katzoff, “Sources,” 820; cf. Chalon, Edit,” 79-80, 97.

76 See 4.5.7 with n. 165.
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6.3 ddtayua

The term didtaypa occurs three times in the Septuagint: in LXX Esth B:4, where the
Jews are said to constantly disregard the ordinances of the kings (td te t@v BaciAéwv
napanéunovtag dinvek®dg dratdypata); in Wis 11:7, where Pharaoh’s order in Exod
1:22, which commanded that all male Jewish newborns be thrown into the Nile, is
designated as the “infanticide decree” (vnmioktévov Sidtayua);”” and in 2 Esd 7:11,
where it refers to a decree given by King Arthasastha (Artaxerxes) to Esdras the priest
(aUtn N Srxodenoig Tod datdyuarog).”® The date of composition or translation of
these texts is uncertain: the Wisdom of Solomon has been dated to either the last
century BCE or the first century CE,”® 2 Esdras to between the end of the second
century BCE and the beginning of the first century BCE,* or to the second century
CE,® while various dates have been proposed for Additions B and E to Esther, ranging
from the second century BCE to the first century CE.*

In extra-Septuagintal literature, Sidtayua is attested from around the mid-first
century BCE onwards. It has single instances in Philodemus (P.Herc. 467, fr. 13b, 1l. 12-
13), in Diodorus Siculus (Bibl. 18.64.5), in Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Ant. rom. 4.10.3),
in Strabo (Geogr. 10.4.22), and occurs frequently in Philo (26x) and in Josephus (19x).
With the exception of P.Herc. 467, which preserves fragments of the third book of
Philodemus’ On Rhetoric, all the papyrological attestations of the term date to the
Common Era.

The pre-Common era epigraphic attestations of S idtayua are both earlier and more
numerous than the literary ones. The Packard Humanities Institute (PHI) and the
Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum (SEG) databases list four inscriptions from the
third century BCE, five from the second century BCE, and seven from the first century

77 For the same order, Philo (Mos. 1.15) uses the expression to0 BaciAéwg to npdotayua, whereas the
author of Hebrews (11:23) uses the expression 10 Sidtaypa tod faciAéwg (this is the only instance
of didtayua in the New Testament).

78 In the parallel text of 1 Esd 8:8, this edict is termed npdotayua (tpoonesdvrog 8¢ 00 ypagévtog
TpooTdypatog). Sidtayua also occurs in Symmachus’ rendering of Isa 8:16: s@pdyioov vouov év
101G Sratdypact pov.

79 See Aitken, “Wisdom,” 402-4.

8 See Janz, Esdras, 163. In a previous publication, Janz, “Clef,” 110, had dated the translator of 2 Esdras
to the first century CE.

81 See Wooden, “2 Esdras,” 196.

82 See 1.2.
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BCE, in which this term occurs. The earliest of these inscriptions,®® a decree from
Kassandreia confirming the asylia of the Asclepieion of Cos (243 BCE), preserves the
formula doOvat ... Eéviov T Sidtayua to €k Tod viuov, “to give [to the envoys] ... as
gift of hospitality the disposition prescribed by the law.”®* A variant of this formula
(dobvai/dmooteilat Eévia ... kata TO didtayua) occurs in five senatus consulta dating
from the last third of the second century BCE to the first third of the first century
BCE.® In one of them, the bilingual senatus consultum de Asclepiade of 78 BCE,* the
phrase &via ... kata to didtayua in the Greek version (1l. 25-26) corresponds to the
phrase munus ... ex formula in the Latin version (1. 18)—the terms kata t6 didtaypa/ex
formula indicating that the gifts of hospitality (§évia/munus) were to be provided to
the honoured guests according to the established regulation—and the phrase eig to
OV @iAwv didtayya in the former (1. 24) corresponds to the phrase in ameicorum
formulam in the latter (1. 17), with the formula amicorum being the official list of “the
friends of the Roman people.”

Barring these senatus consulta, in which it equates to formula, and a few inscriptions
from the end of the third century to the last third of the second century BCE, whose
fragmentary state prevents us from determining the nature of the datdyuata

mentioned in them,¥” Sidtaypa is used from the second half of the first century BCE

8 There is an early third-century BCE inscription from Calymna (Tit. Calymnii 7) that mentions a
decree of Demetrius Poliorcetes, but it remains uncertain whether the word denoting “decree”
in 1. 12 of this inscription is mpdotayua or didtaypa. In the editio princeps, Segre, “Processo,” 11,
restores 1. 11-12 as follows: [ka]|td t6 Paciréwg [Tpdot]aypa Aapatpi[ov], noting that “sull’orlo
di frattura della pietra, spezzata proprio in quel punto, si vede ben chiaramente la parte bassa
delle lettere ATMA: bisognera dunque integrare [mpdot]ayua, termine ben comune nelle
cancellerie ellenistiche” (p. 14) and that the segment [ka]ltd t6 Paciréwg [mpdotlayua “&
assolutamente sicuro” (p. 15 n. 1). However, in a subsequent publication, Segre, “Tituli,” 47, opts
for Sidraypa instead ([ka]ltad 0 Pacidéwg [Sdt]aypa Aapatpliov]), “spatii necessitates
considerans,” although in a similar restoration elsewhere in the same corpus he opts for
notitayua, Doric form of mpdotayua (Tit. Calymnii 79A, 1. 11-12: [katd t0] | [mapa Paciréwg
Aapatpiov motitayual). See his comments ibid., pp. 47 and 103.

8 IG XII, 4, 1:220, 11. 14-15; cf. IG XII, 4, 1:216, 11. 16-17. See Hatzopoulos, Institutions I, 143-44, 146, and
Rigsby, Asylia [no. 25], 136-37; the latter scholar, citing Klaffenbach, notes that the phrase to
Sidtaypa o €k 00 vopou is equivalent to 0 év Td1 vopwt dratétaktat.

& [.Smyrna 589 [129/101 BCE], 1. 18; F.Delphes 111, 2:70 [Delphi; 112/111 BCE], . 64; IG XII, 3, 173
[Astypalaea; 105 BCE], 1. 10; OGIS 441 [Lagina; prob. 81 BCE], 1. 88; SEG 51-1427 [Rome; 78 BCE], 1.
25-26.

8 SEG 51-1427 [Rome].

8 Tit. Calymnii 64A [Calymna; 205-202 BCE], 1. 14: [¢]mdwA[Aor] Sratdypact; MDAI(A) 32 (1907) 285, 12
[Pergamon; last third of the second century BCE], . 3: [katd to] | meppfév kai dvayvwgdev
Sidt]ayual; SEG 62-367 [Doliche; ca. 130-100 BCE], 1. 10: [ye]|[yplapuévov Siatdypatoc.
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onwards as the main Greek equivalent of the Latin edictum.®® Apart from Sidraypa,
Greek literary and documentary sources feature a few other terms that designate the
edicta issued by Roman officials: deAtoypdenua, didypapua, Staypaer}, Sdyua, EkOeua,
emitayya, TapdyyeAua, Tpdypappa, tpoypaen, and mpdotayua.’ The most common
of these terms, dudypapua and mpdotayua, were previously used to designate
documents issued by the Hellenistic royal chanceries:® Siaypdupata were issued by
the Macedonian,” the Ptolemaic,” and probably the Seleucid kings,” and
npootdypata by the Attalids,* the Ptolemies,” and the Seleucids.”® The term
ddypaypa is used as an equivalent of edictum already by Polybius in the second
century BCE.”” The term npdotayua is attested in reference to Roman edicta from the
first century CE and is subsequently used in this sense interchangeably with
ddraypa.®® The most common, “precise and technical,” equivalent of edictum is,
however, the term &idtayua, which is used to designate edicts issued by “officials of
all levels; tribunes; praefecti of Egypt; proconsuls; and the emperor.”

In some of its previously cited extra-Septuagintal literary attestations, S idtaypa
does indeed designate a Roman edict. However, it is also attested as a designation of

8 The earliest inscription in which Sidtaypa is used as an equivalent of edictum is SEG 56-1219
[Ephesos; just after 42 BCE], 11. 9, 13, 20.

8 See Wilcken, “Zu den Edikten,” 128-29; Mason, Terms, 127-28, 131; Katzoff, “Sources,” 819-20.
Benner, Emperor, 26-27, 62, adds the term énikpipa.

% For the less common terms €kOepa, npdypayupa, and napdyyeApa, which were used to designate
documents issued by the Ptolemaic chancery, see Wilcken, “Zu den Edikten,” 129; Lenger, Corpus,
XX-XXi.

91 See Hatzopoulos, Institutions I, 398, 405-11; Mari, “Activité,” 210-12. The Macedonian kings issued
no prostagmata.

92 See Bikerman, “Mdypaypa,” 304-8; Lenger, Corpus, xx-xxi; Modrzejewski, “Note,” 366-78.

9 See Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 337-38; Bencivenni, “Considerazione,” 143 n. 22, 144; ead., “Words,” 145;
Ceccarelli, “Image,” 234.

9 See Allen, Kingdom, 104, 175-76; Virgilio, “Forme,” 211-15; Bencivenni, “Words,” 145.

% See Lenger, “Prostagmata,” 122-32; ead., “Ptolémées,” 7-10; ead., Corpus, xvii-xxiv; Modrzejewski,
“Mpdotaypa,” 187-206.

% It should be noted that the documents through which the Seleucid kings transmitted their orders
are invariably called “letters” (¢motoAai) by their authors but are occasionally referred to as
“ordinances” (npootdyuata) by their recipients. There is a single Seleucid document, issued by
King Antiochus IV (C.0rd.Ptol. 32), which has the incipit of a Ptolemaic mpdotaypa: PaciAéwg
"Avtidxov mpootd€avtog. See Capdetrey, Pouvoir, 336-37; Bencivenni, “Considerazione,” 140-46;
ead., “Words,” 145, 151; Ceccarelli, “Image,” 234-35, 244 n. 17.

97 Polybius, Hist. 22.10.6: mepi t0 o0 Titov Sdypaupa; cf. Plutarch, Marc. 24.13: kai yap td
Saypdppata tdvV dpxdvtwv "EAAveg <pev> Satdyuata, Pwpaiot § €dikta npocayopevouoty.
See Bikerman, “Awdypappa,” 311; Walbank, Commentary, 3:193.

% See Modrzejewski, “Tlpdotayua,” 201, 205-6; cf. Lenger, “Vestiges,” 72-73.

9 Mason, Terms, 127.
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other types of official documents or used in a non-technical sense. Philodemus states
that the rhetor should be acquainted with laws, decrees, and the other Siatdypata
(P.Herc. 467, fr. 13b, 11. 10-13: [fu]neipov [iv]on 81 véuwv, Pneiou[dt]wv, tdv EAAwv
Satay[ud]twv). The latter term seems to refer to some type of official documents,
pace Bikerman, who notes that Sidtaypa here “signifie simplement ‘I’ordre’ de toute
espece.”® With respect to the didypappa that the Macedonian regent Polyperchon
issued in 319/318 BCE, Diodorus Siculus consecutively uses the terms 3éyua (Bibl.
18.55.4), Sudypayupa (Bibl. 18.55.4; 18.57.1; 18.64.3), and Sidtayua (Bibl. 18.64.5).
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Ant. rom. 4.10.3) speaks of a “royal edict” (Sidtaypa
PaciAikdv) issued by Servius Tullius, the sixth king of Rome. Strabo (Geogr. 10.4.22)
states that in Roman Crete the administration was carried out through the edicts of
the Romans (toi¢ Pwpaiwv datdypaoct). Philo consistently employs Sidtayua to
denote the ordinances of the Torah, and only once (Legat. 301) for an imperial edict.
Josephus uses Sidtayua for edicts issued by Julius Caesar (A.J. 14.198; 14.215), Mark
Antony (AJ. 14.305; 14.319; 14.321; 14.322), Augustus (A.J. 16.165), and Claudius (A,].
19.285; 19.286; 19.291; 19.292; 19.304; 19.306; 19.307; 19.310; B.J. 2.216).'°' He also uses
Sudtaypa interchangeably with mpdotayua to designate Haman’s extermination
decree (AJ. 11.215; 11.220) as well as the dying Herod’s decree ordering all notable
Jews to assemble in Jericho (A.J. 17.174). Noteworthy is Claudius’ reference in his edict
to Alexandria, as quoted by Josephus, to “letters and edicts” (AJ. 19.282: éx T®V
YPOUUETWV ... Kol T®OV dtatayudtwv) by which the Alexandrian Jews had in the past
been granted civic rights “from the kings” (mapd td®v PaciAéwv), namely, the
Ptolemies.’> This instance aside, in which the term &watdypata is used
anachronistically with reference to the Ptolemaic npootdypata, didtayua, as noted
by Bickerman and other scholars,'®® is nowhere else used as a designation for an
official document issued by the Ptolemaic chancery.

Commenting specifically on Bickerman’s observation that Sidtaypa “never occurs
in Ptolemaic documents,” Passoni Dell’Acqua states the following:

100 Bikerman, “Mdypappa,” 311 n. 2.

101 See Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 62, 246, 332.
102 See Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 300-1.

103 See nn. 1 and 2 above.
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This term [Sidtaypa], which often occurs in the singular, takes on technical
connotations for imperial decrees during the Roman age: during the
Ptolemaic period it appears in the papyri with the sense of “provision, order,
decree” and does not seem to be used to officially designate a royal decree.
However, in the context under consideration, the use of the plural leads one
to consider it in a more general sense, as not expressly referring to the edict

in question.'*

Regarding the attestation of SiGtayua in the Ptolemaic papyri, Passoni Dell’Acqua
cites the Wérterbuch der griechischen Papyrusurkunden, vol. 1 (ed. Preisigke), vol. 4 (ed.
Kiessling), and Supplement 1 (ed. Kiessling).'> In vol. 4, s.v. didtaypa, the WGPU
provides the definition: “Anordnung, Erlass, Entscheidung (Edikt, Reskript)” and cites
attestations of the term in papyri dating from the Common Era. The papyri cited in
Supplement 1, s.v., are also from the Common Era. Only in vol. 1, s.v. Sidtaypa 1, do we
read: “kgl Erlass (ptol). Teb 5,9 [IIv].” Now P.Teb. I, 5 contains a series of prostagmata
issued in 121/120-118 BCE by Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II, Cleopatra II, and Cleopatra II1.
Preisigke restores the missing last part of line 9 of this text as follows: [ta] €11
Undp[xovta] dnpata 4nd tdv data[yudtwv tovtwv].'% In her edition of the same
text, Lenger restores line 9 on the basis of a previously unpublished copy of the
papyrus in question (C.Ord.Ptol. 53ter) as follows: [td] €11 Undp[xovta] dnpata &nd tdv
1 ta[Ota Avexvpacuévwv].l?” Thus, there is no attestation of the word Sidtaypa in
P. Teb. 1, 5, or in any other Ptolemaic document.

Regarding the second point made by Passoni Dell’Acqua, there is no doubt that King
Artaxerxes refers in a general manner to the royal ordinances that the Jews are said
to perpetually disregard. The written accusation that he makes in his first letter
echoes an earlier oral accusation made to him by Haman, namely, that the Jews
disobey the king’s laws (LXX Esth 3:8: t®&v 8¢ véuwv 100 PaciAéwc napakovovorv; cf.
AT Esth 3:8: toig 8¢ vouipoig 600, PactAed, o0 TPOGEXOUOTL ... KAl T TPOOTAYUATE GOV
&Oetodot). The author of Addition B likely took his cue from the canonical verse 3:8,
but instead of the verb mapakoVw (or mpooéxw or &Oet®) and the noun véuor (or
véuua or mpootdyuata) that occurred in the Greek version available to him, he used

104 Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Decree,” 77; cf. ead., “Editti,” 59.
105 Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Decree,” 77 n. 32.

106 Preisigke, “Friedenskundgebung,” 304.

107 Lenger, Corpus, 133 [C.Ord.Ptol. 53].
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the verb napanéunw and the noun Siatdypata (or possibly npootdyuata, as discussed
further below), respectively.

The question is whether the term Sidtayua (or npdotayua, if that was the original
reading) in LXX Esth B:4 should be understood in the technical sense of “decree, edict
having the force of law” or in the general sense of “command, order.” The use of the
combination tpdotaypa tod factAéwg in the Septuagint can provide insights into this
question. In seven instances it denotes a royal ordinance, which, as understood from
the context, is promulgated through letters,'% while in two instances it is used in the
general sense of “command.”**

As noted previously, in the Septuagint (Wis 11:7) and the New Testament (Heb
11:23), the order given by the Pharaoh, “the king of the Egyptians,” in the book of
Exodus, first to the midwives (LXX Exod 1:15: kai ginev 6 factAedc TV Atyvntiny Taig
pataig T@v EPpaiwv) and then to all his people (LXX Exod 1:22: suvétagev 8¢ dapaw
navTi @ Aa@ adtod), to kill the male Hebrew newborns is termed Sidtaypa. It is likely
that the authors of the Wisdom of Solomon and of Hebrews intended to present the
Pharaoh as delivering his orders in the same way that the highest political authority
of their time, the Roman Emperor, promulgated his, namely, through an edict. 4 Macc
4:26 and Acts 17:7 provide parallels to LXX Esth B:4, which involve another term used
in Greek to designate the Roman edictum, §6ypa. The author of 4 Maccabees, who was
likely roughly contemporary with the author of Acts, anachronistically uses this term,
which was current in his time, to refer to the decrees of the Seleucid King Antiochus
IV, which “were despised by the [Jewish] people” (ta déyuata adtol kateppoveito
0o to0 Aaod). In Acts 17:7, Paul and his companions are accused by the Thessalonian
Jews of acting contrary to the decrees of Caesar (kai o0tol MdVTEC AmMévavTl TOV
doyudtwv Kaioapog npdocovoiv); here (as in Luke 2:1: éEAABev §Sypa mapd Kaioapog
Avyovotov), the author uses the term 86yua to designate an imperial edict.*
Similarly, the text of Esther in the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyrus IX [=Ra 967] from
the first half of the third century CE, at B:5 uses the term ddypa, when referring to
King Artaxerxes’ decrees (Suovoouy [toic nuetepoic] doyuaov),''! instead of the term
npayua in the LXX version and mpdotayua in the AT, while in the First Targum to

108 2 Chr 30:6, 12; cf. 2 Chr 30:1-10; 1 Macc 2:18, 23; cf. 1 Macc 1:41-51; LXX Esth 2:8; cf. LXX Esth 1:19-
2:4; LXX Esth 9:4; 1 Esd 8:64.

109 2 Macc 7:30; LXX Dan 3:22.
110 See Mason, Terms, 39, 128.
11 See Kenyon, Papyri, 41.
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Esther (3:14), didtayua is attested as a Greek loanword used with reference to
Ahasuerus’ condemnation decree.''?
Passoni Dell’Acqua also points out that in LXX Esth B:4,

the cod. B [Vaticanus] gives mpootayuata in the first draft, with the npo[c]-
erased and O written over the erasure: this can be explained by the fact
that, when the correctors were at work, the most common term was
ddtaypa, and mpdotaypa might have seemed rather unusual and to be
avoided.'s

With regard to this point, it should be noted that, with the exception of the uncertain
scriptio inferior in the Vaticanus and the minuscule 249, all the textual witnesses of LXX
Esther read datdypata. Moreover, had the correctors of the Vaticanus deemed the
term mpdotaypa in LXX Esth B:4 “unusual and to be avoided,” they would have
replaced it with Sidtayua throughout the rest of LXX Esther, where it occurs in both
the canonical and the deuterocanonical sections that precede and follow Addition B.!*
However, this is not the case. It appears more probable that the original scribe of the
Vaticanus, in the fourth century CE, regarded the term Siatdypata in LXX Esth B:4 as
“unusual” and substituted it with npootdypata because elsewhere in LXX Esther the
royal ordinances are designated as mpootdypata.''> Subsequently, the first of the two
correctors, who is thought to have been contemporary with the scribe (possibly the
diorthotes of the scriptorium), upon comparison with the master copy, reinstated
dataypata in place of mpootdypata—a correction retained by the corrector who re-
inked the Codex in the tenth or eleventh century.!'®

At B:4, the Alpha Text and the Vetus Latina of Esther support the reading
npootdypata: AT Esth 3:16 [=B:4] reads napanéunovta dinvek®dg npootdyuata and, in

112 See Tropper, “Contexts,” 210.
113 Passoni Dell’Acqua, “Decree,” 77; cf. ead., “Editti,” 59.

114 See LXX Esth 2:8: 10 100 Pacidéwg npdotayua [two MSS of the Hexaplaric recension, following the
MT, which uses two terms, add here: ko1 Soypa (MS 58: ta Soyuata) autov]; 2:20: molelv T&
npootdypata avtod [sc. to0 Beol]; LXX Esth D:10: kowvov to mpdotayua AUGOV €otiy; 8:14, 17:
£€eTé0N 10 mpdotayua; 9:4: T6 mpdotayua tol PactAéwg.

115 See Hanhart, Esther, 47 n. 1: “Eine Vorliebe von B fiir npdotayua scheint auch B, (s. App.) zu zeigen.”
That the scribe of the Vaticanus had a fondness for mpdotayua can also be seen from LXX Esth
2:4, where the reading of the prima manus is kai fipecev 1@ PaciAel to npdotaypa. The corrector
intervened here as well, and changed npdotayua to npaypa—the reading found in all the other
manuscripts—by placing expunging dots above the letters OCT.

116 On the correctors of Codex Vaticanus, see Metzger, Manuscripts, 74; Parker, “Codex,” 1074;
Versace, Marginalia, 10-23.
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the following verse, Suovoolv toig fuetépoig npootdyuacty (the corresponding verse
in LXX Esther [B:5] reads duovoolv toig nuetépoig tpdypaotv);'? VL Esth (R-text) B:4
reads regum autem praetermittentes supervacue ad res nam ante,'*® “acting unnecessarily
neglectfully regarding matters of kings previously.”'" De Bruyne suggests that the
Latin translator may have misread Sinvek®¢ as diakévwg, and rendered it by
supervacue, and mpootdypata (the reading that we find in the Alpha Text) as mpog
npayuata, and rendered it by ad res.!”® In his version of the Esther story, Josephus
designates Artaxerxes’ extermination decree first as idtayua (A,J. 11.215) and later
as mpdotayua (AJ. 11.220), while in his paraphrase of B:4 he has Artaxerxes state that
the Jews are disobedient to the kings, omitting the reference to the royal
orders/ordinances (A,J. 11.217: £€0vog ... Toic faciAedotv dvundtakTov).

The instance of the term Sidtaypa exclusively in LXX Addition B, the use of the
term mpdotayua throughout the rest of LXX Esther, and the absence of the term
Sidtayua in the Alpha Text (and most likely in the Greek Vorlage of VL Addition B) may
be explained in two ways. Either LXX Addition B was written much later than the rest
of LXX Esther, at a time when Sidtayua had become current as an equivalent of
npdotayua, or LXX Addition B went through (at least) two stages of composition and
redaction: initially, at B:4, it read mpootdyuata, and this reading was retained in the
Alpha Text, which copied the text of LXX Addition B—unless it was present in the
common Urtext of both versions; in a later redaction of LXX Addition B, along with
other changes, mpootdypata was replaced with Swatdypata, and this reading
persisted in the textual tradition of LXX Esther up to the time of Codex Vaticanus. The
latter explanation takes into consideration the view of Dorothy and Jobes that the
Alpha Text may preserve an earlier form of Additions B and E, which underwent fewer

17 Throughout the Alpha Text (1:16; 3:2, 8, 16, 17, 19), the term used for a royal decree is npdotayua.
This is also the case for the canonical parts of LXX Esther (2:8; 8:14, 17; 9:4), as well as for LXX
Esth D:10. In LXX Esth 2:20, tpdotaypa is used in the plural to denote Yahweh’s commands.

18 According to Haelewyck, Hester, 68, the R-text preserves the oldest and least revised form of the
Old Latin translation of Esther. The I-text, which, though close to the R-text, shows traces of
revision, reads in this verse: regum vero praetermittentes iugiter praecepta supervacua. Elsewhere in
the Vetus Latina, the term praeceptum, “order, command,” renders the Greek term mpdotaypa,
which occurs in the LXX and the AT. See AT Esth 3:8: xai t& npootdypatd cov 40etodor; VL Esth
(R) 3:8: praecepta tua spernunt; LXX Esth D:10: kovov t6 mpdotaypa nu&v éotv; VL Esth (R) D:10:
praeceptum commune est nostrum; LXX Esth 9:4: npocénecev yap t0 npdotayua; VL Esth (R) 9:4:
praeceptum enim erat.

119 Trans. Bellmann and Portier-Young, “Latin,” 276.

120 Cited in Haelewyck, “Version,” 296-98; cf. id., Hester, 42.
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changes compared to that attested in the LXX version.’?! This explanation also
assumes that the postulated redaction affected particular portions of LXX Esther,
specifically Addition B, rather than the entire text.

Conclusively, if we accept that the term Sidtaypa in LXX Esth B:4 is used in a
technical sense—which is a valid possibility—and if the term originally employed in
the Urtext of Addition B in this verse was npdotayua, later substituted with didtayua
in the LXX, then the redaction of Addition B, through which this substitution was
made, most likely took place during the Roman Imperial period. It was in that period
that didtayua was commonly used to designate edicts issued by the supreme political
authority in the Roman Empire, the emperor, but also by other high Roman officials,
such as the praefectus Aegypti. In the following section, I will provide further evidence
supporting this hypothesis.

6.4 The “evil-hating justice” (uioomdvnpog dikn) in LXX
Addition E and in Philo

In LXX Esth E:4, King Artaxerxes speaks of those wicked schemers—a hinted reference
to Haman—who, puffed up by the boasts of those who are inexperienced in goodness
(toic T@v dmelpaydbwv kéumoig énapbévreg), assume that they will escape the evil-
hating justice of God, who always observes everything (to0 ta ndvta katontevovtog
ael Beod yioondvnpov voAaufdvovoty EkgevEeabar diknv). Of especial interest in
this verse is the combination pioondévnpog dikn, “evil-hating justice,” which is not
found in the other Greek versions of Esther. In the Alpha Text, the two elements that

make up this combination are not coupled together,'? while one of the two elements,

121 See Dorothy, Esther, 350; Jobes, Alpha-Text, 174, 224-25, 232.

122 At 7:23, the Alpha Text reads: GAAG kai T0iG TV drelpayddwv képmoig tapeAdévTeg 6 Tol Tdvta
Suvaotebovtog dikatokpitov picomdvnpov Ekuyeiv dieiAngdteg, tv diknv. The adjective
pioomdvnpog is here substantivised: to piosonévnpov (=1 piconovnpia, “the hatred of evil”) is to
be taken either as the object of the infinitive éxguyelv, in which case tnv diknv is the object of
the participle tapeA04vteg (see the French translation by Cavalier, Esther, 213-14: “mais aussi,
négligeant la justice a cause des vantardises de ceux qui ignorent le bien et décidés a fuir la haine
des méchants du juste juge qui dirige tout”), or, given the distance that separates napeA8vteg
from trv 8iknv, as the object of the participle napeA86vteg, in which case thv diknv is the object
of the infinitive ékguyeiv (see the German translation by De Troyer and Wacker [in Kraus and
Karrer, Septuaginta, 612]: “sondern im stolzen Prahlen derer, die vom Guten nichts wissen, sind
sie auch noch davon tiberzeugt, sie kénnten an dem Hass auf das Bose, der von dem alles gerecht
beurteilenden Michtigen (ausgeht), vorbeikommen und dem Gericht entfliehen”).
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the adjective uicondvnpog, seems not to have occurred in the Greek Vorlage of the
Vetus Latina of Esther and is missing in Josephus’ paraphrase of Esther.'”® In fact, the
combination piconévnpog dikn is not attested anywhere else in ancient Greek
literature except in six works of Philo'* and in a few late Byzantine authors.'®

In his works, Philo uses, apart from wicondvnpog, several other adjectives, nouns,
and participles as modifiers of &ikn, the personified Justice: &dékaotog (1x),
GemapOevog (1x), dueidiktog kai ddikovpévv dpwyog drapaitntog (1x),26 fondog
kal  Umépuaxog TtV adiknféviwv  (1x), E@edpedovoa  (1x), #Epopog TOV
avOpwneiwv/dvBpwniviv mpayudtwyv (7x), Eépopdoa ta dvbpwneia (1x), BefAatog
(1x), 6madog Tod Be0b (1x), ndpedpog tob Be0d/T® Oed (5%), TiHwpdC (6x), UTEpUAXOG
Kal Tapaotdtig ddikovpévwy (1x), ihdpetog (1x). All except three of these modifiers
(&rapaitntog, mapedpog, and Tipwpdg) are not previously attested in conjunction with
8ikn,'?” which makes it likely that at least some of the combinations in which they
occur in Philo’s works, unless they originate from literary works now lost to us, are
originally Philonic.

123 At E:4, the Vetus Latina of Esther reads: dei semper omnia conspicientis malignitatem concipientes putant
se evadere <iudicium> (“when they design an evil plan they think they will avoid the judgment of
the god who always sees everything” [trans. Bellmann and Portier-Young, “Latin,” 285]). Its
Vorlage, instead of t0 pioondvnpov, likely read toé movnpév/tnv novnpiav, which the translator
rendered by malignitatem. Cf. 3 Macc 7:9: €dv TL KOKOTEXVI GWHEV TOVHPOV ... TOV TAONG
deomdlovta duvduews OedV ... dvtikeipevov AUV €0 EKSIKAOEL TOV TPAYUATWY ... APEVKTWG ...
£fouev. In MS VL 151, which is thought to be closest to the oldest, unrevised form of the Vetus
Latina of Esther, the infinitive evadere lacks a complement; iudicium was supplied by the modern
editor on the basis of the revised MSS VL 123 and 109. See Haelewyck, Hester, 43. Josephus’
paraphrase (AJ. 11.275) reads: AfjoecBar to& Ogiov émi tovtoig vopilovotl kal thv €€ adtod
Srapet€eabot Siknv. The different versions of this verse in the LXX, the AT, the VL, and in
Josephus make it impossible to determine which one is closest to the original.

124 Philo, Conf. 128; Migr. 225; Mos. 2.53; Decal. 177; Spec. 3.140; Flacc. 107.

125 [gnatius Diaconus, Vit. Niceph., pp. 146, 1. 4, and 205, 1. 7 (ed. de Boor); Philagathus, Hom., 22.6 (ed.
Rossi Taibbi); Demetrius Cydones, Ep., p. 436, 1. 30 (ed. Loenertz); cf. Theophanes Confessor,
Chron., p. 255, 1. 9 (ed. de Boor): 1} uisondvnpog dikaiocvvy tod O00. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 9.7.2,
likely draws on Philo, when he writes that Justice with its “sleepless hatred of wickedness”
followed close on the heels of Maximinus, a persecutor of the Church: tfig napd né8ag adtov
peteABovong iepdg dikng 1 &imvog katd TV doefdv picomovnpia.

126 The combination dnapaitntog dikn occurs six times in Philo’s works but it is only in Migr. 225 that
ik is personified.

127 The combination dnapaitntog Aikn first occurs in Demosthenes (1 Aristog. 11) and in a tragic
adespoton (Kannicht and Snell, TrGF, F 495); also in a tragic adespoton (Kannicht and Snell, TrGF, F
655, 1. 19-20) we first encounter ndpedpog as a modifier of Afkn; the combination Tipwpdg dikn
first occurs in Euripides (EL 676) and in Plato (Leg. 716a, 872¢; [Epin.] 988e).
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The occurrence of wicondvnpog dikn exclusively in LXX Addition E and in Philo
prompts us to consider whether Philo might have drawn the combination from LXX
Addition E. This does not seem very likely for several reasons:

(a) woondvnpog is one of Philo’s favourite adjectives;?® he uses it twenty-four
times,'® more than any other ancient author, whereas in the Septuagint it occurs only
once, in LXX Esth E:4.

(b) As the juxtaposition of synonyms or antonyms is a favourite stylistic feature of
Philo,'*® he uses not only piconévnpog in conjunction with 8ikn but also @iAdpetog,
“he who loves virtue” (Conf. 128: | @AGpetdg te Kal pioondvnpog dikn), which is
another adjective that he has a fondness for, occurring sixty-four times in his works.
He also uses the antonym of uiconévnpog, rlondvnpog (2x).

(c) Philo has a liking for the pico- compounds; apart from piconévnpog, he uses
eleven such words."®! Five of them—uicdpetog, piooyvvaiog, piodkalog, pisomovia,
and piootekvia—are not previously attested (though this does not mean that they
were coined by Philo).!*?

(d) All except three of the previously cited dikn-combinations that Philo uses are,
as far as can be determined from the extant ancient Greek sources, not borrowings
from profane Greek or Jewish-Greek literature. The three §ikn-combinations that are
previously attested originate in profane Greek and not in Jewish-Greek literature,
Septuagintal or otherwise.

(e) Apart from pioonévnpog dikn, the other two pisondvnpog-combinations that
Philo has a liking for—uicondvnpog @uoet, “evil-hating by one’s nature” (6x) and
ptoomévnpov ddog, “evil-hating emotion” (7x)—are also previously unattested. The
same applies to some other combinations consisting of a pico- compound adjective
and a noun, such as wodékalog @OS6vog, “good-hating envy” (3x) and upiodperog
@O6vog, “virtue-hating envy” (1x).

(f) The use of a wico-/@1Ao- compound adjective as a modifier of a personified
abstract concept is typical of Philo, as attested by such combinations as @iAdpetog kai

128 See van der Horst, Flaccus, 194.

129 Philo, Sacr. 28; Conf. 46, 49, 128, 131; Migr. 225; Mut. 108; Mos. 1.47, 1.149, 1.328; Mos. 2.9, 2.53, 2.167,
2.279; Decal. 87, 177; Spec. 1.55, 3.31, 3.75, 3.126, 3.140, 4.9; Flacc. 107; Legat. 193.
130 See Siegfried, Philo, 132-35.
131 moddedgoc (1x), podAnhog (1x), uwoavBpwrnia (12x), uiodvBpwnog (3x), wiodperog (8x),
liuofyévmog (1x), podkarog (4x), piodémolig (1x), uoonovnpia (1x), pocomovia (1x), yicotekvia
1x).
132 See Runia, “Verba,” 313-14.
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ytoondvnpog ik, podpetog kai Uodkalog @OBévog, piodpetog kKal @rhomadrg
vo0G/@uotg, rloouatog kai grhonadng vod, etc.

(g) In his extant works, Philo neither quotes from nor alludes to the book of
Esther.!®

(h) The concept expressed by the combination pisondvnpog dikn is congruent with
Philo’s theology, as we will see further on.

It thus seems more likely that it was LXX Addition E, a text marked by many
intertextual borrowings,'** that drew the combination yiconévnpog dikn from one of
Philo’s treatises. That said, we cannot exclude two other possibilities: that Philo may
have known the Greek Esther and its Additions in their LXX version but, with the
exception of wiocondévnpog dikn, did not quote from, allude to, or otherwise engage
with them, as Josephus did about half a century later;'* or, that both Philo and the
author of LXX Addition E drew the combination picondvnpog dikn independently
from a source unknown to us.'*

Pursuing further the hypothesis that LXX Esth E:4 is indebted to Philo for the
expression pioondvnpog dikr, we may attempt to date the Philonic instances of this

z

133 See Ryle, Quotations, xxvii, xxxi-xxxiii; Sterling, “Recherché,” 12 n. 58: “There is no evidence that
he [Philo] knew Esther, Ruth, Cant, Lam, or 2 Macc.” Nelther Leisegang, “Index,” nor Earp,
“Index,” list any reference or allusion in Philo’s works to the book of Esther. According to the
more recent Index of Philo’s quotations from and allusions to the Old Testament (Allenbach et
al., Biblia, 90), Spec. 3.140, where pisondvnpog 8ikn occurs, contains an allusion to Esth 8:13 (sic)
[read: 8:124 ed. Rahlfs/LXX Esth E:4 ed. Hanhart]. However, as I suggest above, the direction of
the allusion most likely goes from Philo to LXX Addition E to Esther rather than the other way
around.

134 See Hacham, “3 Maccabees,” 772-80; Domazakis, Esther, 69-86, 166-68, 174-77.

135 See Cohen, Citations, 7 n. 21: “The fact that neither Philo, nor very many other Hellenistic authors,
mention either Purim or the Book of Esther cannot be taken as proof that it was unknown to
them—just that it was not relevant to the subjects of their extant writings.” See also Sterling,
“Recherché,” 12: “His [Philo’s] silence should not automatically be interpreted as ignorance since
he rarely cited any text outside of the Torah.” The absence of God and of the religious element
in the canonical Esther is a strong reason why Philo may have ignored it. See Bond, Pilate, 30 n.
28.

136 Prior to Philo, the adjective picondvrpog and its cognates are used in relation to Yahweh only in
LXX Esth E:4 and in 2 Macc 8:4: énekaAoGvto TOV KOp1oV ... pioonovnpiicat. The members of the
pioomovnp- word group, attested as early as the Attic orators, were likely adopted into the
religious domain from Ptolemaic judicial terminology, as they frequently occur in petitions from
the Ptolemaic and Roman periods, in which individuals appeal to the justice and the “hatred of
wickedness” of a strategos, of the king and the queen, or of the praefectus Aegypti. See, e.g., P.Tarich.
13 [188-187 BCE], 1. 28-30: £oouali] | 100 dikafov kal TA¢ ofig [p100]|novr|p10tg tstsvxwg, BGU
8.1824 [60-55 BCE], 1L. 29-31: [4&1& o€] mepl adT@dOV 61a7\aﬁew pwo|novnpwq, V' @ teTevywe Tiig
ofig dikan|oovng; P.Ryl 2.113 [133 CE] 1. 30-37: T0d obv | mpdypatog 6€o|pevou A5 ofig |
pelonovnpiag | 4816 o TOV kUprov | kai Sika[o]kpitnv | dxodoai pov Tpog | adtovg; PSI 13.1323
[147-148 CE], L. 3: tiig o7ig £éndp[xov dlikaiov pisonovnpiag deduevog. See Veisse, “Toi,” 21-31.
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expression to establish a terminus post quem for its integration into LXX Addition E. On
the basis of Cohn’s tentative classification and chronology of Philo’s works, two of the
treatises in which pisondvnpog dikn occurs (De confusione linguarum and De migratione
Abrahami) are part of the Allegorical Commentary, two (De decalogo and De specialibus
legibus 3) belong to the Exposition of the Law, and two (In Flaccum and De vita Mosis 2)
belong to the Historical-Apologetic group of Philo’s writings. Cohn argues that De
specialibus legibus 3, In Flaccum, and likely De vita Mosis were written in the aftermath
of the anti-Jewish disturbances that broke out in Alexandria in 38 CE during the reign
of Gaius Caligula, whereas the first sections of the Exposition of the Law, preceded by
the Allegorical Commentary, were written at an earlier period.'”” If this chronology is
valid, the earliest instances of pisondvnpog dikn in Philo’s extant works seem to be
found in the two treatises of the Allegorical Commentary, De confusione linguarum and
De migratione Abrahami, which were likely written between the first and third decades
of the first century CE.'*

Of the six instances of yicondvnpog dikn in Philo, those that are closest to LXX Esth
E:4 are Mos. 2.53, Decal. 177, and Flacc. 107.%*° In Mos. 2.53, Justice is the evil-hating
assessor of God (1 mdpedpog @ Be® wioondvnpog dikn), who punishes those who
engage in knavery, injustice, and other vices, although God has bestowed upon them
an abundance of gifts such as good health, wealth, and glory; in LXX Esth E:4, the evil-
hating justice of God punishes those who, like Haman, show ingratitude towards and
scheme against their benefactors, despite the honours that these benefactors have
generously showered upon them. In Decal. 177, Justice is presented as God’s assessor
(népedpog), endowed with an inborn hatred of evil (¢Uoer pisonévnpog), who surveys
human affairs (t&v dvOpwnivwv Epopog Tpayudtwv) and punishes wrongdoers and
sinners; in LXX Esth E:4, the evil-hating justice is an attribute of God, who himself
closely observes everything (tod t& mdvta katontevovtog 0e00) and inflicts the
deserved punishment on transgressors like Haman (LXX Esth E:18: thv kataiav to0

137 See Cohn, “Chronologie,” 389, 421-24, 426-27, 433-34. See also Royse, “Works,” 59-62, and Niehoff,
Philo, 3-11 and 245-46.

138 See Niehoff, Philo, 245-46, who dates the Allegorical Commentary to ca. 10-35 CE and the
Exposition of the Law and the Historical Writings to ca. 40-49 CE.

139 In Conf. 128, Migr. 225, and Spec. 3.140, the picondvnpog d{kn acts on her own authority and is not
associated with God, as she is in LXX Esth E:4.

140 The combination of the two attributes that God and his justice possess in LXX Esth E:4—“all-
observing” and “evil-hating,” respectively—is found elsewhere only in a third-century CE
binding spell from North Africa: Audollent, Defixiones 271, 1l. 35-36: To0 Kupiov | afi]w[viou]
G0avaTov TavTeQOTTOU UELGOTOVHPOU.
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Ta TdvTa €nkpatodvtog B0l d1d tdxovg dnoddvtog avtd kpiotv). In Flacc. 107, the
evil-hating Justice advances to meet Flaccus, the Roman prefect of Egypt (®Adkke d¢
... TpOUTAVTNOE 1] Yroondvnpog dikn), who, like Haman in the book of Esther, was an
enemy and persecutor of the Jews. As in Conf. 128, Migr. 225, and Spec. 3.140, and in
contrast to LXX Esth E:4, the evil-hating Justice in Flacc. 107 is a self-standing,
personified hypostasis. Elsewhere in In Flaccum (104; 189), the personified Justice is
also self-subsistent and independent of God, yet in Flacc. 146 she is assigned the same
attribute, “overseer of human affairs” (tf|v €popov T@v dvBpwneiwv diknv), that God
has in Flacc. 121 (t6v €popov Bedv TdV avBpwnivwy mpayudtwv). As van der Horst
remarks, “‘Justice’ is here, as elsewhere in Philo, nothing but a personified function of
God.” 41

The two earliest preserved instances of piconévnpog dikn in the Philonic corpus,
which, as previously noted, seem to be found in Conf. 128 and in Migr. 225, do not
exhibit any strong intertextual links with LXX Esth E:4, unlike most of those found in
later works: in these two instances, the evil-hating justice is not presented as an
assessor or an attribute of God, does not watch over human affairs, and does not
punish a persecutor of the Jews. It thus seems unlikely that, the first time he used the
concept of pioondvnpog dikn, Philo was inspired by or intended to allude to LXX Esth
E:4.

Philo’s concept of personified Justice draws upon representations of the Greek
mythological deity Dike, daughter of Zeus and Themis, in Hesiod, in Sophocles, in
Plato, and in the Orphic hymn 62 (addressed to Dike),"*? while also being informed by
Jewish conceptions of divine justice and the contemporary circumstances of the
Jewish community in Alexandria.'*® Foster points out that, in the Exposition of the
Law, Philo presents Dike as the defender of the Law and the punisher of its
transgressors, whereas in the Allegorical Commentary and the Historical-Apologetic
works, Dike has the role of the avenger of the people of the Law and the punisher of

its enemies and persecutors.'* According to Foster, this shift reflects Philo’s response

141 yan der Horst, Flaccus, 219-20. Cf. ibid., 191-92 and esp. 194: “Since in §102 and elsewhere it is God
himself who takes revenge on Flaccus for his misdeeds, it is clear that in fact Diké is nothing but
God in his capacity of pursuer of justice.” See also Borgen, “Prayers,” 308.

142 See Foster, Dike, 141-44, 176-89; Boyancé, “Echo,” 173-78.

143 Elsewhere in the Septuagint, justice is personified in two deuterocanonical books, the Wisdom of
Solomon (1:8; 11:20-22), which is of Alexandrian origin, and 4 Maccabees (4:13, passim). See
Foster, Dike, 150-61.

144 Foster, Dike, 120-21, 148, 162. It should be noted here that Foster considers the Allegorical
Commentary to be chronologically posterior to the Exposition of the Law.
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to the anxieties and tribulations of the Alexandrian Jews at a time when their modus
vivendi with the Greeks and the Romans was nearing collapse. Philo may have
conceptualised the exercise of judicial functions by God in tandem with the
personified Dike as a counterpart to the judicial authority exercised by the Roman
emperor and his prefect in Egypt:

Philo grasped this Greek hypostasis [sc. Dike] and used it to express a hope
in the kingship and rule of God; no matter how difficult life had become for
the Alexandrian Jews he could advise them to hope with certainty in God’s

care and in Dike’s vengeance.'*

... Philo constructed a theology that was
parallel to the political power structure in Roman Egypt precisely because
he and his community were not a part of that power structure. Philo used a
Greek mythological personification of justice because it fit that system and
made clear the hope he held of vindication against such an awesome
opponent as the emperor.14

Scholarship has noted that Philo’s In Flaccum shares with Esther and 2 Maccabees the
motif of the just and retributive punishment of those who attack God and his people.
When Flaccus is executed at Caligula’s command, Philo comments that “it was the will
of justice that the butcheries which she wrought on his single body should be as
numerous as the number of the Jews whom he unlawfully put to death” (Flacc. 189
[trans. Colson, LCL]).**” Likewise, Haman is hanged on the pole that he had prepared
for Mordecai (Esth 7:10), and King Antiochus IV is stricken with severe intestinal
pains, “and that very justly, for he had tortured the bowels of others with many and
strange inflictions” (2 Macc 9:6 [trans. Schaper, NETS]). According to Pelletier, the
aforementioned books share three common themes typical of the aretalogical genre:
misfortune (e.g., illness or persecution), divine intervention that reverses the
situation, and recognition by humans of God’s intervention. In the case of persecution,
the third theme is further developed into three phases: the defeated persecutor is not
spared, although he acknowledges his just punishment; those who are saved from
persecution sing hymns of thanksgiving to God; and, in some cases, they observe an

15 Foster, Dike, 136.

146 Foster, Dike, 148. Other scholars (Goodenough, Light, 59-63; Boyancé, “Echo,” 175; Mendelson,
“Dialectic,” 114, 121) point out that Philo introduces Dike as an agent of punishment to exempt
God from the responsibility of punishing and administering vengeance himself, since God is good
and can only be the cause of good.

147 See Pelletier, Flavius Joséphe, 16-18; Borgen, “Prayers,” 302-3, 307-8; id., “Flaccus,” 45, 53-54.
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annual feast commemorating their victory (the latter element is missing in In
Flaccum).'*® Meiser and Borgen have identified further similarities between In Flaccum
and 2 Maccabees, such as the pursuit of a pathopoeic effect, the depiction of a
character’s inner thoughts by the omniscient author (both of which, according to
Meiser, are characteristic of the “mimetic” historiography), the inclusion of a
fictitious ante mortem speech and prayer (Flaccus) or vow and letter of repentance
(King Antiochus 1V) by the persecutor, and the emphasis on theodicy and on God’s
providence for his people.!*

The scholars mentioned above do not claim, based on the similarities that they
trace between these works, that Philo was acquainted with either Esther or 2
Maccabees, although such claims have been made by other scholars.**® Given the
reasons that I previously presented, I consider it unlikely that Philo borrowed the
expression yioondvnpog dikn from LXX Addition E. Instead, I consider it likely that
Addition E derived this expression from Philo, specifically from In Flaccum. This
direction of influence presupposes a redactional intervention in LXX Addition E that
presumably occurred after several significant events: the anti-Jewish pogrom
launched in Alexandria in the summer of 38 CE during Flaccus’ prefectship; Flaccus’
execution in 39 CE; the armed Jewish uprising in Alexandria following Caligula’s death
in January 41 CE; and the publication of Philo’s In Flaccum (40 or 41 CE)™! and the
emperor Claudius’ “
and published in Alexandria on November 10, 41 CE),'”* which aimed to settle the
unrest in the city. In the following section, 1 will elaborate on the historical

Letter to the Alexandrians” (probably written in October 41 CE

circumstances that may have prompted the above-posited redactional intervention
in LXX Addition E.

148 See Pelletier, In Flaccum, 16-19; Borgen, “Prayers,” 303; id., “Flaccus,” 53.

149 See Meiser, “Gattung,” 421-22, 427; Borgen, “Flaccus,” 53-54.

150 For example, Zeitlin, “Agrippa,” 29, argues that “Philo was influenced, no doubt, by the biblical
book of Esther, by the books of Judith, and the Second and Third Maccabees. Philo makes Flaccus
to repent in the end just as the author of the Second Maccabees makes Antiochus Epiphanes do.”
Bond, Pilate, 30-31, suggests that the portrait of Caligula in Philo’s Legatio ad Gaium may have been
modelled after that of King Antiochus IV in 2 Maccabees. See further references in Domazakis,
Neologisms, 402-3.

151 See van der Horst, Flaccus, 4.

152 For the date of the letter, see Tcherikover, Fuks, and Stern, Corpus, 2:44.
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6.5 A suggested Sitz im Leben for the final (?) redaction of LXX
Addition E

There are strong analogies between the persecution of the Jews in the Persian
kingdom under Artaxerxes, instigated by Haman, as described in the book of Esther,
and the persecution of the Alexandrian Jews under Flaccus during the reign of
Caligula. Furthermore, analogies can be drawn between King Artaxerxes and the
emperor Claudius, Caligula’s successor. Below, I note the most suggestive of these
analogies, as they emerge from a parallel reading of LXX Additions B and E to Esther,
Philo’s In Flaccum, the edict (Sidypappa/Sidtaypa) that the emperor Claudius sent to
Alexandria and Syria in the spring of 41 CE (Josephus, A,J. 19.280-285) and the one that
he sent shortly after “to the rest of the world” (Josephus, A,J. 19.287-291),"* and the
letter (émiotoAr]) that the same emperor sent to the Alexandrians in the autumn of 41
CE (P.Lond. 6.1912).

(a) In Additions B and E to Esther, King Artaxerxes appears particularly concerned
with establishing peace and stability in his kingdom and avoiding disturbances and
unrest (LXX Esth B:2: tovg t@v Onotetayuévwv GKUUEToOUG d1d TavTog KATaoTHonl
Biovg, TV te Paciieiav fjuepov ... tape€duevog avaveoacdai te thv tobovpévny Toig
ndotv GvBpwmoig elpfvrv; LXX Esth B:7: 6nwg ... ebotadi] kai dtdpaya mapéxwotv nuiv
.. TQ Tpdypate; LXX Esth E:8: trv PaciAeioav dtdpayov toig ndotv avOpwmolg pet
elprivng mapegdueda). Likewise, in his edict and his letter to Alexandria, the emperor
Claudius appears determined to ensure that no further disturbances arise (Josephus,
AJ. 19.285: 8mwg undepia tapaxn yévnrai) and that his Alexandrian subjects live with
mutual forbearance and human kindness (P.Lond. 6.1912, 1l. 100-102: édv | ... ueta
npadtntog | kai @iAavOpo[=wlneiag tfig Tpog dAAAAovG fiv £0elrionte). In his letter
to the Alexandrians, he even refers to a golden statue of the Pax Augusta Claudiana
(P.Lond. 6.1912, 1. 35: KAavdiaviic Eipfvng ZePaotiic) that the people of the city voted
to be erected in his honour and which he preferred instead to be set up in Rome. In
the same year that he wrote this letter, the figure of Pax appeared on the reverse of
his aurei, illustrating one of the central principles of his commencing reign, “Peace

with gods and men.”*%*

153 The authenticity of the edicts of Claudius transmitted by Josephus is a much-debated issue. See
Pucci Ben Zeev, Rights, 303, 305-26, 333.

154 See Tcherikover, Fuks, and Stern, Corpus, 2:45-46. Rostovtzeff, “Pax,” 25-28, argues that the figure
depicted on the imperial coins was that of Pax-Nemesis, as was that of the golden statue that the
Alexandrians wanted to erect in honour of Claudius. According to this scholar, the statue was
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(b) Both Artaxerxes and Claudius present themselves as benevolent (piAdvOpwmor)
rulers (LXX Esth E:11: fi¢ #xouev mpdg mav £8vog grhavBpwriag; P.Lond. 6.1912, 1. 81:
fyep®V @AGvOpo[=w]rog; Josephus, A.J. 19.290: tadty tfi @AavOpwiy).

(c) In LXX Esth B:5, King Artaxerxes accuses the Jews of having an undermining
effect on the stability of the Persian kingdom (rtpdg to un v Pacideiav edotabeiog
tuyxavewv); in Flacc. 94, Philo’s rhetorical questions, emphasising the peaceful
character of the Jews and their contribution to the political stability of Alexandria,
seem to echo a similar allegation (néte & o0k elpnvikol ndowv €vouicBnuev; ta &
¢mndedpata, oig kad Ekdotnv fuépav xpwueda, ... o0 cuvteivovta mpdg edvopiay
néAewc kai ebotdOe1ay;). !

(d) In their respective letters and edicts, Artaxerxes and Claudius permit the Jews
to observe their laws and customs (LXX Esth E:19: £av tovg Tovdaioug xpfioBat toig
£auT®V vouiuolg; P.Lond. 6.1912, 11. 86-87: &AA& E@otv abTovg Toig #0ea1v | xpficBat Og
[=01¢] kai émi tod Beob ZePactod; Josephus, A.J. 19.285: éuuévouat Toig idloig €Beorv;
19.290: kA& 0OV &xetv kai “Tovdaiovg Tovg év mavti T U@’ AUA] kéouw T& TdTpLa
€0n avemKwAOTWS QUAdOCELY).

(e) Haman was one of the “Friends” of King Artaxerxes (LXX Esth E:5; cf. LXX Esth
3:1); Flaccus was one of the “Friends” of the emperor Tiberius (Flacc. 2; 158).1° Haman
was “second to the king” (LXX Esth B:3; E:11) in the Persian kingdom; Flaccus, as
praefectus Aegypti (Flacc. 152; 163), was second in authority to the emperor in one of

intended to commemorate the peace that Claudius re-established in Alexandria by suppressing
the riot in the city instigated by the Jews after the death of Caligula. Concerned that erecting
such a statue might kindle new disturbances among the Jews, as it would imply that their hybris
was punished by Nemesis, Claudius requested that it be set up in Rome instead of Alexandria. For
a critique of this suggestion, see Tcherikover, Fuks, and Stern, Corpus, 2:45-46. See also Hornum,
Nemesis, 15-17.

155 Cf, Claudius’ warning in his letter to the Alexandrians that if the Jews do not obey his order not
to bring in other Jews from Syria or Egypt, he will punish them for “fomenting a common plague
for the whole world” (P.Lond. 6.1912, 11. 99-100: ka®dnep kowvhjv | tel[=1]va tfg oikovpévng véoov
¢€eyeipovtag). “Plague” (véoog) is to be understood here as “rebellion.” See van der Horst,
Flaccus, 184. Cf. also a fragment of the Acta Isidori et Lamponis (Tcherikover, Fuks, and Stern, Corpus,
vol. 2, no. 156¢), which contains a discussion that presumably took place in 41 CE between
Isidorus, gymnasiarch of Alexandria and one of the leaders of the anti-Jewish faction, T. Claudius
Barbillus, and the Jewish king Agrippa L. In it, Isidorus accuses the Jews of attempting to stir up
riots in the entire world: col. 1, 11. 22-24: ¢vk[aA® adtoic] [sc. Toig Tovdaioig] | [8t1 k]ai SAnv TV
olkovuévny [¢mixerpodorv] | [tapdo]oetv. Lastly, see Legat. 161, where Philo cites the instructions
that Tiberius sent to the governors throughout the Roman Empire following the death of Sejanus,
the purportedly anti-Semitic prefect of the praetorian guard, in 31 CE. These instructions stated
that the governors were to regard the Jews as being of peaceful disposition and their laws as
conducive to political stability (to0g te dvdpag g eipnvikovg Ta¢ @UoEIg Kal T& VOUIUA O
dAelpovta mpog ebotdBdelav).

156 See Box, In Flaccum, 69; van der Horst, Flaccus, 91-92.

222



the most important provinces of the Roman Empire.'*” Haman planned to destroy all
the Jews in Artaxerxes’ kingdom (LXX Esth E:15: tovg apadedopévoug €ig dpaviopov
‘Tovdaiovg; cf. LXX Esth 3:6, 13); Flaccus, according to Philo, intended to utterly
destroy the Jews of Alexandria (Flacc. 116: 00g [Tovdaiovc] &pdnv dgavicar dieyvket).

(f) Haman is characterised as insolent (LXX Esth E:2: peiov éppdvnoav; E:3: tov
kOpov ov duvdpevor @éperv; E:12: mepneavia), which is also the case with Flaccus
(Flacc. 124; 152: péya mvéovta; cf. 41: do€opavrg). Moreover, Haman is said to have
been puffed up by the boasts of those who are inexperienced in goodness (LXX Esth
E:4: 10i¢ TtV dmelpaydbwv kéumoic EmapBévteg). This statement has no
correspondence with the canonical text of Esther, unless the author of Addition E
intended to insinuate that Haman was misled by the two chief bodyguards who sought
to kill King Artaxerxes (LXX Esth 2:21; cf. LXX Esth A:17). A parallel can be drawn with
Flaccus, who, according to Philo, was carried away by his former enemies, Dionysius,
Isidorus, and Lampo, leaders of the Greek anti-Jewish party and “devisers of evil
things” (Flacc. 20: kak®v evpetai), who won him over through flattery (Flacc. 126:
Toidwpdc te Kal Adunwy, ot ... deomdtny Kal eVepy£tnV Kal cwTApa Kal Td toladta
dvakahobvteg; 172: TARB0g doOvTakTov Kal Te@opnuévov, U@’ o0 KOAAKELSUEVOS O
dvotuxng Aratduny). Furthermore, in LXX Esth E:5, King Artaxerxes states that many
rulers, duped by the persuasiveness of the “Friends” to whom they entrust the affairs
of state (t@v motevbévtwv xepilev @idwv & mpdypata), become involved in
irremediable misfortunes (&dvnkéotoig cuugopaic). In Flacc. 105, Philo expresses a
similar idea in similar terms: during the reigns of Augustus and Tiberius, some
provincial governors (¥viot yap kai émi Tifepiov kai émi Tod natpog avtod Kaioapog
oV diendvtwv tag émkpateiag) filled their countries with irremediable ills (tag
XWPAG EVETANOAV KAKDV GVNKESTWYV).

Parallels can be readily drawn not only between Haman, as depicted in LXX
Additions B and E to Esther, and Flaccus, but also between Haman and another Roman
high official, Sejanus, who is said to have taken anti-Jewish measures prior to Flaccus.

Sejanus had an astonishingly rapid rise to power during the second and third
decades of the first century CE.'*® In 15 CE, he was appointed praetorian prefect by
Tiberius. In 26 CE, he saved the emperor’s life and gained his unreserved trust. When
Tiberius moved to Capri a year later, he became the most powerful man in Rome and

157 See van der Horst, Flaccus, 92.
158 On the rise and fall of Sejanus, see Bird, “Seianus,” and Champlin, “Seianus.”
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was treated as if he were the princeps.’” The emperor made him counsellor and
assistant in all matters,’®® dubbing him his “partner in toil” (socius laborum) and
“assistant in power” (adiutor imperii).’** In 31 CE, Sejanus was named consul together
with Tiberius (consulatus socius) and was even promised to share the tribunicia potestas
with the emperor, which would make him co-ruler of the Empire and Tiberius’
successor.'*2 The honours that he received included the erection of numerous statues
of him, making his face “number two in the whole world.”*** At the height of his
power, he was accused by Tiberius of plotting a conspiracy against him and was
executed in October 31 CE. His children and adherents met the same fate. His name
and memory were blackened, as evidenced by an inscription from Umbria that calls
him a “most pernicious enemy of the Roman people.”***

Josephus, Tacitus, Suetonius, and Cassius Dio inform us about a number of anti-
Jewish measures that Tiberius took in Rome in 19 CE: he abolished the Jewish rites and
obliged the Jews to burn their religious vestments and other accessories; he expelled
the Jewish community from the city and drafted four thousand Jews for military
service in Sardinia; he threatened those who refused to obey with such a heavy
punishment as enslavement.'*® The aim of these measures, the inspiration for which
some scholars attribute to Sejanus,'® was probably to halt the growing proselytism of
Roman citizens to the Jewish faith.’*” Philo accuses Sejanus of attacking the Jews of
Rome with “false slanders” and of orchestrating a persecution of the Jews in the

provinces, which he did not have the time to carry out, shortly before 31 CE.!*® His

159 See Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 58.5.1: 6 8¢ Zeiavdg Tocodtog fv Tfi Te Utepoyfi Tol @povAuatog ko @
uey€Oet tiig €€ovoiag Wote cuVEASVTL einelv abTOV HeV abTokpdTopa TOV 8¢ TiPépiov vnoiapxdv
Tva eivat dokeiv.

160 See Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 57.19.7: OuPovAov kal NPTV TpOG TAVTa ENOLETTO.

161 See Tacitus, Ann. 4.2 and 4.7; cf. Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 58.4.3: KOLVwVOV TGOV QpovTidwv Gvopale.

162 See Maier, “Sejanus,” 10-11; Champlin, “Seianus,” 364.

163 Juvenal, Sat. 10.63: facie toto orbe secunda. See Champlin, “Seianus,” 373.

164 [LS 157 [32 CE]: Providentiae Ti. Caesaris Augusti nati ad aeternitatem | Romani nominis, sublato hoste
perniciosissimo p. R.

165 Suetonius, Tib. 36; Tacitus, Ann. 85;Josephus, A,J. 18.83-84; Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 57.18.5a. Unlike

the other historians, Josephus dates these anti-Jewish measures to ca. 30 CE—erroneously, it
seems. See Smallwood, “Notes,” 314-15, 326.

166 See Box, In Flaccum, 68. But see Smallwood, “Notes,” 324-25; ead., Legatio, 243-44.
167 See Smallwood, “Notes,” 319-22.

168 Philo, Legat. 159-160: “And indeed it was the same under Tiberius though matters in Italy became
troublesome when Sejanus was organizing his onslaughts (éokev@per thv énibeowv). ... For
Tiberius knew the truth, he knew at once after Sejanus’s death that the accusations made against
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persecution, asserts Philo, aimed at destroying the entire Jewish nation—a grave
accusation not supported by sources other than Eusebius, who, however, is dependent
on Philo.*® The Alexandrian philosopher even considers Flaccus—who was appointed
praefectus Aegypti by Tiberius a year after the execution of the praefectus praetorio—as
the continuator of Sejanus’ anti-Jewish policy,'”® and recounted the latter’s
persecution in a non-extant prequel to his treatise In Flaccum.'”*

Tiberius’ anti-Jewish policy changed drastically once Sejanus was removed from
the political scene. Philo again informs us that, after Sejanus’ execution in 31 CE,
Tiberius

charged his procurators in every place to which they were appointed to
speak comfortably to the members of our nation in the different cities,
assuring them that the penal measures did not extend to all but only to the
guilty, who were few, and to disturb none of the established customs but
even to regard them as a trust committed to their care, the people as
naturally peaceable (gipnvikoUg ta¢ @Uoelg), and the institutions as an

influence promoting orderly conduct (e0otdbe1av).”?

One can easily draw correspondences between the aforementioned persons and
events and those featured in LXX Additions B and E. Sejanus was the emperor’s
counsellor and, having saved his life, enjoyed his complete confidence. Similarly, in
LXX Esth B:3, Haman is said to have been one of the king’s counsellors (rubopévouv 8¢

the Jewish inhabitants of Rome were false slanders, invented by him (Pevdei fioav SiaPolad,
mAdopata Znavod)” (trans. Colson, LCL). See Smallwood, “Notes,” 323.

169 Philo, Flacc. 1: o0umav pév adikfjoar t0 €0vog; Legat. 160: Tniavos to €0vog avaprdoat OéAovtog.
Cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.5.7: Enuavov ... &pdnv té nav €0vog dmoAécOat omovdnv eicaynoxévar; id.,
Chron. p. 176 (ed. Helm): Seianus praefectus Tiberii, qui apud eum plurimum poterat, instantissime
cohortatur ut gentem Iudaeorum deleat. In the same context, Eusebius mentions Pontius Pilate’s
attack on the Jews in Judaea during the latter part of the second decade of the first century CE,
which could suggest that Pilate was implementing Sejanus’ anti-Jewish policy. See discussion in
Smallwood, “Notes,” 324, 326-28; Maier, “Sejanus,” 9-10; Hennig, Seianus, 160-79; van der Horst,
Flaccus, 89-90.

170 Philo, Flacc. 1: debtepog petd Inavov ®Adkkoc AovidAiog Sadéxetar thv kata Tovdaiwv
émBovAnv.

171 On whether this prequel was one of the five books of Philo’s treatise On Virtues (Tlepl dpet@dv),
which dealt with the fortunes of the Jews under Gaius Caligula and also included the Legatio ad
Gaium, or a now-lost section of In Flaccum that preceded the text that has come down to us, see
Box, In Flaccum, xxxiii-xxxvii; Smallwood, Legatio, 38-43; Hennig, Seianus, 164-69; van der Horst,
Flaccus, 5-6, 50.

172 Philo, Legat. 161 (trans. Colson, LCL).
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pov T®V cuuPovAwv)'”® and to have proven his firm loyalty to him (Befaiq niotel
anodederypévog). Sejanus became Tiberius’ second-in-command, his face was second
in the whole world (facie toto orbe secunda), and he was practically the emperor’s co-
ruler, much like Haman, in Additions B and E, is described as second to the king (LXX
Esth B:3: deUtepov tdV PaciAeidv yépag anevnveypévog), as the second “face”/person
of the royal throne (LXX Esth E:11: t6 deUtepov 100 Pacidikod Bpdvov mpdowrmov
diateleiv), and even as having ruled the Persian kingdom jointly with Artaxerxes
(LXX Esth B:4: trv 0@’ fiu®dV katevbuvopévny ... cuvapyiav).'’* Sejanus, according to
Cassius Dio, was puffed up by his power, much like Haman was, according to Addition

E.'”> Moreover, like the biblical villain, Sejanus was an enemy and potential

173 In the canonical parts of LXX Esther, a Haman is named among the seven eunuchs who attended
the king (1:10) but not among his counsellors (1:14). This Haman is rather not to be identified
with the villain of the book of Esther. See 2.4, n. 115.

174 Tt is notable that the term cvvapxia, “joint government,” occurs only in the LXX version of
Addition B. The corresponding verse in the Alpha Text uses the term povapyia, “monarchy”
(3:17: tf] 0@’ UGV KatevBuvouévn Hovapxiq), as does Josephus in his paraphrase of Esther (A.J.
11.217: #0vog [sc. the Jews] ... thv povapxiav uisodv). The Vetus Latina of Esther at B:4 reads: quod
a nobis regitur, “what is decreed by us” (trans. Bellmann and Portier-Young, “Latin,” 276). The
plural personal pronoun fju&v in the phrase tv 0@’ NU®V katevBuvouévny ... suvapyiav is
ambiguous, as it may denote either the king (plural of majesty), or the king and the immediately
previously mentioned Haman, or the king, Haman, and the other royal counsellors (see 4.1). The
term cuvapyia is also ambiguous. In its instances in literary texts and in inscriptions from cities
in Greece and in Asia Minor from the fourth century BCE up to the Roman Imperial period, it
usually occurs in the plural and denotes a college of magistrates (see Corradi, Studi, 362). In the
papyri it occurs once with reference to a college of magistrates in Antioch (Chr.Wilck. 1 [“Gurob
Papyrus,” ca. 246 BCE], 3, |. 21: ai suvapxiat). Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 47.7.3 and 53.2.5, uses it in the
singular to designate the triumvirate formed by Octavian, Antony, and Lepidus. Its use in relation
to an Achaemenid king is puzzling. Although assertions have been made regarding Achaemenid
co-regency of father and son (see Calmeyer, “Synarchie,” 68-95), it is generally accepted that the
Achaemenid despots did not share power (see Holton, “Ideology,” 127 n. 51, and Meeus,
“Chiliarchus,” 304). Joint kingship is attested for the Attalids, the Seleucids, and the Ptolemies
(see Holton, “Ideology,” 102, 106); however, the monarchs of these dynasties did not co-rule with
anyone other than a family member, nor is there any testimony indicating that they designated
the members of their councils as cUvapyoi/cuvdpyovteg. Considering Haman’s designation as
the “second person of the royal throne” (LXX Esth E:11) and as the king’s “second father” (LXX
B:6), I deem it possible that the rare term suvapxia in LXX Esth B:4, if referring to the king and
Haman, denotes a diarchy, similar, mutatis mutandis, to the joint father-son kingships attested in
the Seleucid and the Ptolemaic kingdoms, or to the type of rulership exemplified by the
aforementioned Second Triumvirate or by Tiberius and Sejanus. If this is so, the use of the
“somewhat surprising” term cuvapyia does not “suggest a display of modesty on the king’s part,”
as Fox, Redaction, 53, maintains, but may be intended to allude to a form of rulership
contemporary to the original author or a later redactor of LXX Esther. It should also be noted
that the cuvapyia in question does not involve Queen Esther, who, nevertheless, is designated as
“partner in the reign” (tfig factAeiag kowvwvdg) in LXX Esth E:13, and as “successor and partner
in the reign” (succedanea et consors regni mei) in VL Esth 5:3.

175 Cassius Dio, Hist. rom. 57.22.1: éni te tfj lox0t kal émi @ G&idpatt nepualioag td te dAAa
Omépoykog fiv; LXX Esth E:2: ueiCov éppdvnoav; LXX Esth: E:12 Onepnpaviav.
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exterminator of the Jews (cf. LXX Esth B:6: &roAéoat [tovg Tovdaioug] oAopilei), who,
through fabricated lies (cf. LXX Esth E:6: ¢ tfi¢ kakonOeiag Ppevdel napatoyioud and
LXX Esth B:4, which enumerates the slanders against the Jews that Haman imparted
to King Artaxerxes), launched an attack on the Jews of the Roman Empire, perhaps by
issuing anti-Jewish decrees that were thwarted by his arrest and subsequent
execution, or were later overturned!’¢ (cf. LXX Esth E:17, which refers to the letters
calling for the extermination of the Jews that Haman sent to the satrapies of the
Persian kingdom). In Legat. 160, Philo suggests, rather implausibly, that Sejanus’
slanders aimed to alienate Tiberius from the Jews, who would be his sole defenders,
should he fall victim to his praetorian prefect’s plots and treachery.'”” Similarly, in
LXX Esth E:13-14, King Artaxerxes states that, by scheming against the Jews, Esther,
and Mordecai, Haman aimed at isolating him (AaPwv nuag €épripovg) in order to
treacherously achieve the subjugation of the Persians to the Macedonians.!”®
Furthermore, Sejanus was accused, perhaps without incontestable proof,'” of
conspiring to overthrow and assassinate Tiberius,'® much like Haman was accused of
plotting to topple and assassinate Artaxerxes (LXX Esth E:3: toig éaut@v e0epyétang
gmyelpovoly unxavacbar; LXX Esth E:12: énetndevoev tiig dpxig otepfioat fudg Kal
100 veLpatog).*! Sejanus was executed, and his sons and associates were also put to
death shortly thereafter, while he was declared a hostis perniciosissimus. Such was the
fate met by Haman, too, who in LXX Esth E:18 is said to have been crucified along with
all his household (éotavp®obat oV tfj Tavoikiq),'® and in LXX Esth E:15 is branded
by the king as “thrice-impious” (tpioaAitripiog). After Sejanus’ execution, Tiberius

176 See Box, In Flaccum, 68: “According to this passage [Philo, Legat. 159-161] accusations had already
been brought against the Dispersion in Rome, and apparently decrees of a drastic nature were
about to be promulgated in all the provinces when Sejanus fell.”

177 “He [Sejanus] wished to make away with the nation [of the Jews], knowing that it would take the
sole or the principal part in opposing his unholy plots and actions, and would defend the emperor
when in danger of becoming the victim of treachery” (trans. Colson, LCL).

178 See Stein, “Essai,” 112 n. 4.

179 See Bird, “Seianus,” 88-92; Hennig, Seianus, 144-56; Champlin, “Seianus,” 366 n. 13.

180 On Sejanus’ alleged plan to murder Tiberius, see Tacitus, Ann. 6.8: consilia caedis adversum
imperatorem. Valerius Maximus, a contemporary writer, speaks of Sejanus’ attempted “parricide”
(Fact. dict. mem. 9.11, ext. 4: parricidii cogitatione).

181 1t has to be pointed out that the author of Addition E borrowed this dramatic element almost
verbatim from 3 Macc 6:24, where King Ptolemy IV Philopator accuses his “Friends” of scheming
to overthrow and kill him: émixeipeite tfic dpxfg dn kal tod mvedpatog pebiotdv Adbpg
UNXavapevol T un cupgépovta tf] factAeia. See Domazakis, Esther, 74 n. 98, and 5.6.

182 This verse conflicts with LXX Esth 9:7-10, where the Jews kill Haman’s sons nine months after
their father.
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adopted a non-aggressive policy towards the Jews and sent letters to his procurators
throughout the Empire, instructing them to show proper regard for the Jewish laws,
as they promoted the stability of the state. Likewise, after Haman’s execution, King
Artaxerxes communicated to his satraps his new pro-Jewish policy, which absolved
the Jews from the accusations laid against them and allowed them to live in
accordance with their laws and customs (LXX Esth E:15: tovg Tovdaiovg evpiokopev
0V KaKoUpyoug 8vTag, S1Kalotdtolg d¢ moAitevopévoug vopolg; LXX Esth E:19: €&v toug
"Tovdaioug xpficBat Toig EaLT@V VOUIHO1G).

If Philo’s full account of Sejanus’ anti-Jewish activity had been preserved, and if the
full text of Tiberius’ letter to his provincial governors (which Philo summarises in
Legat. 161) had survived, as was fortunately the case for Claudius’ letter to the
Alexandrians, we would be in a better position to assess whether Additions B and E
contain any echoes of a universal threat posed to and overcome by the Jews between
28 and 31 CE.

In his doctoral dissertation entitled “The socio-historical contexts of the recensions
of Esther” (1990), Wynn assigned Additions B and E to the Roman era, specifically to
the period of tension between the Alexandrian Greeks and Jews that culminated in the
anti-Jewish pogrom in 38 CE, without, however, connecting them with Flaccus and
with Philo’s historical treatises. Wynn remarks that “Ahasuerus may be seen in
parallel to the Roman emperor, Haman to the citizens of Alexandria, and Mordecai
and Esther to the Alexandrian Jews”'®> and that “the temptation is to draw a parallel
between Addition E and the letter of Claudius to the Alexandrians written in 41 C.E.”
He adds, however, that “some hesitancy must be held in regards to dating this
recensional stage of Esther to such a late date”'® and in his conclusion he confines
himself to cautiously stating that “this text [the version of Esther which included the
Additions B and E] probably reflects the conditions of the early Roman era but
probably not as late as the persecution documented by Philo during the reigns of Gaius
and Claudius (37 C.E.) [sic].”%

Hacham, too, has considered the possibility that the redaction that produced the
“refurbished” version of LXX Esther was carried out in Egypt after its annexation as a
Roman province in 30 BCE, possibly during the reign of the emperor Caligula, when
the aforementioned riots between Greeks and Jews broke out in Alexandria. However,

18 Wynn, Contexts, 238.
184 Wynn, Contexts, 239.
18 Wynn, Contexts, 248.
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he has dismissed this possibility, noting that, while LXX Esther features a conflict
between Haman the Macedonian and Mordecai the Jew, there were no high-ranking
Greek or Jewish court officials during the reign of Caligula, nor was there any other
struggle between Greeks and Jews within the court of this emperor. Moreover,
Hacham maintains that the references to the “kingdom” (B:5: BaciAeia) and the “royal
throne” (E:11: PaciAikol Bpbvov) preclude a Roman dating and instead point to the
period of the Ptolemaic monarchy.’® According to this scholar, the most plausible
time frame for the redaction of LXX Esther is between 107 and 81 BCE.'®”

De Troyer is another scholar who has referred to the period discussed above in
relation to Greek Esther—though not the LXX version but the Alpha Text. She aligns
with Bickerman in asserting that the translation of LXX Esther was made by
Lysimachus in Jerusalem during the reign of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 BCE) and
that it included Addition E (and B); however, she cannot establish with certainty
whether Lysimachus composed these Additions, as Bickerman believes, or merely
inserted them into his translation. She argues that this version served as the Vorlage
for the Alpha Text, which was produced in Rome in 40-41 CE, when a Jewish author,
who may have been Philo,'®® rewrote Lysimachus’ version—Addition E included.’®
According to De Troyer, in composing the Alpha Text, its author had “one specific
person in mind,” Herod Agrippa I, grandson of Herod the Great.'®® Herod Agrippa I
intervened with Caligula on behalf of the Alexandrian Jews, when they suffered under
Flaccus, and on behalf of the Jerusalem Jews, when Caligula threatened to erect his
statue in the Temple; he also urged Claudius to issue edicts in favour of the Jews in
Alexandria, Syria, and the rest of the Roman Empire.”! De Troyer holds that
“Mordecai is to be identified with Agrippa I, Haman with Flaccus, the unstable

186 Tt should be noted, however, that as early as the first century CE, the title faciledg and its
cognates were used in reference to the Roman emperor. See Wifstrand, “Autokrator,” 531-35,
and Wickert, “Princeps,” cols. 2113-2114. In the papyri, the use of PaciAedg to refer to the
emperor is not attested before the third century CE. See Amelotti, Bingen, and Lenger,
“Ilpootdypata,” 318-22.

187 See 1.2.

188 I Philo were the composer of the Alpha Text, he would likely not have missed the opportunity to
use pioomdvnpog dikn, a favourite expression of his, at 7:23.

189 De Troyer, End, 393, 396-98, 402.

1% De Troyer, End, 401.

191 See Philo, Flacc. 103; Legat. 179, 276-329; Josephus, A.J. 18.289-303, 19.278-291. Agrippa also
protested to Petronius, the Roman governor of Syria, against a number of Greek youths who set
up an image of Claudius in the synagogue of the Phoenician city Dora; Petronius severely
reprimanded the leaders of the city and ordered that the perpetrators be brought before him to
account for their actions (see Josephus, A,J. 19.300-311).

229



governor of Alexandria, and king Ahasuerus with emperor Claudius” and that “the
identity of the figure of Esther is not so easily established.”**? In recognition of the
importance of the figure of Agrippa, she even proposes that the Alpha Text be called
“the Agrippa Text.”'*

In an article dedicated to discussing the date of composition of LXX Additions B and
E,* I suggested that the period shortly after 41 CE is the most likely time for their
creation. The scenario that I proposed there was that the author of Additions B and E
was an Alexandrian contemporary of Philo, who lived through the plotted and the
attempted persecutions of the Jews in Alexandria and elsewhere under Tiberius and
Caligula, between around 28 and 38 CE, and composed the two royal letters of
Artaxerxes not long after Claudius sent his letter to the Alexandrians in late 41 CE.
This author, I submitted, was acquainted with the treatises written by Philo
concerning the persecutions of Sejanus and Flaccus and composed the two Additions
so that his contemporaries could readily draw analogies between Haman, the
villainous persecutor of the Jews in the Esther story, and the two Roman high officials.
With regard to the expression picondvnpog dikr, I argued that the author of LXX
Addition E borrowed it from Philo’s In Flaccum, or possibly from the lost prequel to
this treatise dedicated to Sejanus, where it may also have occurred.

Nevertheless, I did not rule out the possibility that Additions B and E were
incorporated into LXX Esther sometime after the composition of 3 Maccabees, to
which they are indebted, and were subsequently retouched and recontextualised in
the early 40s CE by a redactor who intended to allude to contemporary persons and
events. The date of 3 Maccabees, which could establish the terminus post quem for the
composition of the two Additions, cannot, however, be pinpointed with certainty. The
book is generally dated to between 100 and 30 BCE, although later dates have also been
proposed,'* including the time of the emperor Caligula.'*

In light of the discussion in the preceding chapters, I can no longer support the first
of the two possibilities mentioned above, namely, that Additions B and E were
originally composed during the Roman period. I am inclined, instead, to support the

192 De Troyer, End, 402.

193 De Troyer, End, 403.

194 See Domazakis, “Date.”

195 See Johnson, Fictions, 129-41.

1% See Grimm, Zusdtze, 220-21; Kopidakis, I Makkafaiwv, 31-34; Collins, Identity, 124-26; Honigmar,
“History,” 137-40; ead., “Definition,” 125, 140-41. For arguments against dating the book to this
period, see Barclay, Jews, 203, and Johnson, Fictions, 132-34.
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second possibility, namely, that the two Additions, as preserved in the LXX version of
Esther, underwent slight redaction, most likely in Alexandria, in the early 40s CE.
Evidence of this redaction includes the reference to the piconévnpog dikn, the use of
the term didtayua, and possibly the reference to the cuvapyia, which are absent in
the other versions of Esther. The question prompted by the above hypothesis is
whether the postulated redaction affected only Additions B and E or other parts of
LXX Esther as well. I must admit that I am unable to find any lexical hints pointing to
the Roman period in either the canonical parts of LXX Esther or in the rest of its
Additions, unlike those occurring, for instance, in the Alpha Text, where the equation
of the months Adar-Nissan of the Jewish calendar with the months Dystros-Xanthikos
of the Macedonian calendar (AT Esth A:1; cf. 3:18 [=B:6]) suggests that the Alpha Text
was redacted into its present form sometime between 15/16 and 176 CE, when this
correspondence was valid."” This may indicate that the postulated redaction aimed
specifically to highlight the royal letters in Additions B and E, which were most
amenable to interpretation in light of events contemporary to the redactor.

6.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, I revisited the evidence adduced in previous studies concerning the
presence of a Roman “flavour” in Additions B and E to Esther. I first discussed
Dorothy’s assertion that the royal letter in Addition B exhibits similarities to Roman
decrees rather than to Hellenistic letters. I established that this assertion, based on
the absence in the prescript of Artaxerxes’ condemnation letter of the greeting
xaipew, typical of Hellenistic royal letters, and the presence of the verb ypdget, which
presumably substitutes for the verb Aéyer, typical of the prescripts of Roman edicts,
does not hold. The prescripts of Roman edicts have the form 6 deiva Aéyet, whereas
the prescript of Artaxerxes’ letter has the form 0 deiva t@ deivi tade ypdget, which is
a variant of the prescript formula 0 d€iva t@ dcivi tdde Aéyet found in the “Persian”
royal letters known to us from Greek literary sources and from the epigraphically
attested “Letter of Darius I to Gadatas.” As regards the structural similarities between
the letters of Artaxerxes and Roman edicts, these are not exclusive, as they are also
present in Hellenistic royal letters. Moreover, the letters of Artaxerxes exhibit

197 See Jobes, Alpha-Text, 225-26, 231; Kottsieper, “Zusitze,” 126.
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features that are not found in Roman edicts written in Greek or translated into Greek,
such as the ordaining verb npootetdyapev and the plural of majesty.

I also examined the term Sidtayua to determine whether or not it is “part of the
Greek diplomatic language” (Seleucid, Ptolemaic, or other). My examination
confirmed Bickerman’s assertion that the term in question does not appear in any
Ptolemaic documents and, therefore, cannot be adduced as evidence of the
Ptolemaic/Egyptian “flavour” of Additions B and E to Esther. Contrary to what
Bickerman implies, the term is also not found in any Seleucid documents. Although it
is epigraphically attested as early as the second century BCE as the Greek rendering
of the Latin term formula, it is from the second half of the first century BCE that it
appears in documentary and literary texts as the Greek equivalent of the Latin term
edictum. Given that the term npdotaypa is the standard term for “decree” throughout
LXX and AT Esther, I attributed the occurrence of didtayua in LXX Esth B:4 to a
redactional intervention in LXX Additions B and E that likely took place in the early
Roman Imperial period, when King Artaxerxes’ decrees could be paralleled to the
edicts issued by the Roman emperors.

Lastly, I revisited the expression “evil-hating justice” (uioondvnpog dikn), which
occurs exclusively in LXX Addition E and in Philo’s treatises, where it is, in fact, a
favourite expression of the Alexandrian philosopher. I argued that it reflects the
influence of Philo not on the original author of Addition E but on a later redactor, and
that it attests to this redactor’s response to a contemporary historical situation,
specifically the persecution and subsequent re-establishment of the Jewish
community in Alexandria between 38 and 41 CE. The same historical situation
prompted Philo’s treatise In Flaccum, whose anti-Jewish protagonist is punished by the
same “evil-hating” divine justice that chastises Haman, the villainous persecutor of
the Jews, in LXX Addition E to Esther. By using the expression puiconévnpog dikn, the
presumed redactor, who appears to have been acquainted with Philo’s treatises—
could he have been a member of his intellectual circle, or even a member of the Jewish
embassy to Caligula headed by the Alexandrian philosopher?—intended to prompt the
reader to draw an analogy between the figure of Haman and contemporary historical
personalities: not only Flaccus, the Roman prefect of Egypt under Tiberius and
Caligula, but possibly also Sejanus, the all-powerful prefect of the praetorian guard
under Tiberius, both of whom Philo, in his historical treatises, excoriates for
persecuting the Jews. The postulated redaction likely took place shortly after 41 CE,
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when the emperor Claudius sent to Alexandria a letter confirming the religious rights
of the Jews.

In conclusion of the investigation conducted in this chapter, I propose that the
expression pioondvnpog dikn, along with the term Sidtayua, and possibly also the
term cuvapyia, “joint government,” which may have been intended to draw a parallel
between the duumvirate formed by Artaxerxes and Haman in LXX Addition B and that
formed by Tiberius and Sejanus, belong to the same late, possibly final, redactional
stage of LXX Esther. In contrast, the verses in which the aforementioned terms occur
in the Alpha Text seem to reflect an earlier compositional stage.
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CHAPTER 7. CONCLUSION

The investigation undertaken in this study aimed to revisit two of the six Additions to
LXX Esther—Additions B and E—which were originally composed in Greek and contain
two fictitious letters attributed to a King Artaxerxes: the first condemning the Jews of
the Persian kingdom to mass extermination on the suggestion of the chief minister
Haman, and the second sparing them from doom and acknowledging their right to
observe their laws and customs. The main objectives of the investigation into these
two Additions were: (a) to explain the presence of the different “flavours” (Seleucid,
Maccabean, Ptolemaic, Roman) that previous scholarship has identified in them; (b)
to elucidate their idiosyncratic epistolary characteristics; (c) to explore their literary
affiliations and intertextual connections; and (d) to determine their authorship and
specify the place and time of their composition.

Taking as my starting point Elias Bickerman’s assertion that Greek Esther lacks any
Ptolemaic “flavour” while exhibiting a Seleucid one, I identified in Additions B and E
two related “flavours,” the Seleucid and the Maccabean, which connect them with
Palestine, as well as a third “flavour” that links them to Egypt during two different
historical periods, the Ptolemaic and the Roman.

The Seleucid “flavour” of Additions B and E is detectable in Haman’s title as 0
TETAYUEVOG €T TV Tpayudtwy, “the overseer of the affairs of the state,” and in his
honorific designation as the king’s “father” (nratrp). The former was the title borne
by a few Seleucid high officials known from literary and epigraphic sources to have
served as “chief ministers” in the late third and in the second century BCE, while the
latter is attested for two of these officials.

Alongside the Seleucid “flavour,” one can also detect a Maccabean “flavour” in the
two Additions, traceable in the allusions to persons and events related to the
Maccabean revolt of 167-160 BCE, as represented in literary sources, specifically 2
Maccabees. The author of Additions B and E has drawn upon the letters of Kings
Antiochus IV and Antiochus V embedded in 2 Macc 11:23-33, which concern the
restoration of the ancestral laws of the Jews that were abrogated by Antiochus 1V, as
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well as upon the speech of the Jewish villain Alcimus to King Demetrius I in 2 Macc
14:6-10. Furthermore, he applies to Haman the same rare adjective, tpioaAitripiog,
“thrice-impious,” that the author of 2 Maccabees uses for one of the arch-enemies of
the Jews in this book, the Seleucid military commander Nicanor. Significantly, King
Artaxerxes’ proclamation in LXX Addition E of the thirteenth of Adar, the day
preceding Purim, as a day of pan-Persian celebration commemorating the thwarting
of Haman’s schemes against the Jews, the king, and the kingdom, mirrors the
establishment of the same date as a holiday commemorating the defeat of Nicanor by
Judas Maccabeus at Adasa in 161 BCE, as recorded in 1 and 2 Maccabees. The most
likely source from which the two Additions derived the components of both their
Seleucid and Maccabean “flavours” is 2 Maccabees, either the epitome that has come
down to us or its source text, Jason of Cyrene’s historiographic work.

Even more pronounced than the Seleucid and Maccabean “flavours” is the Egyptian
“flavour” present in LXX Additions B and E, which intriguingly spans two different
periods, the Ptolemaic and the Roman.

The Egyptian/Ptolemaic “flavour” of the two Additions chiefly stems from their
intertextual dependence on two books of Egyptian provenance, 3 Maccabees and the
Letter of Aristeas, both of which—the latter with more certainty than the former—date
from the last century of Ptolemaic rule in Egypt (130-30 BCE). The influence of 3
Maccabees permeates the two letters of King Artaxerxes in Additions B and E, which
rely extensively, both conceptually and verbally, on the two fictitious letters of King
Ptolemy IV Philopator in 3 Maccabees, as well as on other parts of this book. The
influence of the Letter of Aristeas, more specifically the courtier Aristeas’ entreaty to
King Ptolemy II Philadelphus to liberate the Jewish slaves in Egypt, the latter king’s
prostagma enacting their liberation, and his letter to the Jewish high priest Eleazar, is
mediated through 3 Maccabees, which had previously drawn on these sections of the
Letter.

As for the Egyptian/Roman “flavour” of the two Additions, it can be traced to the
term Sidtaypa, used in LXX Esth B:4, which became current as the Greek equivalent
of the Latin term edictum from around the mid-first century BCE onwards, and to the
expression yioondvnpog dikn, “evil-hating justice,” which, aside from LXX Esth E:4,
occurs only in six treatises of Philo of Alexandria written between the first and the
fourth decades of the first century CE. Of these treatises, In Flaccum (41 CE) is the one
in which the expression in question shares the most contextual similarities with LXX
Esth E:4, and it is likely from this treatise that Addition E drew the expression.
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In addition to the literary sources cited above, which have imbued them with the
various “flavours” that they exhibit, the two Additions are also likely indebted to 1
Esdras, LXX Isaiah, and LXX Job or LXX Proverbs. The influence of 1 Esdras, more
specifically of the sections containing the story of the three bodyguards and the
letters of King Artaxerxes, can be traced in the inclusion of the toparchs among the
addressees of the royal letter in LXX Esth B:1 and in the reference to Artaxerxes’
counsellors in LXX Esth B:3. From LXX Isaiah and LXX Job or LXX Proverbs, the author
of the two Additions has drawn distinctive expressions that do not occur elsewhere in
the Septuagint.

The version of Additions B and E that most comprehensively showcases all of the
aforementioned “flavours” is the LXX. One of the most distinctive components of the
Maccabean “flavour,” the holiday of the thirteenth of Adar alluding to the “Day of
Nicanor,” as well as both components of the Egyptian/Roman “flavour” mentioned
earlier, are missing in the Alpha Text and the Vetus Latina versions of the two
Additions, which, however, include other components of the Seleucid and Maccabean
“flavours.” Moreover, there are fewer verbal agreements between the latter two
versions and 3 Maccabees compared to those shared between the LXX version and 3
Maccabees. Given that the latter book provided the building blocks upon which
Additions B and E were constructed, it is reasonable to assume that the version in
which the influence of 3 Maccabees is most extensively preserved, namely, the LXX,
is the one that is closest to the Urtext of the two Additions. That said, both the Alpha
Text and the Vetus Latina versions of Additions B and E (the latter through its non-
extant Greek Vorlage) have retained elements from the posited Urtext that are missing
in the LXX.

The mixtum compositum nature of Additions B and E is especially evident in LXX
Addition B, which is a hybrid epistolary text combining elements drawn from various
fictitious rather than authentic official documents. Its prescript draws upon the
canonical sections of LXX Esther (3:12) and the list of King Darius’ banquet invitees in
1 Esdras (3:1-2) for the designation of the geographical extent of King Artaxerxes’
realm and the titles of the addressees of his letter; the latter occupy different echelons
in the administrative hierarchy, similar to the addressees listed in the prescripts of
authentic Ptolemaic circular letters. The prescript concludes with the formula t&de
ypdeet, a variant of the formula tade Aéyer typical of the prescripts of Persian royal
letters and decrees, whether fictitious or of contested authenticity, transmitted
through the Septuagint or through extra-Septuagintal literary and epigraphic texts.
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Differing from the prescripts of the Persian royal documents found in the Septuagint,
such as Cyrus’ decree in 1 Esd 2:3, where this formula is in the initial position, the
prescript of Artaxerxes’ letter in Addition B places the formula at the end, consistent
with the prescripts of extra-Septuagintal Persian royal letters. Following the
prescript, Addition B features a prooemium containing a “ruler formula,” similar to
those found in a couple of authentic Hellenistic royal letters, with the prototype being
the prooemium of the letter of King Seleucus IV to Heliodorus. The verb of command
featured in Addition B, mpootetdyapey, is drawn from the letters of King Ptolemy IV
in 3 Maccabees, which themselves borrowed it from the prostagma of King Ptolemy II
Philadelphus in the Letter of Aristeas. Being a typically Ptolemaic formula of command,
not used by the chanceries of other Hellenistic kingdoms, it turns a missive purporting
to be an Achaemenid royal letter into a Ptolemaic epistolary prostagma. The alignment
of Addition B with two different types of royal letters, pseudo-Persian and pseudo-
Ptolemaic, is further evidenced by its shift from the first person singular, typical of
fictitious Persian royal letters, to the plural of majesty, characteristic of both
authentic and fictitious Ptolemaic royal letters and epistolary prostagmata. In LXX
Addition E, the institution by Artaxerxes of a feast to be commemorated by his
subjects on the thirteenth of Adar in remembrance of the salvation of the Jews, the
king, and the Persian kingdom from the treacherous schemes of Haman—a guise for
the “Day of Nicanor,” as I argue—aligns Artaxerxes’ letter with the Jewish festal letter
genre, as exemplified by the letters of Mordecai and Esther reported in LXX Esther
Chapter 9 and the letters prefixed to 2 Maccabees.

For the characterisation of Haman and King Artaxerxes, the author of Additions B
and E has drawn, respectively, upon Seleucid/Maccabean and Ptolemaic models.
Haman’s designation as 0 €mi t@v mpaypdtwv, tpioaAitipog, and Makedwv,
combined with his portrayal as a persecutor of the Jews and a regicide plotter, likely
takes cues from Seleucid historical figures depicted in 2 Maccabees, such as
Heliodorus and especially Nicanor. Artaxerxes’ portrayal involves even more diverse
and often contrasting components. He is assigned the typical grandiloquent titles

” «

(“Great King,” “master of the world”) that Persian and, more generally, Oriental kings
are bestowed with in profane Greek literature and in the Septuagint. However, he
projects a weak public image of himself, as he appears to be under the tutelage of a
father-like chief minister and a group of counsellors, similar to some underage
Hellenistic kings. In LXX Addition B, he even describes his form of government as a

“synarchy” instead of as a monarchy, something unheard of for an Oriental despot.
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His political discourse amalgamates elements borrowed from the rhetoric of the kings
featured in the Letter of Aristeas, in 2 Maccabees, and especially in 3 Maccabees. The
positive qualities that he wishes to project (piAavOpwria and émeikeia) sound as
incongruous and fake as they do under the pen of King Ptolemy 1V in 3 Maccabees,
from which they are borrowed, whereas they ring true for the enlightened King
Ptolemy 11 in the Letter of Aristeas, the ultimate source from which they are drawn. His
anti-Jewish diatribe in Addition B echoes that of King Ptolemy IV in 3 Maccabees,
while his recognition of the Jews’ right to observe their laws and customs in Addition
E mirrors the similar recognition granted by Kings Antiochus IV and Antiochus V in 2
Maccabees. His acknowledgment of Yahweh as the supreme governing power in his
kingdom is patterned after that of the similarly “converted” King Ptolemy IV in 3
Maccabees; this acknowledgment, in turn, harks back to the Letter of Aristeas, where
the courtier Aristeas, appealing to King Ptolemy II to set free the Jewish slaves in
Egypt, points out to him that Zeus, the God who directs his kingdom, is the same as
Yahweh, whom the Jews revere. Far from demonstrating any real originality, the
author of the two Additions proves to be a skilful copyist and adapter of his literary
models, which are texts addressing the persecution and deliverance of the Jewish
people under various historical or pseudo-historical circumstances.

Apart from identifying his literary influences, we have few other clues to outline
the profile of the author of the two Additions. The possibility that he was identical to
Lysimachus, who, according to the colophon of LXX Esther, translated the Hebrew
book of Esther into Greek, is weak. If Lysimachus were capable of writing in the
elevated Greek into which the two Additions are couched, he would have
demonstrated this ability in his translation as well, in order to maintain a relatively
consistent style across his entire work, similar to his literary models. Yet, neither in 3
Maccabees, nor in the Letter of Aristeas, nor in 1 Esdras does the style of the embedded
royal letters stand out as markedly above that of the rest of these books as it does in
Additions B and E to Esther, and this is not because the authors or translators of these
books were uninterested in or incapable of achieving stylistic variation. Moreover, if
3 Maccabees was acquainted with and influenced by a Greek version of Esther that
was close to the LXX, as I have argued, and if that version was the one produced by
Lysimachus, then it could not have included Additions B and E, which were composed
subsequent to 3 Maccabees and under its influence.

Given that the two Additions manifest considerable rhetorical skill in their
structure and diction, I put forward the hypothesis that their author was an advanced
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student or teacher of rhetoric, who composed the two letters of Artaxerxes as
rhetorical exercises of the prosopopoiia/ethopoiia type. Similar fictitious Persian royal
letters included in Briefromane or pseudo-historical narratives such as the Alexander
Romance likely originated as independent epistolary prosopopoiiai. The close
connection between the letters of Artaxerxes and those of Ptolemy IV in 3 Maccabees
may suggest that their respective authors belonged to the same scholastic milieu or
literary circle, and that the author of the former took the latter as exempla to imitate
or emulate. Whether it was the originator of Additions B and E who incorporated them
into the Greek version of Esther that was in circulation in his time and place, or
whether someone else integrated them at a later time, making the necessary
adjustments, is impossible to determine.

The precise location where the author of the two Additions wrote them cannot be
established with any certainty. However, his literary influences and the use of an
unmistakably Ptolemaic verb of command (npootetdyauev) suggest that his intended
audience was Egyptian, and Egypt might very well have been where Additions B and
E originated. The Seleucid and Maccabean “flavours” that he infused into his
compositions, along with the emphasis that he placed on the commemoration of the
thirteenth of Adar, may further suggest that the author of the two Additions subtly
advocated for the celebration of the “Day of Nicanor” in Egypt. This, in turn, might
indicate that he had a Palestinian origin, background, or affiliation.

As regards the time of composition of Additions B and E, if the dates of 2 Maccabees
and even more so of 3 Maccabees were certain, they could provide a reliable terminus
post quem for their authorship. Unfortunately, this is not the case. First, it is uncertain
whether the author of the two Additions was acquainted with Jason of Cyrene’s
history of the Maccabean Revolt or with its epitome that has come down to us. Second,
the dating of both these works, as well as that of 3 Maccabees, which is the major
source of inspiration for the two Additions, is debated. As the most likely time frame
for the composition of both 3 Maccabees and the Urtext of Additions B and E, I would
tentatively suggest 70-30 BCE, assuming the following premises hold true: (a) the date
referred to in the colophon of LXX Esther is 78/77 BCE, (b) the Greek version of Esther
introduced on that date in Egypt was close to the LXX, including Addition C and likely
Addition A, but excluding Additions B and E, (c) 3 Maccabees was composed after the
introduction of this Greek version in Egypt and was influenced by it, and (d) Additions
B and E were composed under the influence of 3 Maccabees sometime after the
emergence of this book in Egypt and were incorporated into the aforementioned
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version of Esther, which had already been supplemented with the other Additions,
including the colophon.

A date of composition of 3 Maccabees between 78/77 BCE and 70 BCE at the earliest
would place the composition of Additions B and E after the 70s BCE but not later than
30 BCE. A clue for the latter terminus is provided by the ordaining formula
npootetdyapev (plural of majesty), which is not attested in either authentic or
fictitious royal or other official letters after the Ptolemaic period. The premise here is
that, had the Urtext of the two Additions emerged during the Roman Imperial period,
their author would likely have avoided using obsolete technical terms and formulae
such as 0 tetayuévog émi TdOV mpaypdtwv—the last possible holder of this office was
Heracleon of Beroia in the early 90s BCE—and mpootetayapev. Josephus provides
evidence of this when paraphrasing the prostagma of Ptolemy II Philadelphus in the
Letter of Aristeas and the letters of Artaxerxes in Additions B and E to Esther; he omits
the Seleucid title altogether and, instead of the Ptolemaic verb of command, he
employs a verb commonly used in imperial edicts of his time, keAeOw. Moreover, if
the posited allusion in LXX Addition E to the celebration of the “Day of Nicanor”
served the Hasmonean agenda of promoting the Hasmonean feasts in Egypt, then a
plausible date of composition for the two Additions would be prior to the collapse of
the Hasmonean dynasty in 63 BCE and its end in 37 BCE.

Additions B and E seem to have taken cues from historical events of the past, as
recounted in literary sources, rather than from contemporary historical
circumstances (although it cannot be excluded that they resonate with roughly
contemporary events, such as the Asiatic Vespers of 88 BCE). During the time frame
suggested above, as well as in the immediately preceding period, there is no
attestation of any major persecution of the Jews, which, through a reversal of fortune,
ended with a positive outcome for them, including the elimination of their persecutor
and the confirmation of their rights, similar to the peripeteia evoked in Additions B and
E. However, in a not-so-uncommon case of “life imitating fiction,” Additions B and E
appear to have anticipated events that were realised less than a century after the time
of their composition, as postulated above. These events involved the persecution of
the Alexandrian Jews under the Roman prefect Flaccus in 38 CE, the latter’s removal
from office and execution in 39 CE, and the eventual reaffirmation of the rights of the
Alexandrian Jews through an edict and a letter sent to Alexandria by the Emperor
Claudius in 41 CE. In the last chapter of the present study, I argued that in the
aftermath of these events, in the early 40s CE, a small-scale redactional intervention

241



occurred in LXX Additions B and E, as evidenced by the Egyptian/Roman “flavour”
that they exhibit. This posited intervention aimed to prompt the readers of LXX
Esther to identify parallels between the protagonists of the events of 38-41 CE and the
fictional characters of the book of Esther, particularly Haman, who in LXX Addition B
is punished by the same “evil-hating justice” that castigated the Roman prefect
Flaccus in Philo’s In Flaccum.

The Egyptian/Roman “flavour” is absent in the AT version of Additions B and E,
which, however, shows traces of first-century CE redaction, as evidenced by the
correlation of the Jewish month Adar with the Macedonian month Dystros (AT Esth
3:18 [=B:6]), introduced sometime between 15/16 CE and 46/47 CE. In the absence of
the Greek Vorlage of the Vetus Latina of Esther and due to the deficiencies in the Old
Latin translation, it is impossible to draw secure conclusions, based on linguistic
grounds, about the presence or absence of the aforementioned “flavours” in the Greek
text underlying the VL version of Additions B and E, as well as about the latter’s
genetic relationship to the LXX and the AT versions of these Additions. These
constraints notwithstanding, the findings of this study, as well as those previously
reported in Greek Esther, 3 Maccabees, and the Letter of Aristeas, lead me to suggest that
Additions B and E were not copied from one version to another, as is often argued, but
rather originated from a common Urtext and developed independently over time,
alongside the versions into which they were incorporated.
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