《Keil & Delitzsch Commentary – Esther》(Karl F. Keil, etc.)
Commentator

Karl Fredreich Keil (1807-1888) was a German Protestant exegetist. Several years after finishing his theological studys in Dorpat and Berlin, he accepted a call to the theological faculty of Dorpat, where he labored for twenty-five years as lecturer and professor of Old and New Testament exegesis and Oriental languages. In 1859 he settled at Leipsic, where he devoted himself to literary work and to the practical affairs of the Lutheran Church. In 1887 he moved to Rodlitz, continuing his literary activity there until his death.

He belonged to the strictly orthodox and conservative school of Hengstenberg. Ignoring modern criticism almost entirely, all his writings represent the view that the books of the Old and New Testaments are to be retained as the revealed word of God. He regarded the development of German theological science as a passing phase of error. His chief work is the commentary on the Old Testament (1866), which he undertook with Franz Delitzsch. To this work he contributed commentaries on all the books from Genesis through Esther, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, and the minor prophets.


Franz Delitzsch 

Franz Delitzsch (1813-1890) was a Lutheran, from Leipsic. He came of Hebrew parentage; studied at Leipsic where he became a private lecturer in 1842; held the position of professor in Rostock in 1846; then in Erlangen in 1850; and then again in Leipsic in 1867.

His exegetical activity began in earnest at Erlangen, where he prepared independently and in connection with Karl Keil some of the best commentaries on the Old Testament (Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Song of Solomon, Ecclesiastes, Isaiah, 1866) which had been produced in Germany. These were soon translated into English and published at Edinburgh.

Delitzsch opposed the idea "of fencing theology off with the letter of the Formula of Concord." In an introduction to commentary on Genesis published in 1887, he made it clear that the Bible, as the literature of a divine revelation, can not be permitted to be charged with a lack of veracity or to be robbed of its historic basis.

In 1886 he founded a seminary at Leipsic in which candidates of theology are prepared for missionary work among the Jews, and which in memory of him is now called Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum.

Biographical text adapted from The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge.
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The Book of Esther
Introduction
1. Name, Contents, Object, and Unity of the Book of Esther

This book bears the name of אסתּר or אסתּר מגלּת,book of Esther, also briefly that of מגלּה with the Rabbis, fromEsther the Jewess, afterwards raised to the rank of queen, to whom theJews were indebted for their deliverance from the destruction with whichthey were threatened, as related in this book.
Its contents are as follows: - Ahashverosh, king of Persia, gave, in the thirdyear of his reign, a banquet to the grandees of his kingdom at Susa; and onthe seventh day of this feast, when his heart was merry with wine,required the Queen Vashti to appear before his guests and show herbeauty. When she refused to come at the king's commandment, she wasdivorced, at the proposal of his seven counsellors; and this divorce waspublished by an edict throughout the whole kingdom, lest the example ofthe queen should have a bad effect upon the obedience of other wives totheir husbands (Est 1). When the king, after his wrath was appeased, beganagain to feel a tenderness towards his divorced wife, the most beautifulvirgins in the whole kingdom were, at the advice of his servants, brought tothe house of the women at Susa, that the king might choose a wife at hispleasure. Among these virgins was Esther the Jewess, the foster-daughterand near relative of Mordochai, a Benjamite living in exile, who, whenbrought before the king, after the customary preparation, so pleased him,that he chose her for his queen. Her intercourse with Mordochai continued after her reception into theroyal palace; and during his daily visits in the gate of the palace, hediscovered a conspiracy against the life of the king, and thus rendered himan important service (Est 2). Ahashverosh afterwards made Haman, anAgagite, his prime minister or grand visier, and commanded all the king'sservants to pay him royal honours, i.e., to bow down before him. Whenthis was refused by Mordochai, Haman's indignation was so great, that heresolved to destroy all the Jews in the whole empire. For this purpose heappointed, by means of the lot, both the month and day; and obtainedfrom the king permission to prepare an edict to all the provinces of thekingdom, appointing the thirteenth day of the twelfth month for theextermination of the Jews throughout the whole realm (Esther 3:1-15). Mordochai apprised Queen Esther of this cruel command, and so stronglyurged her to apply to the king on behalf of her people, that she resolved, atthe peril of her life, to appear before him unbidden. When she was sofavourably received by him, that he promised beforehand to grantwhatever she had to request, even to the half of his kingdom, she firstentreated that the king and Haman should eat with her that day. During therepast, the king inquired concerning her request, and she answered that shewould declare it on the following day, if the king and Haman would againeat with her (Esther 4:1-8). Haman, greatly elated at this distinction, had themortification, on his departure from the queen, of beholding Mordochai,who did not rise up before him, in the gate of the palace; and returning tohis house, formed, by the advice of his wife and friends, the resolution ofhanging Mordochai next day upon a gallows; for which purpose heimmediately caused a tree fifty cubits high to be prepared (Esther 5:9-14). Next night, however, the king, being unable to sleep, caused the records ofthe kingdom to be read to him, and was thereby reminded of the obligationhe was under to Mordochai. When, on this occasion, he learnt thatMordochai had as yet received no reward for his service, he sent forHaman, who had resorted thus early to the court of the palace for thepurpose of obtaining the royal permission for the execution of Mordochai,and asked him what should be done to the man whom the King desired tohonour. Haman, thinking his honour concerned himself, proposed the veryhighest, and was by the king's command obliged, to his extrememortification, himself to pay this honour to Mordochai, his wife andfriends interpreting this occurrence as an omen of his approaching ruin (Esther 6:1-14). When the king and Haman afterwards dined with Esther, the queen beggedfor her life and that of her people, and pointed to Haman as the enemywho desired to exterminate the Jews. Full of wrath at this information, theking went into the garden of the palace; while Haman, remaining in theroom, fell at the feet of the queen to beg for his life. When the king, returning to the banquet chamber, saw Haman lying on thequeen's couch, he thought he was offering violence to the queen, passedsentence of death upon him, caused him to be hanged upon the gallows hehad erected for Mordochai (Esther 7:1-10), and on the same day gave his house to thequeen, and made Mordochai his prime minister in the place of Haman (Esther 8:1-2). Hereupon Esther earnestly entreated the reversal of Haman's edictagainst the Jews; and since, according to the laws of the Medes andPersians, an edict issued by the king and sealed with the seal-royal couldnot be repealed, the king commanded Mordochai to prepare and publishthroughout the whole kingdom another edict, whereby the Jews werepermitted, to their great joy and that of many other inhabitants of therealm (Esther 8:3-17), not only to defend themselves against the attacks of theirenemies on the appointed day, but also to kill and plunder them. In consequence of this, the Jews assembled on the appointed day todefend their lives against their adversaries; and being supported by theroyal officials, through fear of Mordochai, they slew in Susa 500, and inthe whole kingdom 75,000 men, besides 300 more in Susa on the dayfollowing, but did not touch the goods of the slain. They then celebrated inSusa the fifteenth, and in the rest of the kingdom the fourteenth, day of themonth Adar, as a day of feasting and gladness (Est 9:1-19). HereuponMordochai and Queen Esther sent letters to all the Jews in the kingdom, inwhich they ordered the yearly celebration of this day, by the name of thefeast of Purim, i.e., lots, because Haman had cast lots concerning thedestruction of the Jews (Esther 9:20-32). In conclusion, the documents in whichare described the acts of Ahashverosh and the greatness of Mordochai,who had exerted himself for the good of his people, are pointed out (Esther 10:1-3).
From this glance at its contents, it is obvious that the object of this book isto narrate the events in remembrance of which the feast of Purim wascelebrated, and to transmit to posterity an account of its origin. The aim ofthe entire contents of this book being the institution of this festival, withwhich it concludes, there can be no reasonable doubt of its integrity, whichis also generally admitted. Bertheau, however, after the example of J. D. Michaelis, has declared the sections Esther 9:20-28 and Esther 9:29-32 to be lateradditions, incapable of inclusion in the closely connected narrative of Est 1-9:19, and regards Esther 10:1-3 as differing from it both in matter and language. The sections in question are said to be obviously distinct from the rest ofthe book. But all that is adduced in support of this assertion is, that thewords קיּם, to institute (Esther 9:21, Esther 9:27, Esther 9:29, Esther 9:31), סוּף, to cometo an end, to cease (Esther 9:28), the plural צומות, fasts (Esther 9:31), and anallusion to the decree in a direct manner, occur only in these sections. Insuch a statement, however, no kind of consideration is given to thecircumstance that there was no opportunity for the use of קיּם סוּף and the plur. צומות in the other chapters. Hence nothingremains but the direct introduction of the decree, which is obviouslyinsufficient to establish a peculiarity of language. Still weaker is the proofoffered of diversity of matter between Esther 9:20-32 and Est 9-9:19; Bertheaubeing unable to make this appear in any way, but by wrongly attributingto the word קיּם the meaning: to confirm a long-existing custom.

2. Historical Character of the Book of Esther

The feast of Purim is mentioned, 2 Macc. 15:36, under the name of Μαρδοχαΐκή ἡμέρα , as a festival existing in the time of Nicanor (about160 b.c.); and Josephus tells us, Ant. xi. 6. 13, that it was kept by theJews during a whole week. Now the institution of this festival must havebeen based upon an historical event similar to that related in this book. Hence even this is sufficient to show that the assertion of Semler, Oeder,and others, that this book contains a fictitious parable (confictam esse universam parabolam), is a notion opposed to common sense. For if thisfestival has been from of old celebrated by the Jews all over the world, itmust owe its origin to an occurrence which affected the whole Jewishpeople, and the names Purim and Mordochai's day are a pledge, that theessential contents of this book are based upon an historical foundation. The name Purim (i.e., lots), derived from the Persian, can be suitablyexplained in no other manner than is done in this book, viz., by thecircumstance that lots were cast on the fate of the Jews by a Persianofficial, who contemplated their extermination, for the purpose of fixing ona favourable day for this act; while the name, Mordochai's day, preservesthe memory of the individual to whom the Jews were indebted for theirdeliverance. Hence all modern critics admit, that at least an historicalfoundation is thus guaranteed, while a few doubt the strictly historicalcharacter of the whole narrative, and assert that while the feat of Purimwas indeed celebrated in remembrance of a deliverance of the Jews in thePersian empire, it was the existence of this festival, and the accounts givenby those who celebrated it, which gave rise to the written narrative of thehistory of Esther (thus Bertheau). On the other hand, the historicalcharacter of the whole narrative has been defended not only by Hävernick(Einl.), M. Baumgarten (de fide libri Estherae, 1839), and others, but also,and upon valid grounds, by Staehelin (spec. Einl. in die kanon. BB. des A. T. 51f.). The objections that have been raised to its credibility have arisen, firstfrom the habit of making subjective probability the standard of historicaltruth, and next from an insufficient or imperfect attention to the customs,manners, and state of affairs at the Persian court on the one hand, or anincorrect view of the meaning of the text on the other. When, e.g., Bertheauas well as Bleek (Einleit. p. 286) says, “The whole is of such a nature thatthe unprejudiced observer cannot easily regard it as a purely historicalnarrative,” Cleric. (dissert. de scriptoribus librr. hist. 10) far moreimpartially and correctly decides: Mirabilis sane est et παράδοξος (quis enim neget?) historia, sed multa mirabilia et a moribus nostris aliena olim apud orientales ut apud omnes alios populos contigerunt. The factthat King Ahashverosh should grant his grand vizier Haman permission topublish an edict commanding the extermination of the Jews throughout hisempire, is not challenged by either Bleek or Bertheau; and, indeed, we neednot go so far as the despotic states of the East to meet with similaroccurrences; the Parisian massacre of St. Bartholomew being a sufficientproof that the apparently incredible may be actual reality.

(Note: Rosenmüller (bibl. Altertumsk. i. 1, p. 379) calls to mindMithridates king of Pontus, who, when at war with the Romans,secretly issued an order to all the satraps and local authorities hisrealm, to assassinate all Romans, without distinction of age or sex, onan appointed day, in consequence of which 80,000 perished on oneday; also the pasha of Zaid Mehmed in the sixteenth century, whosurprised the nation of the Druses, and put to death all whom he metwith (comp. Arvieux, merkw. Nachr. i. p. 391); and then continues:”It is almost more incredible that a ruler should, from the blindness ofreligious zeal, either execute or drive out of his realm 100,000 of hismost diligent and prosperous subjects; yet the history of modernEurope offers us, in Ferdinand the Catholic, who chased 300,000 Jewsfrom Spain, and Louis XIV, who, after putting some thousands ofProtestants to death, banished hundreds of thousands from France,examples of such incredible events.”)

And all the other statements of this book, however seeminglyunaccountable to us, become conceivable when we consider the characterof King Ahashverosh, i.e., as is now generally admitted, of Xerxes, who isdescribed by Greek and Roman historians as a very luxurious, voluptuous,and at the same time an extremely cruel tyrant. A despot who, after hisarmy had been hospitably entertained on its march to Greece, and anenormous sum offered towards defraying the expenses of the war, byPythius the rich Lydian, could be betrayed into such fury by the requestof the latter, that of his five sons who were in the army the eldest might bereleased, to be the comfort of his declining years, as to command this sonto be hewn into two pieces, and to make his army pass between them(Herod. vii. c. 37-39; Seneca, de ira, vii. 17); a tyrant who could behead thebuilders of the bridge over the Hellespont, because a storm had destroyedthe bridge, and command the sea to be scourged, and to be chained bysinking a few fetters (Herod. vii. 35); a debauchee who, after his returnfrom Greece, sought to drive away his vexation at the shameful defeat hehad undergone, by revelling in sensual pleasures (Herod. ix. 108f.); sofrantic a tyrant was capable of all that is told us in the book of Esther ofAhashverosh.

Bleek's objections to the credibility of the narrative consist of thefollowing points: a. That it is inconceivable that if the Persian despot hadformed a resolution to exterminate all the Jews in his kingdom, he would,even though urged by a favourite, have proclaimed this by a royal edictpublished throughout all the provinces of his kingdom twelve monthspreviously. In advancing this objection, however, Bleek has not consideredthat Haman cast lots for the appointment of the day on which his projectwas to be carried into execution; the Persians being, according to Herod. iii. 128, Cyrop. i. 6. 46, frequently accustomed to resort to the lot; while notonly in Strabo's time, but to the present day, also, everything is with themdecided according to the dicta of soothsayers and astrologers. If, then, the lot had declared the day in question to be a propitious one forthe matter contemplated, the haughty Haman would not reflect that thepremature publication of the edict would afford a portion of the Jews theopportunity of escaping destruction by flight. Such reflections areinconsistent with absolute confidence in the power of magical decisions;and even if what was possible had ensued, he would still have attained hismain object of driving the Jews out of the realm, and appropriating theirpossessions. - b. That at this time Judea, which was then almost whollyreinhabited by Jews, was among the provinces of Persia, and that hencethe king's edict commanded the extermination of almost all the populationof that country. This, he says, it is difficult to believe; and not less so, thatwhen the first edict was not repealed, the second, which granted the Jewspermission to defend themselves against their enemies, should haveresulted everywhere in such success to the Jews, even though, from fear ofMordochai the new favourite, they were favoured by the royal officials,that all should in all countries submit to them, and that they should kill75,000 men, equally with themselves subjects of the king. To this it may be replied: that Judea was, in relation to the whole Persianrealm, a very unimportant province, and in the time of Xerxes, as isobvious from the book of Ezra, by no means “almost wholly,” but onlyvery partially, inhabited by Jews, who were, moreover, regarded with suchhostility by the other races dwelling among them, that the execution of thedecree cannot appear impossible even here. With regard to the result of thesecond edict, the slaughter of 75,000 men, this too is perfectlycomprehensible. For since, according to Medo-Persian law, the formalrepeal of a royal edict issued according to legal form was impracticable, theroyal officials would understand the sense and object of the second, andnot trouble themselves much about the execution of the first, but, on thecontrary, make the second published by Mordochai, who was at that timethe highest dignitary in the realm, their rule of action for the purpose ofensuring his favour. Round numbers, moreover, of the slain are evidently given; i.e., they aregiven upon only approximate statements, and are not incredibly high,when the size and population of the kingdom are considered. The Persianempire, in its whole extent from India to Ethiopia, must have contained apopulation of at least 100,000,000, and the number of Jews in the realmmust have amounted to from two to three millions. A people of from twoto three millions would include, moreover, at least from 500,000 to700,000 capable of bearing arms, and these might in battle against theirenemies slay 75,000 men. Susa, the capital, would not have been less thanthe Stamboul of the present day, and would probably contain at least halfa million of inhabitants; and it by no means surpasses the bounds ofprobability, that in such a town 500 men should be slain in one day, and300 more on the following, in a desperate street fight. Nor can the numbers stated by looked upon as too high a computation. The figures are only rendered improbable by the notion, that the Jewsthemselves suffered no loss at all. Such an assumption, however, is by nomeans justified by the circumstance, that such losses are unmentioned. Itis the general custom of the scriptural historians to give in their narrativesof wars and battles only the numbers of the slain among the vanquishedfoes, and not to mention the losses of the victors. We are justified,however, in supposing that the war was of an aggravated character, fromthe fact that it bore not only a national, but also a religious character. Haman's wrath against Mordochai was so exasperated by the informationthat he was a Jews, that he resolved upon the extermination of the peopleof Mordochai, i.e., of all the Jews in the realm (Esther 3:4-6). To obtain the consent of the king, he accused the Jews as a scattered andseparated people, whose laws were different from the laws of all othernations, of not observing the laws of the king. This accusation was, “fromthe standpoint of Parseeism, the gravest which could have been madeagainst the Jews” (Haev. Einl. ii. 1, p. 348). The separation of the Jewsfrom all other people, a consequence of the election of Israel to be thepeople of God, has at all times inflamed and nourished the hatred of theGentiles and of the children of this world against them. This hatred, whichwas revived by the edict of Haman, could not be quenched by the counter-edict of Mordochai. Though this edict so inspired the royal officials withfear of the powerful minister, that they took part with, instead of againstthe Jews, yet the masses of the people, and especially the populations oftowns, would not have paid such respect to it as to restrain their hatredagainst the Jews. The edict of Mordochai did not forbid the execution ofthat of Haman, but only allowed the Jews to stand up for their lives, andto slay such enemies as should attack them (Esther 8:11). The heathen werenot thereby restrained from undertaking that fight against the Jews, inwhich they were eventually the losers.
When, however, c. Bleek finds it “utterly unnatural” that, after the Jewshad slain 500 of their foes in one day in Susa, the king should, at therequest of Esther, whose vengeance and thirst of blood were not yetappeased, have granted an edict that the slaughter should be renewed onthe following day, when no attack upon the Jews was permitted, hisobjection rests upon a sheer misunderstanding of the whole affair. Thequeen only requested that “it should be granted to the Jews in Susa to doto-morrow also, according to the decree of to-day” (Esther 9:13), i.e., “tostand for their lives, and slay all who should assault them” (Esther 8:11). Thispetition presupposes that the heathen population of Susa would renewthe attack upon the Jews on the next day. Hence it is evident that Bleek'sassertion, that the heathen were not allowed on that day to renew theirattack upon the Jews, is an erroneous notion, and one at variance with thetext. Together with this erroneous assumption, the reproach of vengeanceand bloodthirstiness raised against Esther is also obviated. Her foresight insecuring the lives of her people against renewed attacks, betrays neitherrevenge nor cruelty. Unless the heathen population had attacked the Jewson the second day, the latter would have had no opportunity of slayingtheir foes. How little, too, the Jews in general were influenced by a desireof vengeance, is shown by the fact so repeatedly brought forward, thatthey laid not their hand on the spoil of the slain (Esther 9:9, Esther 9:15), though this wasgranted them by the royal edict (Esther 8:11). - d. Bleek's remaining objections arebased partly upon misrepresentations of the state of affairs, and partlyupon erroneous notions of Eastern customs.

(Note: E.g., the remark that, though all Susa was thrown intoconsternation by the edict of Haman, it rejoiced greatly at thesecond; where Bleek has inserted all to make the matter appearincredible by exaggeration. In the text we only read “the city of Susawas perplexed” (Esther 3:15), “the city of Susa rejoiced and was glad”(Esther 8:15); i.e., in the city of Susa there was in the one instanceperplexity, in the other rejoicing. Also that the king published aspecial decree in all the provinces of his kingdom, that every manshould be master in his own house, - a misinterpretation of the passageEsther 1:22; see the explanation of this verse. Finally, the difficulty thatEsther, as queen-consort, should have concealed her nationality solong as is stated in the narrative, can exist only for thoseunacquainted with the state of affairs in the harem of an Orientalprince. The Persian monarchs, who had a fresh concubine for eachday, would certainly be ignorant of the descent of each; and though,according to Herod. 3:84, the queens were generally of the race ofAchaemenides, yet the same historian also relates (3:31) ofCambyses, that the royal δικασταί declared to him, with respectto his marriage with a sister, that: τῷ βασιλεύοντι Περσέων ἐξεῖναι ποιέειν τὸ ἂν βούληται . The case, too, of a concubine being raisedto the rank of queen by a Persian monarch is not inconceivable.)

If, then, all the objections raised against the credibility of the narrative mayby thus disposed of, we are perfectly justified in adhering to a belief in thehistorical character of the whole book, since even Bleek cannot deny, thatsome at least of “the customs and arrangements of the Persian court areboth vividly and faithfully depicted.” To this must be added the statementof the names of the individuals who take part in the narrative, e.g., thecourtiers, Esther 1:10; the seven princes of Persia, Esther 1:14; the keeper of thewomen's houses, Esther 2:8 and Esther 2:14; the ten sons of Haman, Esther 9:7-9, and others; andthe reference to the book of the chronicles of the Medes and Persians, asthe documents in which not only the acts of Ahashverosh, but also thegreatness of Mordochai, were written (Esther 10:2). As the numerous andotherwise wholly unknown names could not possibly be invented, soneither can the reference to the book of the chronicles be a mere literaryfiction. When, therefore, Bertheau thinks, that the writer of this book, bythus bringing forward so many small details, by stating the names ofotherwise unknown individuals, and especially by giving so much accurateinformation concerning Persian affairs and institutions, - the correctness ofwhich is in all respects confirmed both by the statements of classicalauthors and our present increased knowledge of Oriental matters, - certainlyproves himself acquainted with the scene in which the narrative takesplace, with Persian names and affairs, but not possessed also of anhistorical knowledge of the actual course of events; we can perceive in thislast inference only the unsupported decision of a subjectivistic antipathyto the contents of the book.

3. Authorship and Date of the Book of Esther

No certain information concerning the author of this book is obtainable. The talmudic statement in Baba bathr. 15. 1, that it was written by themen of the Great Synagogue, is devoid of historical value; and the opinionof Clem. Al., Aben Ezra, and others, that Mordochai was its author, as isalso inferred from Esther 9:20 and Esther 9:23 by de Wette, is decidedly a mistakenone, - the writer plainly distinguishing in this passage between himself andMordochai, who sent letters concerning the feast of Purim to the Jews inthe realm of Persia. Other conjectures are still more unfounded. The date,too, of its composition can be only approximately determined. Theopinion that in Esther 9:19 the long existence of the feast of Purim ispresupposed, cannot be raised to the rank of a certainty. Nor does thebook contain allusions pointing to the era of the Greek universalmonarchy. This is admitted by Stähelin, who remarks, p. 178: “The most seeminglyvalid argument in support of this view, viz., that Persian customs areexplained in this book, Esther 1:1, Esther 1:13 (for Esther 7:8, usually cited with thesepassages, is out of the question, and is the king's speech in answer to Esther 8:5),is refuted by the consideration, that the book was written for theinformation of Palestinian Jews; while Hävernick, ii. 1, p. 361, refers to acase in Bohaeddin, in which this biographer of Saladin, p. 70, thoughwriting for Arabs, explains an Arabian custom with respect to prisoners ofwar.” On the other hand, both the reference to the chronicles of the Medesand Persians (Esther 10:2), and the intimate acquaintance of the writer with Susaand the affairs of the Persian monarchy, decidedly point to the fact, thatthe date of its composition preceded the destruction of the Persian empire,and may perhaps have been that of Artaxerxes I or Darius Nothus, about400 b.c. The omission, moreover, of all reference to Judah and Jerusalem,together with the absence not only of theocratic notions, but of a speciallyreligious view of circumstances, favour the view that the author lived notin Palestine, but in the more northern provinces of the Persian realm,probably in Susa itself. For though his mode of representing events, which does not even once leadhim to mention the name of God, is not caused by the irreligiousness ofthe author, but rather by the circumstance, that he neither wished to depictthe persons whose acts he was narrating as more godly than they reallywere, nor to place the whole occurrence - which manifests, indeed, thedealings of Divine Providence with the Jewish people, but not the dealingsof Jahve with the nation of Israel - under a point of view alien to the actorsand the event itself, yet a historian acquainted with the theocraticordinances and relations of Judah would scarcely have been capable of soentirely ignoring them.

4. The Canonicity of the Book of Esther

The book of Esther has always formed a portion of the Hebrew canon. Itis included also among the twenty-two books which, according toJosephus, c. Ap. i. 8, were acknowledged by the Jews as δικαίως πεπιστευμένα . For Josephus, who repeatedly asserts, that thehistory of the Hebrews from Moses to Artaxerxes was written by theprophets and worthy to be believed, relates also in his Jewish Antiquities(l. xi. c. 6) the history of Esther, Mordochai, and Haman. Certain criticshave indeed desired to infer, from the statement in the Talmud, Jerush. Megill. 70. 4, that “among the eighty elders who contended against theinstitution of the feast of Purim by Esther and Mordochai as an innovationin the law, there were more than thirty prophets,” that the Jews did notformerly attribute the same authority to the book of Esther as to the otherScriptures (Movers, loci quidam historiae canonis V. T. p. 28; Bleek, Einl. p. 404); but even Bertheau doubts whether this passage refers to thewhole book of Esther. For it treats unambiguously only of the fact Esther 9:29-32, which is very specially stated to have been an institution ofEsther and Mordochai, and concerning which differences of opinion mightprevail among the Rabbis. The further remark of Movers, l.c., that theoldest patristic testimonies to the inclusion of this book in the canon are ofsuch a nature, ut ex iis satis verisimiliter effici possit, eum tunc recens canoni adjectum esse, because it occupies the last place in the series ofO.T. writings given by Origen, Epiphanius, and Jerome, according toJewish authority, and because the canons of the Greek Church, whichmore accurately enumerate the books received by the synagogue, do notcontain the book of Esther, is also incorrect. For (1.) the lists of thecanonical books of the O.T. given by Origen (in Euseb. hist. eccl. vi. 25)and Epiphanius give these books not according to their order in theHebrew canon, but to that of the Alexandrinian version, while only Jeromeplaces the book of Esther last. (2.) In the lists of the Greek Church this book is omitted only in that givenin Euseb. hist. eccl. iv. 26, from the eclogae of Melito, Bishop of Sardis,and in that of Gregory of Nazianzen, while it is included in those of Origenand Cyril of Jerusalem; a circumstance which leads to the supposition thatit might have been omitted by an oversight in transcription in those ofOrigen and Epiphanius. Only Athanasius (in his epist. fest.),Amphilochius (in the Jambi ad Seleuc.), and the author of the SynopsisAthanasius, who is supposed not to have lived till the tenth century,reckon it among the apocryphal books; while Junilius (of the sixthcentury) remarks that there were many in his days who doubted thecanonicity of the book of Esther. From this it is sufficiently obvious, thatthese doubts were not founded upon historical tradition, but proceededonly from subjective reasons, and were entertained because offence wastaken, first at the non-mention of the name of God in this book, and thenat the confessedly apocryphal additions mingled with this book in theAlexandrinian translation. The author of the Synopsis Ath., moreover,expressly says that the Hebrews regarded this book as canonical. Thewell-known harsh judgments of Luther in his work de servo arbitrio: liber Esther, quamvis hunc habent in canone, dignior omnibus, me judice, qui extra canonem haberetur, and in his Table Talk, are purely subjective.

(Note: “And while the Doctor was correcting the second book ofMaccabees he said: I am so hostile to this book and that of Esther,that I wish they did not exist; they are too Judaizing, and containmany heathenish improprieties.”)

Luther could never reconcile himself to this book, because he felt that thesaving truths of Scripture were absent from it. The later Jews, on thecontrary, exalted it even far above the Thorah and the prophets.

(Note: Comp. the collection of rabbinical eulogies of this book inAug. Pfeiffer, thes. herm. p. 597f., and in Carpzov's introd. i. p. 366.)

Later Protestant theologians, too, have, in their efforts to justify thecanonicity of this book, over-estimated its canonical value, and attributedto the history therein related, Messianic references which are foreign to itsmeaning (comp. the verdict given upon it in Carpzov's Introd. in V. T. p. 369f.). The moderate opinion of Brentius is: hic liber utilis est ad docendam fidem et timorem Dei, ut pii non frangantur adversis, sed invocantes nomen Domini ex fide, accipiant spem salutis; impii vero alieno supplicio terreantur et ad pietatem convertantur. This opinion is one farbetter founded than the depreciatory decision of modern critics, that thisbook breathes a spirit of revenge and pride (de Wette-Schrader); or ofBertheau, that “Esther and Mordochai are full of a spirit of revenge andhostility not to Gentile ways, but to the Gentiles themselves, of cruelty,and of ungodly confidence in a victory over the world, by worldly powerand the employment of worldly means,” and that this book “belongs to thehistorical records of the revelation made to Israel, only in so far as it helpsto fill up the chasm between the times of the prophets and the days of ourLord.” “The book itself and its position in the canon plainly testify, thatthe people to whom the victory over the world was promised, separatedthemselves farther and farther from communion with the holy God,trusted to their own arm and to worldly power, and could not, therefore,but be worsted in their contest with the empire of the times.”Such a verdict is justified neither by the circumstance, that the Jews, whoreject Christ's redemption, understand and over-estimate this book in acarnal manner, nor by the fact, that the name of God does not once occurtherein. With respect to the first point, the book itself is not to blame forbeing misused by Jews who have not accepted the redemption which is byChrist, to nourish a fanatical hatred of all Gentiles. Even if Esther andMordochai were filled with a spirit of revenge toward the Gentiles, noreproach could in consequence be cast on the book of Esther, whichneither praises nor recommends their actions or behaviour, but simplyrelates what took place without blame or approval. But neither are theaccusations raised against Esther and Mordochai founded in truth. Themeans they took for the deliverance and preservation of their people werein accordance with the circumstances stated. For if the edict promulgated by Haman, and commanding the exterminationof the Jews, could not, according to the prevailing law of the Medo-Persians, be repealed, there was no other means left to Mordochai for thepreservation of his countrymen from the destruction that threatened them,than the issue of a counter-edict permitting the Jews to fight for their livesagainst all enemies who should attack them, and conceding to them thesame rights against their foes as had been granted to the latter against theJews by the edict of Haman. The bloodshed which might and must ensuewould be the fault neither of Mordochai nor Esther, but of Haman alone. And though Mordochai had irritated the haughty Haman by refusing himadoration, yet no Jew who was faithful to the commands of his God couldrender to a man that honour and adoration which are due to the Lord only. Besides, even if the offence of which he was thereby guilty against Hamanmight have incited the latter to punish him individually, it could offer noexcuse for the massacre of the entire Jewish nation. As for the secondpoint, viz., the non-mention of the name of God in this book, we havealready remarked, 3, that this omission is not caused by a lack ofdevoutness of reverence, the narrative itself presenting features which leadto an opposite conclusion. In the answer which Mordochai sends toEsther's objection to appear before the king unbidden, “If thou holdest thypeace, there shall arise help and deliverance for the Jews from anotherplace,” is expressed the assured belief that God would not leave the Jewsto perish. To this must be added, both that the Jews express their deepsorrow at the edict of Haman by fasting and lamentation (Esther 4:1-3), andthat Queen Esther not only prepares for her difficult task of appearingbefore the king by fasting herself, but also begs to be assisted by thefasting of all the Jews in Susa (Esther 4:16). Now fasting was a penitentialexercise, and the only form of common worship practised by Jewsdwelling among Gentiles; and this penitential exercise was alwayscombined with prayer even among the heathen (comp. Jonah 3:5.), thoughprayer and calling upon God might not be expressly mentioned. Finally,the occasion of this conflict between Jews and Gentiles was a religiousone, viz., the refusal of adoration to a man, from fear of transgressing thefirst commandment. All these things considered, we may with Stähelinappropriate what Lutz in his bibl. Hermeneutik, p. 386, says concerningthis book: “A careful survey will suffice to show, that the religiousprinciple predominates in the book of Esther, and that there is a religiousfoundation to the view taken of the occurrence. For it is represented asprovidential, as an occurrence in which, although the name of God isunmentioned, a higher Power, a Power on the side of Israel, prevails. Evenin single features a closer inspection will plainly recognise a religious toneof feeling, while the whole book is pervaded by religious moralearnestness.” It is this religious foundation which has obtained and securedits position in the canon of the inspired books of the O.T. The book is amemorial of the preservation of the Jewish people, during their subjectionto a universal empire, by means of a special and providential dispositionof secular events, and forms in this respect a supplement to the books ofEzra and Nehemiah, which relate the restoration of the Jewish communityto the land of their fathers.

On the additions to the book of Esther in the Alexandrinian version, whichLuther, after the example of Jerome, excluded from the book and relegatedto the Apocrypha under the title of Stücke in Esther, comp. my Lehrb. derEinleitung, 237, and O. F. Fritzsche's kurzgef. exeget. Hdb. zu denApokryphen des N. T. p. 68f.
For the exegetic literature, see Lehrb. der Einl. v. 150. Comp. also E. Ph. L. Calmberg, liber Esterae interpretatione latina brevique commentario illustr.,Hamb. 1837, 4, and Bertheau's Commentary, quoted p. 12.

01 Chapter 1 

Introduction
The Banquet of King Ahashveroshand the Divorce of Queen Vashti - Esther 1

Ahashverosh, king of Persia, gave, in the third year of his reign, a banquetto the grandees of his kingdom then assembled in Susa, for the purpose ofshowing them the greatness and glory of his kingdom; while the queen atthe same time made a feast for the women in the royal palace (Esther 1:1-9). Onthe seventh day of the feast, the king, “when his heart was merry withwine,” sent a message by his chief courtiers to the queen, commanding herto appear before him, to show the people and the princes her beauty, andon her refusal to come, was greatly incensed against her (Esther 1:10-12). Uponinquiring of his astrologers and princes what ought in justice to be done tothe queen on account of this disobedience, they advised him to divorceVashti by an irrevocable decree, and to give her dignity to another andbetter; also to publish this decree throughout the whole kingdom (Esther 1:13-20). This advice pleasing the king, it was acted upon accordingly (Esther 1:21 and Esther 1:22).

Verses 1-8
The banquet. Esther 1:1-3 mark a period. משׁתּה עשׂה, which belongs to ויהי, does not follow till Esther 1:3, andeven then the statement concerning the feast is again interrupted by a longparenthesis, and not taken up again and completed till Esther 1:5. On the use ofויהי in historical narratives at the beginning of relations having,as in the present instance and 1:1, no reference to a precedingnarrative, see the remark on Joshua 1:1. Even when no express reference toany preceding occurrence takes place, the historian still puts what he hasto relate in connection with other historical occurrences by an “and it cameto pass.” Ahashverosh is, as has already been remarked on Ezra 4,Xerxes, the son of Darius Hystaspis. Not only does the nameאחשׁורושׁ point to the Old-Persian name Ks'ayars'a (with א prosthetic), but the statements also concerning the extent of thekingdom (Esther 1:1; Esther 10:1), the manners and customs of the country andcourt, the capricious and tyrannical character of Ahashverosh, and thehistorical allusions are suitable only and completely to Xerxes, so that,after the discussions of Justi in Eichhorn's Repert. xv. pp. 3-38, andBaumgarten, de fide, etc., pp. 122-151, no further doubt on the subject canexist. As an historical background to the occurrences to be delineated, the wideextent of the kingdom ruled by the monarch just named is next described:“He is that Ahashverosh who reigned from India to Ethiopia over 127provinces.” מדינה … שׁבע is not an accusativedependent on מלך, he ruled 127 provinces, for מלך,to reign, is construed with על or בּ, but is annexed in the form of afree apposition to the statement: “from India to Cush;” as also in Esther 8:9. הדּוּ is in the Old-Persian cuneiform inscriptions, Hidhu; inZend, Hendu; in Sanscrit, Sindhu, i.e., dwellers on the Indus, for Sindhumeans in Sanscrit the river Indus; comp. Roediger in Gesenius, Thes. Append. p. 83, and Lassen, Indische Alterthumsk. i. p. 2. כּוּשׁ isEthiopia. This was the extent of the Persian empire under Xerxes. Mardonius in Herod. 7:9 names not only the Sakers and Assyrians, butalso the Indians and Ethiopians as nations subject to Xerxes. Comp. alsoHerod. 7:97, 98, and 8:65, 69, where the Ethiopians and Indians arereckoned among the races who paid tribute to the Persian king and foughtin the army of Xerxes. The 127 מדינות, provinces, aregovernmental districts, presided over, according to Esther 8:9, by satraps,pechahs, and rulers. This statement recalls that made in Daniel 6:2, that Darius the Mede set overhis kingdom 120 satraps. We have already shown in our remarks on Daniel 6:2 that this form of administration is not in opposition to the statementof Herod. iii. 89f., that Darius Hystaspis divided the kingdom for thepurpose of taxation into twenty ἀρχαί which were called σατραπηΐ́αι . The satrapies into which Darius divided the kingdom generallycomprised several provinces. The first satrapy, e.g., included Mysia andLydia, together with the southern part of Phrygia; the fourth, Syria andPhoenicia, with the island of Cyprus. The Jewish historians, on the otherhand, designate a small portion of this fourth satrapy, viz., the regionoccupied by the Jewish community (Judah and Benjamin, with their chiefcity Jerusalem), as מדינה, Ezra 2:1; Nehemiah 1:3; Nehemiah 7:6; Nehemiah 11:3. Consequently the satrapies of Darius mentioned in Herodotus differ fromthe (medinoth) of Daniel 6:2, and Esther 1:1; Esther 8:9. The 127 medinoth are a divisionof the kingdom into geographical regions, according to the races inhabitingthe different provinces; the list of satrapies in Herodotus, on the contrary,is a classification of the nations and provinces subject to the empire,determined by the tribute imposed on them.
Esther 1:2 
The words: in those days, take up the chronological statement ofEsther 1:1, and add thereto the new particular: when King Ahashverosh sat onthe throne of his kingdom in the citadel of Susa. שׁבת does notinvolve the notion of quiet and peaceable possession after the terminationof wars (Clericus, Rambach), but that of being seated on the throne withroyal authority. Thus the Persian kings are always represented upon araised seat or throne, even on journeys and in battle. According to Herod. vii. 102, Xerxes watched the battle of Thermopylae sitting upon histhrone. And Plutarch (Themistocl. c. 13) says the same of the battle ofSalamis. Further examples are given by Baumg. l.c. p. 85f. On the citadelof Susa, see Nehemiah 1:1, and remarks on Daniel 8:2.

Esther 1:3 
“In the third year of his reign he made a feast to all his princes andhis servants, when the forces of Persia and Media, the nobles and princesof the provinces, were before him.” משׁתּה עשׂה, tomake, to prepare, i.e., to give, a feast; comp. Genesis 21:8. The princes andthe servants are, all who were assembled about him in Susa. These arespecified in the words which follow as חיל פ. We might supplyל before חיל from the preceding words, (viz.) the forces, etc.; butthis would not suit the לפניו at the end of the verse. For thisword shows that an independent circumstantial clause begins with חיל, which is added to call attention to the great number of princes andservants assembled at Susa (Bertheau): the forces of Persia … were beforehim: when they were before him. By חיל, the host, the forces,Bertheau thinks the body-guard of the king, which, according to Herod. vii. 40, consisted of 2000 selected horsemen, 2000 lancers, and 10,000infantry, is intended. There is, however, no adequate reason for limiting חיל to thebody-guard. It cannot, indeed, be supposed that the whole military powerof Persia and Media was with the king at Susa; but חיל withoutכּל can only signify an élite of the army, perhaps the captains andleaders as representing it, just as “the people” is frequently used for “therepresentatives of the people.” The Persians and Medes are always namedtogether as the two kindred races of the ruling nation. See Daniel 6:9, who,however, as writing in the reign of Darius the Mede, places the Medesfirst and the Persians second, while the contrary order is observed herewhen the supremacy had been transferred to the Persians by Cyrus. Onthe form פּרס, see rem. on Ezra 1:1. After the mention of theforces, the Partemim, i.e., nobles, magnates (see on Daniel 1:3), and theprinces of the provinces are named as the chief personages of the civilgovernment.

Esther 1:4-6 
“When he showed the glorious riches of his kingdom and theexcellent honour of his greatness many days, one hundred and eightydays.” This verse has been understood by most expositors as stating thatthe king magnificently and splendidly entertained all the grandeesmentioned in Esther 1:3 for a full half-year, and gave them a banquet which lasted180 days. Clericus supposes proceedings to have been so arranged, thatthe proceres omnium provinciarum were not entertained at one and thesame time, but alii post alios, because all could not be absent together per sex menses a suis provinciis. Bertheau, however, thinks that the historiandid not purpose to give an exact and graphic description of the proceeding,but only to excite astonishment, and that they who are astonished will notinquire as to the manner in which all took place. The text, however, doesnot say, that the feast lasted 180 days, and hence offers no occasion forsuch a view, which is founded on a mistaken comprehension of Esther 1:4, whichcombines וגו בּהראתו with משׁתּה עשׂה ofEsther 1:3, while the whole of Esther 1:4 is but a further amplification of thecircumstantial clause: when the forces, etc., were before him; thedescription of the banquet not following till Esther 1:5, where, however, it isjoined to the concluding words of Esther 1:4: “when these (180) days were full,the king made a feast to all the people that were found in the citadel ofSusa, from great to small, seven days, in the court of the garden of theking's house.”This verse is thus explained by Bertheau: after the soldiers, nobles, andprinces of the district had been entertained for six months, all the maleinhabitants of Susa were also entertained in a precinct of the palace garden,the women being feasted by Vashti the queen in the palace (Esther 1:9), It is,however, obvious, even from Esther 1:11, which says that on the seventh day ofthis banquet the king commanded the queen to appear “to show the peopleand the princes her beauty,” that such a view of the occurrence isinadmissible. For this command presupposes, that the people and princeswere assembled at the king's banquet; while, according to the view ofBertheau and older expositors, who insist on two banquets, one lasting180 days, the other seven, the latter was given to the male inhabitants ofSusa only. The princes and people of the whole kingdom did not,however, dwell in Susa. These princes and people, to whom the queen wasto show her beauty, are undoubtedly the princes and servants of the king,the forces of Persia and Media, and the nobles and princes of theprovinces enumerated in Esther 1:3. With this agrees also the description of the guests invited to the sevendays feast. בּשׁוּשׁן הנּמצאים כּל־העם does not signify “all theinhabitants of Susa,” but all then present, i.e., then assembled in the citadelof Susa. הנּמצאים used of persons means, those who for somepurpose are found or present in any place, in distinction from its usualinhabitants; comp. 1 Chronicles 29:17; 2 Chronicles 34:32; Ezra 8:25; and העם does not here signify people in the sense of population, but peoplewho are met in a certain place, and is used both here and Nehemiah 12:38 of anassembly of nobles and princes. קטן ועד למגּדול, moreover, does not mean old and young, but high and low, thegreater and lesser servants (עבדים) of the king, and informs us that ofthose assembled at Susa, both princes and servants participated withoutexception in the banquet.
This view of Esther 1:3-5 is confirmed by the consideration, that if the seven daysbanquet were a different one from that mentioned in Esther 1:3, there could be noreason for naming the latter, which would then be not only entirelyunconnected with the narrative, but for which no object at all would bestated; for בּהראתו cannot be translated, as in the Vulgate, by utostenderet, because, as Bertheau justly remarks, ב cannot indicate apurpose. From all these reasons it is obvious, that the feast of whichfurther particulars are given in Esther 1:5-8 is the same משׁתּה which theking, according to Esther 1:3, gave to his שׂרים and עבדים, and thatthe text, rightly understood, says nothing of two consecutive banquets. The sense of Esther 1:3-5 is accordingly as follows: King Ahasuerus gave to hisnobles and princes, when he had assembled them before him, and showedthem the glorious riches of his kingdom and the magnificence of hisgreatness for 180 days, after these 180 days, to all assembled before him inthe fortress of Susa, a banquet which lasted seven days. The connection of the more particular description of this banquet, bymeans of the words: when these (the previously named 180) days wereover, following upon the accessory clause, Esther 1:4, is anacoluthistic, and theanacoluthon has given rise to the misconception, by which Esther 1:5 isunderstood to speak of a second banquet differing from the משׁתּה of Esther 1:3. The purpose for which the king assembled the grandees ofhis kingdom around him in Susa fore a whole half-year is not stated,because this has no connection with the special design of the present book. If, however, we compare the statement of Herod. vii. 8, that Xerxes, afterthe re-subjection of Egypt, summoned the chief men of his kingdom toSusa to take counsel with them concerning the campaign against Greece, itis obvious, that the assembly for 180 days in Susa, of the princes andnobles mentioned in the book of Esther, took place for the purpose ofsuch consultation. When, too, we compare the statement of Herod. vii. 20, that Xerxes wasfour years preparing for this war, we receive also a corroboration of theparticular mentioned in Esther 1:3, that he assembled his princes and nobles inthe third year of his reign. In this view “the riches of his kingdom,” etc.,mentioned in Esther 1:4, must not be understood of the splendour andmagnificence displayed in the entertainment of his guests, but referred tothe greatness and resources of the realm, which Xerxes descanted on to hisassembled magnates for the purpose of showing them the possibility ofcarrying into execution his contemplated campaign against Greece. Thebanquet given them after the 180 days of consultation, was held in thecourt of the garden of the royal palace. בּיתן is a later form ofבּית, which occurs only here and Esther 7:7-8. חצר,court, is the space in the park of the royal castle which was prepared forthe banquet. The fittings and furniture of this place are described in Esther 1:6. “White stuff,variegated and purple hangings, fastened with cords of byssus and purpleto silver rings and marble pillars; couches of gold and silver upon apavement of malachite and marble, mother-of-pearl and tortoise-shell.”The description consists of mere allusions to, or exclamations at, thesplendour of the preparations. In the first half of the verse the hangings ofthe room, in the second, the couches for the guests, are noticed. חוּר from חור means a white tissue of either linen or cotton. Bertheau supposes that the somewhat larger form of ch is intended todenote, even by the size of letter employed, the commencement of thedescription. כּרפּס, occurring in Sanscrit, Persian, Armenian, andArabic, in Greek κάρπασος , means originally cotton, in Greek, according tolater authorities, a kind of fine flax, here undoubtedly a cotton texture ofvarious colours. תּכלת, deep blue, purple. The hangings of the space set apart were of these materials. Blue andwhite were, according to Curtius Esther 6:6, Esther 6:4, the royal colours of thePersians; comp. M. Duncker, Gesch. des Alterthums, ii. pp. 891 and 951of the third edition, in which is described also the royal table, p. 952. Thehangings were fastened (אחוּז) with cords of white byssus andpurple to rings and pillars of white marble. מטּות, couches(divans) of gold and silver, i.e., covered with cloth woven of gold and silverthread, were prepared for the guests at the feast. These couches wereplaced upon a tesselated, mosaic-like floor; the tesselation being composedof stones of various colours. בּהט, in Arabic a mock stone, inlxx σμαραγδίτης , a spurious emerald, i.e., a green-coloured stoneresembling the emerald, probably malachite or serpentine. שׁשׁ iswhite marble; דּר, Arabic (darrun), (darratun), pearl, lxx πίννινος λίθος , a pearl-like stone, perhaps mother-of-pearl. סחרת, a kind ofdark-coloured stone (from סחר = שׁחר, to be dark), black,black marble with shield-like spots (all three words occur only here).
Esther 1:7-8 
The entertainment: “And drinks poured into vessels of gold!and vessels differing from vessels, and royal wine in abundance, accordingto the hand of a king. (Esther 1:8) And the drinking was according to law; ninedid compel: for so the king had appointed to all the officers of his house todo according to every one's pleasure.” השׁקות, inf. Hiph., to giveto drink, to hand drinks, is used substantively. The golden drinking vesselswere of various kinds, and each differing in form from another. Greatvariety in drinking vessels pertained to the luxury of Persians; comp. Xenoph. Cyrop. viii. 8, 18. מלכוּת יין is wine fromthe royal cellar, therefore costly wine. Many interpreters understand it ofthe Chalybonian wine, which the Persian kings used to drink. See rem. onEzekiel 27:18. המּלך כּיד, according to the hand of theking, i.e., according to royal bounty; comp. 1 Kings 10:13. The words: “the drinking was according to law, none did compel,” aregenerally understood to say, that the king abolished for this banquet, theprevailing custom of pledging his guests. According to Grecian information(see Baumgarten, p. 12f.), an exceedingly large quantity of wine was drunkat Persian banquets. This sense of the words is not, however, quite certain. The argument of Baumgarten, Si hic mos vulgaris fuisset in epulis regiis, sine dubio haec omnia non commemorata essent, no more holds good thanhis further remark: formulam illamאנס אין כּדּת non puto adhibitam fuisse, nisi jam altera contraria אנס כּדּת solemnis esset facta. The historian can have noticed thisonly because it was different from the Jewish custom. Bertheau also justlyremarks: “We are not told in the present passage, that the king, on thisoccasion, exceptionally permitted moderation, especially to such of hisguests as were, according to their ancestral customs, addicted tomoderation, and who would else have been compelled to drinkimmoderately. For the words with which this verse concludes, which theyimply also a permission to each to drink as little as he chose, are speciallyintended to allow every one to take much. על יסּד, toappoint concerning, i.e., to enjoin, comp. 1 Chronicles 9:22. בּית רב, those over the house, i.e., the court officials.

Verses 9-11
Vashti the queen also gave a banquet to the women in the royal house(palace) which belonged to King Ahashverosh, probably in the royalapartments of the palace, which were placed at her disposal for this greatfeast to be given to the women. The name Vashti may be compared withthe Old-Persian (vahista), i.e., optimus. In Persian (šty), means a beautifulwoman. This statement serves as an introduction to the scene whichfollows. Esther 1:10 and Esther 1:11. On the seventh, i.e., the last day of the banquet,when the king's heart was merry with wine, he commanded his sevenchamberlains to bring Vashti the queen before him, with the royal crown,to show here beauty to the people and princes. וגו לב כּטוב, when the heart of the king was merry through wine, i.e., when thewine had made him merry, comp. 2 Samuel 13:28; Judges 16:25. It was theoffice of the seven eunuchs who served before the king (את־פּני משׁרת like 1 Samuel 2:18) to be the means of communication betweenhim and the women, and to deliver to them messages on the part of themonarch. Their number, seven, was connected with that of theAmshaspands; see rem. on Esther 1:14. The attempts made to explain theirseveral names are without adequate foundation; nor would much be gainedthereby, the names being of no significance with respect to the matter inquestion. In the lxx the names vary to some extent. The queen was toappear with the crown on her head (כּתר, κίδαρις or κίταρις , a highturban terminating in a point), and, as is self-evident, otherwise royallyapparelled. The queen was accustomed on ordinary occasions to take hermeals at the king's table; comp. Herod. ix. 110. There is, however, anabsence of historical proof, that she was present at great banquets. Thenotice quoted from Lucian in Brissonius, de regio Pers. princ. i. c. 103, isnot sufficient for the purpose.
Verse 12
The queen refused to appear at the king's command as delivered by theeunuchs, because she did not choose to stake her dignity as a queen and awife before his inebriated guests. The audacity of Persians in such acondition is evident from the history related Herod. Esther 1:18.

Verses 13-15
The king, greatly incensed at this disobedience to his behest, inquired ofhis wise men what was to be done to Queen Vashti according to law. These wise men are Esther 1:13 designated as those “who knew the times,” i.e.,astrologers and magi, who give counsel according to celestial phenomena;comp. the wise men of Babylon, Daniel 2:27; Daniel 5:15; Isaiah 44:25; Isaiah 47:13; Jeremiah 50:35. Of these he inquires, “for thus was the business of the kingconducted before all that knew law and judgment.” דּבר heredoes not signify word or speech, but matter, business; and the meaning ofthis parenthetical sentence is, that in every matter, the king, beforedeciding, applied to those who were skilled in law and judgment to heartheir opinions concerning it. With this is joined a second explanatoryparenthetical sentence, Esther 1:14: “And those next him were Carshena, etc., theseven princes of the Persians and Medes, who behold the king'scountenance, who hold the first seat in his kingdom.” אליו הקּרב is indefinite, and may be understood as expressing theplural. It is perhaps questionable how this clause should be combined with whatprecedes, whether with ודין דּת כּל־ידעי, before all that knewlaw and judgment and those next him, or with לחכמים, Esther 1:13:he spoke to the wise men … and those next him. In any case the sense is,that the seven princes of the Persians and Medes were also numberedeither among the wise men who knew the times, or those who were skilledin the law. These seven princes are the seven king's counsellors of Ezra 7:14, and by their number of seven form a counterpart to the sevenAmshaspands. They who see the face of the king, i.e., are allowed directintercourse with him. Herod. iii. 84 relates of the seven princes whoconspired the overthrow of the pretended Smerdis, that they resolved, thatit should be permitted them to present themselves unannounced before thefuture king. Hence many expositors identify these seven princes with theauthorities called the seven counsellors, but without sufficient grounds. The number seven frequently recurs, - comp. the seven eunuchs, Esther 1:5, theseven maidens who waited on Esther 2:9, - and refers in the present case to theseven Amshaspands, in others to the days of the week, or the sevenplanets. ראשׁנה היּשׁבים, who sit first, i.e., in thehighest place, i.e., constitute the highest authority in the realm. What theking said (Esther 1:13) does not follow till Esther 1:15: “According to law, what is to bedone to Queen Vashti, because she has not done the word of the king,” i.e.,not obeyed his command by the eunuchs? כּדת, according to law,legally, is placed first because it is intended emphatically to assert that theproceeding is to be in conformity with the law. עשׂה with בּ, toinflict something on any one.

Verses 16-18
The counsel of the wise men. Esther 1:16. Memucan, who was the lastmentioned in Esther 1:14, comes forward as spokesman for the rest, and declaresbefore the king and the princes, i.e., in a solemn assembly, and evidently asthe result of a previous joint consultation: Vashti the queen has not donewrong to the king alone, but also to all the princes and all the people,because the example of the queen will lead all the Median and Persianwives to despise their husbands. Therefore an irrevocable edict is to bepublished decreeing the divorce of Queen Vashti, and this law publishedthroughout the whole realm, that all wives may show honour to theirhusbands. Vashti has not transgressed against the king alone (Esther 1:16), butagainst all the princes and people in all the provinces of King Ahashverosh(Esther 1:16). In what respect, then, is the latter assertion true? We are told Esther 1:17 and Esther 1:18. “For the deed of the queen will come abroad to (על forאל) all women, to bring their husbands into contempt in their eyes(the infin. להבזות stating the result), while they will say,” etc. (the suffix of בּאמרם relates to the women, who will appeal tothe disobedience of the queen). Esther 1:18. “And this day (i.e., already) the princesses of the Persians andMedians, who hear of the act of the queen (דּבר, not the word,but the thing, i.e., her rejection of her husband's command), will tell it to allthe princes of the king, and (there will be) enough contempt andprovocation. קצף is an outburst of anger; here, therefore, aprovocation to wrath. Bertheau makes the words זק בז וּכדי theobject of תּאמרנה, which, after the long parenthesis, is united tothe copula by w, and for, “to speak contempt and wrath,” reads: to speakcontemptuously in wrath. But this change cannot be substantiated. Theexpression, to speak wrath, is indeed unexampled, but that is no reason formaking קצף stand for בּקצף, the very adoption of such anellipsis showing, that this explanation is inadmissible. The words must betaken alone, as an independent clause, which may be readily completed byיהיה: and contempt and wrath will be according to abundance. כּדי is a litotes for: more than enough. The object of תּאמרנה must be supplied from the context: it - that is, what the queen saidto her husband. In the former verse Memucan was speaking of all women;here (Esther 1:18) he speaks only of the princesses of the Persians and Medes,because these are staying in the neighbourhood of the court, and willimmediately hear of the matter, and “after the manner of the court ladiesand associates of a queen will quickly follow, and appeal to her example”(Berth.).

Verse 19-20
That Vashti come no more before king Ahasuerus; and let the king give herroyal estate unto another that is better than she. After this argument on the queen's conduct, follows the proposal: “If itplease the king (על טּוב like Nehemiah 2:5), let there go fromhim a word of the kingdom (i.e., a royal edict), and let it be written(entered) in the laws of the Persians and the Medes, and not pass away,that Vashti come no more before King Ahashverosh; and let the king giveher queenship (her royal rank) to another who is better than she.” An edictissued by the king, entered among the laws of the Persians and Medes, andsealed with the royal signet (Esther 8:8), does not pass away, i.e., remains inforce, is irrevocable (comp. Daniel 6:9). The counsellors press for the issueof such an edict, for the purpose of making it impossible to the king totake Vashti again into favour, lest they should experience her vengeance onthe restoration of her influence. רעוּתהּ, her companion, is anyother woman, Vashti being here regarded merely as a woman. הטּובה includes both beauty and good behaviour (Berth.). By this means,add the counsellors in Esther 1:20, all the ill effects of Vashti's contumacy will beobviated. “And when the king's decree, which he shall make, is heard in hiswhole kingdom, for it is great, all wives shall give honour to theirhusbands, from great to small.” פּתגּן is according to the Keri tobe pointed as the constructive state, פּתגּם. The expressionעשׂה פּתגּן is explained by the circumstance, that פתגם signifies not only edict, decree, but also thing (see on Daniel 3:16): to do athing. In the present verse also it might be so understood: when the thingis heard which the king will do in his whole kingdom. The parentheticalclause, for it is great, is intended to flatter the king's vanity, and induce aninclination to agree to the proposal. “From great to small” signifies highand low, old and young.

Verse 21-22
The saying pleased the king and the princes, and the king carried it intoexecution. He sent letters into all his provinces to make known hiscommands, and to let all husbands know, that they were to bear rule intheir own houses. “In every province according to its writing, and to everypeople according to their speech” (comp. Esther 8:9), that his will might beclearly understood by all the subjects of his wide domain, who spokedifferent languages and used different alphabetical characters. The contentsof these letters follow in וגו להיות, that every man should bemaster in his own house. These words state only the chief matter andobject of the edict; but they presuppose that the fact which gave rise tothe decree, viz., the refusal of Vashti, and her consequent deposition, werealso mentioned. The last words: “and that he shall speak according to thelanguage of his people,” are obscure. Older expositors understand them to mean, that every man was to speakonly his native language in his house, so that in case he had a foreign wife,or several who spoke other languages, they might be obliged to learn hislanguage, and to use that alone. Bertheau, on the other hand, objects thatsuch a sense is but imported into the words, and in no wise harmonizeswith the context. Both these assertions are, however, unfounded. In thewords, the man shall speak according to the language of his people, i.e., heshall speak his native tongue in his house, it is implied that no otherlanguage was to be used in the house, and the application of this law toforeign wives is obvious from the context. The rule of the husband in thehouse was to be shown by the fact, that only the native tongue of the headof the house was to be used in the family. Thus in a Jewish family theAshdodite or any other language of the wife's native land could not havebeen used, as we find to have been the case in Judaea (Nehemiah 13:23). All other explanations are untenable, as has been already shown byBaumgarten, p. 20; and the conjecture set up after Hitzig by Bertheau, thatinstead of עמּו כּלשׁון we should read עמּו כּל־שׁוה, every one shall speak what becomes him, gives not only a trivial,and not at all an appropriate thought, but is refuted even by the fact thatnot עם שׁוה, but only ל שׁוה (comp. Esther 3:8) could bear the meaning: to be becoming to any one. Such a commandmay, indeed, appear strange to us; but the additional particular, that everyman was to speak his native tongue, and to have it alone spoken, in hisown house, is not so strange as the fact itself that an edict should be issuedcommanding that the husband should be master in the house, especially inthe East, where the wife is so accustomed to regard the husband as lordand master. Xerxes was, however, the author of many strange facts besidesthis.

02 Chapter 2 
Introduction
Elevation of Esther to the Throne - Esther 2
Service Rendered by Mordochaito the King

When the wrath of King Ahashverosh was appeased, and he rememberedhis harsh treatment of Vashti, his courtiers proposed that he should sendto fetch fair young virgins from all parts of his realm to the house of thewomen in Susa, that he might choose a new queen from among them. Thisproposal pleasing the king, was acted upon (Esther 2:1-4). In the fortress ofSusa, however, there dwelt one of the Jews who had been carried intocaptivity from Jerusalem, and whose name was Mordochai. This man hadbrought up Esther, his uncle's daughter, as his own child (Esther 2:5-7). When,then, in pursuance with the king's commands, many maidens were gatheredtogether in Susa, Esther also was brought into the king's house, and foundfavour with the keeper of the women while, according to order, she wasgoing through a course of purification and anointing (Esther 2:8-14). Then herturn came to be brought before the king, she found favour in his sightabove all the other maidens, and was chosen by him to be queen in theplace of Vashti. By Mordochai's command, however, she disclosed herrace and lineage to no one (Esther 2:15-20). At the same time two courtiersconspired against the life of the sovereign. Their conspiracy beingdiscovered by Mordochai, was by him revealed to Esther, who gaveinformation of it to the king, whereupon the matter was investigated, andfound to have been correctly stated. The offenders were punished, and theevent duly registered in the chronicles of the kingdom.

Verses 1-4
When, after these things, the wrath of King Ahashverosh waslaid (שׁך, from שׁכך, to be sunk, spoken of wrath to belaid), he remembered Vashti and what she had done, and what was decreedagainst her (גּזר, to determine, to decree irrevocably; comp. גּזרה, Daniel 4:14); a desire for reunion with her evidently makingitself felt, accompanied perhaps by the thought that she might have beentoo harshly treated. To prevent, then, a return of affection for his rejectedwife ensuing, - a circumstance which might greatly endanger all who hadconcurred in effecting her repudiation, - the servants of the king, i.e., thecourt officials who were about him, said: “Let there be young maidens,virgins fair to look on, sought for the king.” בּתוּלות, virgins, isadded to נערות, the latter word signifying merely young womenof marriageable age. Esther 2:3. “And let the king appoint (ויפקד is the continuation ofיבקּשׁוּ) officers in all the provinces of his kingdom, that theymay gather together every virgin who is fair to look on to the citadel ofSusa, to the house of the women, unto the hand of Hega the king's eunuch,the keeper of the women, and let them appoint their things forpurification; and let the maiden which pleaseth the king be queen insteadof Vashti.” To the hand of Hega, i.e., to his care and superintendence,under which, as appears from Esther 2:12, every maiden received into the houseof the women had to pass a year before she was brought before the king. Hega (called Hegai, Esther 2:8 and Esther 2:15) was an eunuch, the keeper of the women,i.e., superintendent of the royal harem. ונתון is the infin. abs.,used instead of the verb. fin. to give prominence to the matter: let themappoint. תּמרקום, from מרק, to rub, to polish, signifiespurification and adornment with all kind of precious ointments; comp. Esther 2:12. This speech pleased the king, and he acted accordingly.

Verses 5-7
Before relating how this matter was carried into execution, the historianintroduces us to the two persons who play the chief parts in the followingnarrative. Esther 2:5. There was (dwelt) in the citadel of Susa a Jew of the nameof Mordochai (מרדּכי, in more correct editions מרדכי), the son of Jair, the son of Shimei, the son of Kish, a Benjamite(ימיני אישׁ like 1 Samuel 9:1). Jair, Shimei, and Kish canhardly mean the father, grandfather, and great-grandfather of Mordochai. On the contrary, if Jair were perhaps his father, Shimei and Kish may havebeen the names of renowned ancestors. Shimei was probably the son ofGera, well known to us from the history of David, 2 Samuel 16:5. and 1 Kings 2:8, 1 Kings 2:36., and Kish the father of Saul, 1 Chronicles 8:33; 1 Samuel 9:1; for ingenealogical series only a few noted names are generally given; comp., e.g.,1 Chronicles 9:19; 1 Chronicles 6:24. Upon the ground of this explanation, Josephus (Ant. xi. 6) makes Estherof royal descent, viz., of the line of Saul, king of Israel; and the Targumregards Shimei as the Benjamite who cursed David. The name Mordochaioccurs in Ezra 2:2 and Nehemiah 7:7 as that of some other individual amongthose who returned from captivity with Zerubbabel, but can hardly beconnected with the Persian mrdky, little man. Aben Ezra, Lightfoot, andothers, indeed, are of opinion that the Mordochai of the present bookreally came up with Zerubbabel, but subsequently returned to Babylon. Identity of name is not, however, a sufficient proof of identity of person. The chronological statement, Esther 2:6: who had been carried away fromJerusalem with the captives who had been carried away with Jeconiah,king of Judah, etc., offers some difficulty. For from the captivity ofJeconiah in the year 599 to the beginning of the reign of Xerxes (in the year486) is a period of 113 years; hence, if the אשׁר is referred toMordochai, he would, even if carried into captivity as a child by then,have reached the age of from 120 to 130 years, and as Esther was not madequeen till the seventh year of Xerxes (Esther 2:16), would have become primeminister of that monarch at about the age of 125. Rambach, indeed, doesnot find this age incredible, though we cannot regard it as probable thatMordochai should have become minister at so advanced an age.

(Note: Baumg. aptly remarks, l.c., p. 125: Etsi concedendum est, non esse contra naturam, si Mordechaeus ad illam aetatem pervenerit, et summa hac constitutus senectute gravissimis negotiis perficiendis par fuerit, tamen est hoc rarissimum et nisi accedit certum testimonium, difficile ad credendumf0.)

On this account Clericus, Baumgarten, and others refer the relative אשׁר to the last name, Kish, and understand that he was carried awaywith Jeconiah, while his great-grandson Mordochai was born in captivity. In this case Kish and Shimei must be regarded as the great-grandfather andgrandfather of Mordochai. We grant the possibility of this view;nevertheless it is more in accordance with the Hebrew narrative style torefer אשׁר to the chief person of the sentence preceding it, viz.,Mordochai, who also continues to be spoken of in Esther 2:7. Hence we preferthis reference, without, however, attributing to Mordochai more than 120years of age. For the relative clause: who had been carried away, need notbe so strictly understood as to assert that Mordochai himself was carriedaway; but the object being to give merely his origin and lineage, and not hishistory, it involves only the notion that he belonged to those Jews whowere carried to Babylon by Nebuchadnezzar with Jeconiah, so that he,though born in captivity, was carried to Babylon in the persons of hisforefathers. This view of the passage corresponds with that formerlypresented by the list of the grandchildren and great-grandchildren of Jacobwho went down with him to Egypt; see the explanation of the passage inquestion.

(Note: Baumgarten also considers this view admissible, rightlyremarking, p. 127: Scriptoribus sacris admodum familiare est singulos homines non per se et sepositos spectare, sed familias et gentes ut corpora quasi individua complecti, ita ut posteri majorum personis quasi contenti et inclusi, majores vero in posteris ipsi subsistere et vivere existimentur. Ex hac ratione Mordechaeus captus esse dici potest, quamvis ipse satis diu post Jechoniae tempora ex iis, qui a Nebucadnezaro abducti sunt, natus fueritf0.)

Esther 2:7. Mordochai was אמן, keeper, bringer up, i.e., foster-father,to Hadassh (אמן constructed as a participle with את). הדסּה means a myrtle (הדס in the Shemitish), like theGreek name Μυρτία, Μυῤῥίνη . “That is Esther,” the queen known by thename of Esther. The name אסתּר is the Old-Persian (stara) with א prosthetic, and corresponds with the Greek ἀστήρ , star, inmodern Persian (sitareh). She was בּת־דּדו, daughter of his father'sbrother, and adopted by Mordochai after the death of her parents; we aretold, moreover, that she had a fine figure and beautiful countenance. Herfather, whose name, according to Esther 2:15, was Abihail, was uncle toMordochai, and hence Esther was his cousin.

Verse 8-9
When, then, the king's commandment and decree was heard, i.e.,proclaimed throughout the kingdom, and many maidens gathered togetherin Susa, Esther also was received into the royal harem, under the keepingof Hegai. The maiden pleased him and won his favour (חסד נשׂא, to bear away love, i.e., to obtain favour, synonymous withחן נשׂא, Esther 2:15 and Esther 5:2). וגו ויבהל,and he hastened to give her her ointments for purification, and the sevenmaidens appointed to her from the king's house. The infinitives להּ לתת are, according to the Aramaean idiom, placed aftertheir objects and dependent on יבהל. On תּמרוּקים, see on Esther 2:3. מנות, portions, are here portions of food, as in Esther 9:19, Esther 9:22,and 1 Samuel 1:4. The seven maidens (הנּערות with the article) arethe maids appointed to wait upon a young virgin selected for the king. Theparticiple ראיּות: chosen for a particular purpose-in the Talmudand rabbinical Hebrew ראוּי, dignus, decens, conveniens, - occursonly here. ישׁנּה, he changed her and her maids into the best ofthe house of the women, i.e., he took them out of the ordinary rooms andplaced them in the best apartments, probably in the state-rooms, wherethose who were accustomed to be brought to the king used to dwell.

Verse 10-11
Esther 2:10 contains a supplementary remark. This kind and respectfultreatment was shown to Esther, because, in obedience to Mordochai'scommand, she had not shown her people nor her kindred, i.e., her Jewishextraction; for a Jewish maiden would hardly have experienced suchfriendly usage. Esther 2:11 also contains an additional notice, prefixed here toenable what follows to be rightly understood, and repeated in anotherconnection Esther 2:19, and on several other occasions: Mordochai walked everyday before the court or enclosure of the women's house, to know thewelfare (שׁלום) of Esther and what became of her (בּה יעשׂה, properly, what was done to her). HenceMordochai was in constant communication with Esther. How thiscommunication was effected is not more particularly stated; probably bymeans of the maids appointed to wait on her. Jewish expositors are ofopinion, that Mordochai held high office, and that having consequentlyfree access to the royal palace, he could easily find the means ofcommunicating with his relative.

Verses 12-18
Before relating the appearance of Esther before the king, the narrator moreparticularly describes in Esther 2:12-14 the preparations for this event, andhow Esther behaved with respect to them.

Esther 2:12-13 
“When every maid's turn came (i.e., at every time that anymaid's turn came) to go in to King Ahashverosh, after the time when it hadbeen done to her twelve months according to the law of the women - forthus were the days of their purification accomplished: six months with oilof myrrh, and six months with balsam and ointments of purification forwomen - and the maiden came to the king, all that she desired was given herto go with her out of the women's house unto the king's house.” תּור, turn in succession, used only here and Esther 2:15. The turn to go in untothe king did not come to any maid until וגו היות מקּץ, at the end of the time when it had been done to her according to thelaw … This time lasted twelve months after her reception into the house ofthe women; and the law of the women, according to which it was done toher, was, that she should be purified for six months with oil of myrrh, andas long with בּשׂמים, sweet odours and other ointments. בּאה הנּערה וּבזה (Esther 2:13) forms the continuationof the antecedent clause commencing with כּהנּיע, or, to speak morecorrectly, of a second antedecent with which the conclusion כּל־אשׁר את is connected. Some expositors understand בּזה, with the lxx,of the time: illo sc. tempore; others of the condition: hoc modo ornata or ealege (Cler.), and therefore as parallel in meaning with the כּן ofEsther 4:16. Either view is admissible and suits the sense, but the latter ismore in harmony with the parallel passage Esther 4:16, and thereforepreferable. All that was to be given her, can only relate to ornaments andjewels, which were to be given that each might appear before the kingadorned and dressed after her own taste.

Esther 2:14 
In the evening she went (to the king), and on the morrow shereturned to the women's house, a second (time) to the hand (under thekeeping of) Shaashgaz, the king's chamberlain, who kept the concubines;she came no more to the king, except the king delighted in her and she werecalled by name, i.e., specially. שׁני instead of שׁנית,like Nehemiah 3:30.

Esther 2:15 
When Esther's turn came to go in unto the king, she requirednothing (to take with her, see Esther 2:13) but what Hegai the king's chamberlainappointed (hence as not concerned to please the king by specialadornment), and she obtained favour in the sight of all them that lookedupon her, namely, by her modesty and humility. On חן נשׂא, see remarks on Esther 2:9.

Esther 2:16 
She was taken into the king's house (מלכוּת בּית instead of המּלך בּית, the palace of the kingdom,the royal residence) in the tenth month, i.e., the month Tebeth, in theseventh year of his reign.

Esther 2:17 
And the king loved Esther above all the women, and sheobtained grace and favour in his sight more than all the virgins; and he setthe royal crown upon her head, and made her queen instead of Vashti. Themeaning evidently is, that the king, immediately after their first meeting,bestowed his affections upon Esther in preference to all the women andmaidens, and chose her queen.

Esther 2:18 
To celebrate Esther's elevation to the crown, the king made agreat feast, called Esther's feast, to all his princes and servants, and grantedrelease to the provinces. The verbale Hiph. הנחה is translatedin the lxx ἄφεσις , Vulg. requies, and understood either of aremission of taxes or a remission of labour, a holiday. Although the Chald. understands it of a remission of taxes, yet the use of the verb עשׂה rather favours the latter meaning, viz., the appointment of aholiday, on which there would be arresting from labour. Finally, he gavegifts with royal munificence משׂאת like Amos 5:11; Jeremiah 40:5;המּלך כּיד like Esther 1:7. - It seems strange that a period offour years should intervene between the repudiation of Vashti in the thirdyear of Ahashverosh and the elevation of Esther in the seventh, an intervalwhose length cannot be adequately accounted for by the statements of thepresent book. Only a few days could have elapsed between the disgrace of Vashti andthe time when the king remembered her; for this took place, we are told,when the king's wrath was appeased. The proposal to collect virgins fromall parts of his kingdom to Susa was then immediately made. Now, if thecarrying out of this proposal took half a year, and the preparation of thevirgins by anointing, etc., lasted a year, Esther, even if her turn to go inunto the king had not come for six months, might have been made queentwo years after the repudiation of Vashti. As she obtained the favour ofHegai immediately upon her reception into the women's house, so that hehastened her purifications (Esther 2:9), she would not be brought before the kingamong the last, but would rather be one of the first to go in. The longinterval which elapsed between the repudiation of Vashti and the elevationof Esther, can only be satisfactorily explained by the history of the reignof Xerxes; in fact, by the circumstance that his campaign against Greecetook place during this time.

Verse 19-20
Esther 2:19-23 relate the intervention of an incident of great importance in thesubsequent development of the narrative. When virgins were for thesecond time gathered together, two courtiers were incensed with the king,and sought to lay hands upon him. This thing was known to Mordochai,who sat in the gate of the palace and kept up a constant communicationwith Esther even after she became queen, and by him communicated toher, that she might bring it to the knowledge of the king. The matter beinginvestigated and found to have been truly reported, the offenders werepunished, and an entry of the particulars made in the chronicles of thekingdom. The words “when virgins were assembled for the second time,”which serve to define the time when the conspiracy of the two courtierstook place, as is obvious from the circumstance that ההם בּיּמים, Esther 2:21, refers to בת בּהקּבץ, Esther 2:19, areobscure. The obscurity lies in the fact that no reason for assembling virgins can beperceived, after the choice of Ahashverosh had fallen upon Esther. Thesentence שׁנית בּתוּלות וּבהקּבץ unmistakeably corresponds with נערות וּבהקּבץ of v. 8. This was already rightly perceived by Grotius, who, however,wrongly infers: est ἐπάνοδος (retrogressio), referendum enim hoc ad illaquae supra, ii. 2. This is, however, not only incompatible with שׁנית, but also with the circumstance that, according to the correctunderstanding of the sentences in Esther 2:21 and Esther 2:22, Esther was then alreadyqueen, and Mordochai was sitting in the gate of the king's palace, andthence keeping up communication with her; while as long as Esther was inthe women's house preparing for her interview with the king, under theguardianship of Hegai, he walked day by day before the court of thewomen's house (Esther 2:11). Still less admissible is the view of Drusius, received by Bertheau, that thegathering of the virgins for the second time is to be understood from thecircumstance, that after going in to the king, they had to go into the secondhouse of the women, under the stricter guardianship of Shaashgaz (Esther 2:14). For, being no longer בּתוּלות, but פּילגשׁים (Esther 2:14),their reception into the house of the concubines could not be called asecond gathering together, since as virgins they were formerly in a differenthouse. The only explanation of the שׁנית left us is the view, thateven after the choice of Esther to be queen, a second gathering together ofvirgins actually took place; for this, as C. a Lapide remarks, is what thewords undoubtedly declare. The matter itself was in accordance with theprevailing custom of polygamy, which kings carried to such an extent,that, as C. a Lapide points out, Solomon, e.g., had 700 wives and 300concubines, i.e., secondarias uxores. From וּמרדּכי, Esther 2:19,onwards, explanatory circumstantial clauses follow: “The Mordochai satin the king's gate” introduces the parenthetical sentence, “Esther had notyet showed her kindred and her people (comp. Esther 2:10), as Mordochai hadcharged her; for Esther did the commandment of Mordochai as when shewas under his care;” i.e., Esther obeyed, after her elevation to be queen, thecommand of Mordochai not to make her Jewish descent known, as she hadformerly done while she was yet his foster-daughter. אמנה,care, education, is a substantive derived from אמן.

Verses 21-23
The definition of time in Esther 2:19 is again take up by the words: in thosedays; then the explanatory clause, Esther 2:20, is repeated; and after this we areinformed what it was that had then occurred. In those days Bigthan andTeresh, two of the king's courtiers, who were the threshold-keepers(palace-watchers, lxx ἀρχισωματοφύλακες ), were wroth, and sought tolay hands on King Ahashverosh, i.e., to slay him. Esther 2:22. This thing wasknown to Mordochai, and by him communicated to Esther, who told it, inMordochai's name, to the king. Esther 2:23. The matter was investigated (sc. bythe king), and found out, sc. as Mordochai had testified. The two criminalswere hanged on a tree, i.e., impaled on a stake, a sort of crucifixion, - seerem. on Esther 6:11, - and the circumstance entered in the book of thechronicles, i.e., the chronicles of the kingdom. המּלך לפני, before the king, i.e., in his presence, immediately after sentence hadbeen passed by a court over which the monarch presided.

03 Chapter 3 
Introduction
Haman's Elevation and His Designagainst the Jews - Esther 3:1-15 

King Ahashverosh promoted Haman the Agagite above all the princesabout him, and commanded all his servants to fall down before him. Thismark of reverence was refused by Mordochai the Jew from religiousscruples. When intelligence of this was brought to Haman, he sought toobtain the extermination of the Jews throughout the kingdom (Esther 3:1-6). Thetwelfth month was appointed by the casting of lots for this purpose; andHaman, by exciting the suspicion of the king against the Jews as anexclusive and law-opposing people, obtained from him an edict to thiseffect (Esther 3:7-11), and sent it, by letters sealed with the king's seal, by the handof messengers into all the provinces of the kingdom in the first month, thatthey might be ready to carry it into execution in the twelfth month;whereat the city of Susa was much perplexed (Esther 3:12-15).

Verses 1-6
The elevation of Haman above all the princes of the kingdom issaid in a general manner to have taken place “after these things,” i.e., afterthe matters related in Est 2. גּדּל, to make great, to make any one agreat man; נשּׂא, elevated, is more precisely defined by thesentence following: he set his seat above all the princes that were withhim, i.e., above the seat of all the princes about the king; in fact, advancedhim to the highest post, made him his grand vizier. Haman is called the sonof Hammedatha האגגי, the Agagite, or of the Agagites. אגגי recalls אגג kings of the Amalekites, conquered and takenprisoner by Saul, and hewn in pieces by Samuel, 1 Samuel 15:8, 1 Samuel 15:33. HenceJewish and Christian expositors regard Haman as a descendant of theAmalekite king. This is certainly possible, though it can by no means beproved. The name Agag is not sufficient for the purpose, as manyindividuals might at different times have borne the name אגג, i.e., thefiery. In 1 Sam 15, too, Agag is not the nomen propr. of the conqueredking, but a general nomen dignitatis of the kings of Amalek, as Pharaoh andAbimelech were of the kings of Egypt and Gerar. See on Numbers 24:7. Weknow nothing of Haman and his father beyond what is said in this book,and all attempts to explain the names are uncertain and beside the mark.

Esther 3:2 
All the king's servants that were in the gate of the king, i.e., all thecourt officials, were to kneel before Haman and bow themselves to theearth. So had the king commanded concerning him. This mark of reverencewas refused by Mordochai.

Esther 3:3-4 
When the other officials of the court asked him from day today, why he transgressed the king's commandment, and he hearkened notunto them, i.e., gave no heed to their words, they told it to Haman, “to seewhether Mordochai's words would stand; for he had told them that he wasa Jew.” It is obvious from this, that Mordochai had declared to those whoasked him the reason why he did not fall down before Haman, that hecould not do so because he was a Jew, - that as a Jew he could not show thathonour to man which was due to God alone. Now the custom of fallingdown to the earth before an exalted personage, and especially before aking, was customary among Israelites; comp. 2 Samuel 14:4; 2 Samuel 18:28; 1 Kings 1:16. If, then, Mordochai refused to pay this honour to Haman, the reasonof such refusal must be sought in the notions which the Persians werewont to combine with the action, i.e., in the circumstance that theyregarded it as an act of homage performed to a king as a divine being, anincarnation of Oromasdes. This is testified by classical writers; comp. Plutarch, Themist. 27; Curtius, viii. 5. 5f., where the latter informs us thatAlexander the Great imitated this custom on his march to India, andremarks, §11: Persas quidem non pie solum, sed etiam prudenter regessuos inter Deos colere; majestatem enim imperii salutis esse tutelam. Hence also the Spartans refused, as Herod. 7.136 relates, to fall downbefore King Xerxes, because it was not the custom of Greeks to honourmortals after this fashion. This homage, then, which was regarded as an actof reverence and worship to a god, was by the command of the king to bepaid to Haman, as his representative, by the office-bearers of his court;and this Mordochai could not do without a denial of his religious faith.

Esther 3:5-6 
When, then, Haman, whose attention had been called to thefact, saw, when next he went in unto the king, that Mordochai did not falldown before him, he was full of wrath, and (Esther 3:6) thought scorn, i.e., in hispride esteemed it too contemptible, to lay hands on Mordochai alone, i.e.,to execute him alone, for this opposition to the royal commands; for theyhad showed him the people of Mordochai, i.e., had told him that as a JewMordochai had refused this act of worship, and that the whole Jewishnation thought and acted accordingly. Therefore he sought to destroy allthe Jews that were throughout the whole kingdom of Ahashverosh, thepeople of Mordochai. The subject Haman is repeated before ויבקּשׁ for the sake of clearness, because it was not expressly named withויּבן. מרדּכי עם is in apposition to כּל־היּהוּדים: all the Jews as the people of Mordochai, because they werethe people of Mordochai and shared his sentiments.

Verses 7-11
To ensure the success of this great undertaking, viz., the extermination ofall the Jews in the kingdom, Haman had recourse to the lot, that he mightthus fix on a propitious day for the execution of his project. Astrologyplays an important part among all ancient nations, nothing of anymagnitude being undertaken without first consulting its professorsconcerning a favourable time and opportunity; comp. rem. on Ezekiel 21:26.

Esther 3:7 
“In the first month, i.e., Nisan, in the twelfth year of KingAhashverosh, they cast Pur, i.e., the lot, before Haman from day to day,and from month to the twelfth month, i.e., the month Adar.” The subjectof הפּיל is left indefinite, because it is self-evident that this wasdone by some astrologer or magician who was versed in such matters. Bertheau tries unnaturally to make Haman the subject, and to combine thesubsequent המן לפני with הגּורל:”Haman cast Pur, i.e., the lot, before Haman,” which makes Pur signify:the lot before Haman. המן לפני means in thepresence of Haman, so that he also might see how the lot fell. פּוּר is an Old-Persian word meaning lot ((sors)); in modern Persian, (bâra) signifiestime, case ((fois), (cas)), (pâra) or (pâre), piece (morceau, pièce), and (behr), (behre),and (behre), lot, share, fate; comp. Zenker, Turco-Arabic and Persian Lexicon, pp. 162 and 229. The words”from day to day, from month to the twelfth month,” must not beunderstood to say, that lots were cast day by day and month by month tillthe twelfth; but that in the first month lots were at once cast, one after theother, for all the days and months of the year, that a favourable day mightbe obtained. We do not know the manner in which this was done, “theway of casting lots being unknown to us.” The words: from month to thetwelfth month, are remarkable; we should expect from month to month tillthe twelfth month. Bertheau supposes that the words לחדשׁ ויּ פּל הגּורל על יום שׁלשׁה עשׂר were omitted after וּמחדשׁ through the eye of the transcriber passing on from the firstלחדשׁ to the second. The text of the lxx actually containssuch words, and the possibility of such an oversight on the part of atranscriber must certainly be admitted. In the book of Esther, however, thelxx translation is no critical authority, and it is just as possible that theauthor of the Hebrew book here expresses himself briefly andindefinitively, because he was now only concerned to state the monthdetermined by lot for the undertaking, and intended to mention the daysubsequently.
Esther 3:8-9 
Haman having by means of the lot fixed upon a favourable dayfor the execution of the massacre, betook himself to the king to obtain aroyal decree for the purpose. He represented to the monarch: “There is apeople scattered abroad and dispersed among the peoples in all theprovinces of thy kingdom, and their laws are different from all otherpeople (i.e., from the laws of all other people), and they keep not the lawsof the king, and it is not fitting for the king to leave them alone. Esther 3:9. If itseem good to the king, let it be written (i.e., let a written decree bepublished) to destroy them; and I will weigh ten thousand talents of silverto those who do the business, that they may bring them into the treasuriesof the king.” This proposal was very subtilly calculated. First Hamancasts suspicion on the Jews as a nation scattered abroad and dwellingapart, and therefore unsociable, - as refractory, and therefore dangerous tothe state; then he promises the king that their extermination will bring intothe royal treasury a very considerable sum of money, viz., the property ofthe slaughtered. Ten thousand talents of silver, reckoned according to theMosaic shekel, are £3,750,000, according to the civil shekel £1,875,000;see rem. on 1 Chronicles 22:14. המּלאכה עשׁי, those whoexecute a work, builders in 2 Kings 12:12, are here and Esther 9:3 the king'smen of business, who carry on the king's business with respect to receiptsand disbursements, the royal financiers.

Esther 3:10 
The king agreed to this proposal. He drew his signet ring fromhis hand, and delivered it to Haman, that he might prepare the edict in theking's name, and give it by the impression of the royal seal the authority ofan irrevocable decree; see rem. on Esther 8:8. “To the enemy of the Jews” isadded emphatically.

Esther 3:11 
Lest it should appear as though the king had been induced by theprospect held out of obtaining a sum of money, he awards this to Haman. “The silver be given to thee, and the people to do to them (let it be done tothem) as seemeth good to thee.” והעם precedes absolutely: asfor the people of the Jews, etc.

Verses 12-15
Haman, without delay, causes the necessary writings to be prepared, andsent into all the provinces of the kingdom. Esther 3:12. “Then were called theking's scribes in the first month, on the thirteenth day of it (בּו, init, in the said month); and there was written according to all that Hamancommanded, to the satraps of the king, and to the governors who (wereplaced) over every province, and to the rulers of every people, to eachseveral province according to its writing, and to each different peopleaccording to their language (comp. rem. on Esther 1:22); in the name of KingAhashverosh was it written, and sealed with the king's seal.”אחשׁדּרפּנים and פּחות placed in juxtaposition, as in Ezra 8:36, are the imperial officials. Beside these are also named the שׂרים of every people, the native princes of the different races. Thewriting was finished on the thirteenth day of the month, because this dayof the month had been fixed upon as propitious by the lot.

Esther 3:13 
And the letters were sent (נשׁלוח, infin. abs. Niph. instead of the verb. fin.) by posts. הרצים are the post-riders,the aggaroi, who were stationed on the high roads of the realm, generallyfour parasangs apart, to transmit with the more speed the royal letters andmessages. Herod. 5.14, 8.98 (Berth.), comp. Brisson, de reg. Pers. princ. i. c. 238f. וגו להשׁמיד, to destroy, to kill, and cause to perish allJews from the youth to the old man, children and women, in one day, onthe thirteenth day of the twelfth month, and to deprive them of their spoil. The three verbs are combined to give strength to the expression. שׁללם is their property, which is called spoil because it was delivered upto plunder. Haman having held out the prospect of a large sum as theresult of exterminating the Jews, and the king having bestowed this uponHaman, the plundering of the Jews, thus permitted to all the inhabitants ofthe kingdom who should assist in exterminating them, must be understoodas implying, that they would have to deliver a portion of the booty thusobtained to Haman.

Esther 3:14 
The copy of the writing, that the law might be given in everyprovince, was opened to all people, that they might be ready by this day. This verse does not announce a copy of the royal decree that had beenprepared and sent by the posts, which would in that case be replaced by amere allusion to its contents (Bertheau). The words contain no trace of anannouncement such as we find in Ezra 4:11; Ezra 7:11, but the historical notice,that the copy of the writing which was sent as a law into the provinceswas גּלוּי, opened, i.e., sent unclosed or unsealed to all people. גּלוּי is the predicate to the subject וגו פּתשׁגן (comp. on this word the note to Ezra 4:14), and between the subject andpredicate is inserted the infinitive clause וגו דּת להנּתן for the purpose of once more briefly mentioning the contents anddestination of the כּתב: that a law might be given in everyprovince. To attain this object the more certainly, the copy of the decree,which was brought into every province by the posts, was open orunsealed, that all people might read its contents, and keep themselves inreadiness for the execution of what was therein commanded on theappointed day. הזּה ליּום is the thirteenth day of thetwelfth month named in the letter.

Esther 3:15 
The posts went forth hastening (דּחף like 2 Chronicles 26:20) atthe king's commandment, and the decree was given (promulgated) in thecitadel of Susa, - an explanatory clause; and the king and Haman sat down todrink while the messengers went forth with the decree, but the city ofSusa, in which it was first published, was in perplexity (on נבוכה comp. Exodus 14:3; Joel 1:18). The cruel measure could not but fill allpeace-loving citizens with horror and anxiety. - Here the question is forcedupon us, why the decree should have been so prematurely published. Thescribes were summoned to prepare it on the thirteenth day of the firstmonth. For this purpose, even though many copies had to be made indifferent languages, no very long time would be required in a well-appointed government office. As soon as the scribes had finished theirwork, the decree was sent out by the posts into all quarters of the realm,and would arrive in even the most distant provinces in three weeks atfurthest. This would place almost eleven, and in the remotest parts about tenmonths between the publication and execution of the decree. What thenwas the motive for such an interval? Certainly so long a time could not berequired for preparing to carry it out, nor is this hinted at in the text, asBertheau supposes. Nor could it be intended that the Jews should suffer along period of anxiety. On the contrary, the motive seems to have been, asClericus and others have already conjectured, to cause many Jews to leavetheir property and escape to other lands, for the sake of preserving theirlives. Thus Haman would attain his object. He would be relieved of thepresence of the Jews, and be able to enrich himself by the appropriation oftheir possessions. On the other hand, the providence ofGod overruling the event in the interest of the Jews, is unmistakeablyevident both in Haman's haste to satisfy his desire for vengeance, and inthe falling of the lot upon so distant a day. It was only because there wasso long an interval between the publication of the decree and the dayappointed by lot for its execution, that it was possible for the Jews to takemeans for averting the destruction with which they were threatened, as thefurther development of the history will show.

04 Chapter 4 
Introduction
Mordochai's Mourning on accountof the Decree for the Assassination ofthe Jews, and His Admonition to Estherto Intercede for Her People - Esther 4

When Mordochai heard what had happened, he went mourning andlamenting about the city, and even to the king's gate; and the decree ofHaman occasioned great lamentations among the Jews in all the provincesof the kingdom (Esther 4:1-3). When Queen Esther heard through her maids andcourtiers of Mordochai's mourning, she sent him raiment that he might putoff his mourning garb, but he refused to do so. She then sent an eunuch tohim to inquire more particularly as to its cause. Mordochai informed himof all that had happened, giving him a copy of the decree to show toEsther, and charging her to entreat the king's favour for her people (Esther 4:4-8). The queen, however, expressed her hesitation to go in unto the kingunsummoned, but upon Mordochai's repeated admonition, resolved tomake the desired attempt, at the peril of her life (Esther 4:9-17).

Verses 1-3
Mordochai learnt all that was done, - not only what had beenopenly proclaimed, but, as is shown by Esther 4:7, also the transaction betweenthe king and Haman. Then he rent his garments, put on sackcloth andashes, and went out into the midst of the city, making loud and bitterlamentation. Comp. on the last words, Genesis 27:34. The combination ofאפר with שׂק ילבּשׁ is an abbreviation for: put ona hairy garment and spread ashes upon his head, in sign of deep grief;comp. Daniel 9:3; Job 2:12, and elsewhere.

Esther 4:2 
And came even before the king's gate, i.e., according to Esther 4:6, theopen space before the entrance to the royal palace; for none might enterwearing mourning. לבוא אין, there is no entering, i.e.,none may enter; comp. Ewald, §321, c.

Esther 4:3 
Also in every province whither the king's decree arrived, therearose a great mourning among the Jews. אשׁר מקום is anadverbial accusat. loci in apposition to בּכל־מדינה: in every place towhich the word of the king and his decree reached, i.e., arrived. “Sackclothand ashes were spread for many,” i.e., many sat in hairy garments uponthe earth, where ashes had been spread; comp. Isaiah 58:5. The meaning is:All the Jews broke out into mourning, weeping, and lamentation, whilemany manifested their grief in the manner above described.

Verses 4-8
The matter was made known to Esther by her maids and eunuchs, i.e., byher attendants. The Chethiv תּבואינה does not elsewhere occur afterו consecutive, hence the substitution of the Keri תּבואנה. Theobject of יגּידוּ: what they told her, is evidently, from whatfollows, the circumstance of Mordochai's appearance in deep mourningbefore the gate of the palace. On receiving this information the queen fellinto convulsive grief (תּתחלחל, an intensive form of חוּל, to be seized with painful grief), and sent to Mordochai raiment toput on instead of his sackcloth, evidently for the purpose of enabling himto enter the palace and give her the particulars of what had happened. ButMordochai did not accept the raiment.

Esther 4:5-7 
Then Esther sent Hatach, one of the eunuchs whom the kinghad set before her, i.e., appointed to attend her, to Mordochai to learn”what this, and why this,” i.e., what was the meaning and the cause of histhus going about in mourning. When Hatach came forth to him in the openplace of the city before the king's gate, Mordochai told him all that hadhappened, and the amount of the money which Haman had promised toweigh to the king's treasures (i.e., to pay into the royal treasury) for theJews, to destroy them, i.e., that it might be permitted him to destroy theJews. פּרשׁה, properly a determined, accurate statement, fromפּרשׁ in the sense of to determine clearly (see rem. on Leviticus 24:12); here, according to the context: amount, sum. This promise ofHaman is here emphatically mentioned as the chief point, not so much forthe purpose of raising the indignation of Esther to the highest pitch(Bertheau), as to show the resentment and eagerness with which Hamanhad urged the extermination of the Jews. The Chethiv יהוּדיּים is therarer form for יהוּדים, and is repeated Esther 8:1, Esther 8:7; Esther 8:13; Esther 9:15, Esther 9:18.

Esther 4:8 
Mordochai also gave Hatach a copy of the decree published inSusa (בּשׁוּשׁן נתּן, like Esther 3:15) to show it to thequeen. The להּ וּלהגּיד following is more correctlydrawn towards the subsequent וּלצוּות, as by Bertheau, thanconnected according to the accentuation with what precedes. Before thisinfinitive must be supplied from the context, especially from Esther 4:7: andMordochai commissioned him or told him (Hatach): to declare unto herand to command her (Esther) to go in unto the king, to entreat him and tomake request before him for her people. על בּקּשׁ, to beg,to make request for something, like Ezra 8:23, and Esther 7:7. עמּהּ על, concerning her people, i.e., in this connection: for them.

Verses 9-11
When Hatach brought this information to Esther, she sent word by him toMordochai, that she might not go in unto the king unsummoned. אל מ תּצוּהוּ, she ordered or commissioned him to Mordochai, viz., to tellhim what follows, Esther 4:11: “All the king's servants and the people of theking's provinces (i.e., all the officers and subjects of the king) know, thatwith respect to every man or woman that shall come in unto the king, intothe inner court, that is not called - one (the same) law (is) for him: to put(him) to death, except him to whom the king shall hold out the goldensceptre, that he may live.” לואשּׁה כּל־אישׁ precede as nominativiabsol.; these are followed by two relative clauses, which are succeeded bythe anacoluthic predicate דּתו אחת: one and the samelaw is for him (דּתו, the law concerning him, the unsummonedappearer, the matter of which is briefly stated by להמית). In the inner court dwelt the king, seated on his throne (comp. Esther 5:1). Thelaw, that every one entering unbidden should be put to death, was subjectto but one exception: וגו מאשׁר לבד, except him towhom the king stretches out, etc. הושׁיט from ישׁט,appearing only in the present book (Esther 5:2; Esther 8:4), but frequently in Chaldeeand Syriac, signifies to hold out, to extend, with לו, to ortowards him. שׁרביט, the Aramaic form for שׁבט,sceptre. Access to the royal presence had been already rendered difficultby an edict issued by Dejokes the Mede, Herod. 1:9; and among thePersians, none, with the exception of a few individuals (Herod. iii. 118),were permitted to approach the king without being previously announced(Herod. iii. 140; Corn. Nepos, Conon, 3). Any one entering unannouncedwas punished with death, unless the king, according to this passage, gave itto be understood by stretching forth his sceptre that he was to remainunpunished. It is, however, self-evident, and the fact is confirmed by Herod. iii. 140,that any who desired audience were allowed to announce themselves. Esther might, it seems, have done this. Why, then, did she not make theattempt? The answer lies in her further message to Mordochai: “and I havenot been called to come in unto the king these thirty days.” From thesewords it appears, that formerly she had been more frequently summonedbefore the king. Now, however, a whole month had passed without anyinvitation. Hence she concluded that the king did not much wish to see her,and for this reason dared not go unto him unbidden. Evidently, too, shewas unwilling to be announced, because in that case she would have beenobliged immediately to make known to the king the cause of her desiringthis interview. And this she would not venture to do, fearing that,considering the great favour in which Haman stood with the king, shemight, if she did not provoke his displeasure against herself through herintercession for her people, at least meet with a rejection of her petition. To set aside an irrevocable decree sealed with the king's seal, must haveappeared to Esther an impossible undertaking. To have asked such a thingof the king would have been indeed a bold venture.

Verses 12-14
When what Esther said was reported to Mordochai, he sent word back toher (השׁיב): “Think not in thy soul (with thyself) to be saved inthe house of the king above all the Jews; for if thou holdest thy peace atthis time, recovery and deliverance will arise from another place, but thouand thy father's house shall be destroyed. And who knows if thou hastattained to royalty for a time such as this?” By the words: “Think not thatthou wilt be saved in the king's house above all the Jew,” i.e., alone of allthe Jews, Mordochai does not reproach Esther with being indifferent tothe fate of her fellow-countrymen, but rather calls her attention to the factthat her own life is in danger. This is evident from the clause: if thou holdthy peace, will not intercede with the king for thy people, help will comefrom some other quarter. רוח = רוחה, Exodus 8:11, ἀναψύξις , deliverance from oppressive restraint. יעמוד, rise up,arise, used according to later custom for קוּם, as in 1 Chronicles 20:4. The thought is: the Jewish nation cannot perish, its continuance isguaranteed by the divine promise. If thou wilt venture nothing for itssafety, God will bring deliverance, but destruction will come upon theeand thy family. Though Mordochai neither speaks of God, nor alludesdirectly to His assistance, he still grounds his hopes of the preservation ofhis people upon the word and promise of God, and Brentius pertinentlyremarks: habes hic excellentem ac plane heroicam Mardochaei fidem, qua inpraesentissimo ac periculosissimo discrimine videt futuram liberationem. The last clause of Esther 4:14 is by most expositors understood as saying: andwho knows whether thou hast not for a time like this attained to royalty?This agrees with the sense, but cannot be verbally justified, for אם does not mean whether not. The sentence contains an aposiopesis. Theclause depending on the conditional אם is unspoken, butunderstood. Besides, הגּעתּ is not in the imperfect. Hence it canonly be translated: Who knows, if thou hadst not attained to royalty at orfor such a time? Then the clause omitted would be: what thou thenwouldst have done. יודע מי more frequently has themeaning of perhaps; and Mordochai says: perhaps thou hast attained toroyalty (to the dignity of queen) for a time like this, sc. to use thyposition for the deliverance of thy people. In the turn thus given to thesentence it contains the most urgent injunction to Esther to use her highposition for the preservation of her fellow-countrymen.

Verse 15-16
This pressing monition produced its result. Esther returned answer toMordochai: “Go, gather together all the Jews that are found in Susa, andfast ye for me: I also and my maidens will fast; and so will I go to the kingagainst the law; and if I perish, I perish.” Esther resolves to go to the kingunsummoned, but begs Mordochai and all the Jews to unite in a threedays' fast, during which she and her maidens will also fast, to seek byearnest humiliation God's gracious assistance in the step she proposes totake, for the purpose of averting the threatened destruction of her people. “Though 'God' and 'prayer' are not here mentioned, it is yet obviouslyassumed that it was before God that the Jews were to humble themselves,to seek His help, and to induce Him to grant it. 1 Kings 21:27-29; Joel 1:14; Jonah 3:5.” (Berth.). To designate the strictness of this fasting, thewords: “neither eat nor drink,” are added. The “three days, night and day,”are not to be reckoned as three times twenty-four hours, but to beunderstood of a fast which lasts till the third day after that on which itbegins; for according to Esther 5:1, Esther goes to the king on the third day. Comp. the similar definition of time, Jonah 2:1. The addition “day andnight” declares that the fast was not to be intermitted. וּבכן,and in thus, i.e., in this state of fasting. כּדּת לא אשׁר: which is not according to law. לא אשׁר is used, likethe Aramaean form לא דּי, in the sense of without (comp. Ewald, §222, c): without according to law = contrary to law. The lastwords: “if I perish, I perish,” etc., are the expression not of despair, but ofresignation, or perfect submission to the providence of God; comp. Genesis 43:14.

Verse 17
And Mordochai went his way, i.e., from the place before the court of theking, to do what the queen had commanded him to do.

05 Chapter 5 

Introduction
Esther's Gracious Reception by theKing. Haman's Rage against Mordochai - Esther 5:1-14 

On the third day Esther betook herself in her royal apparel to the innercourt of the palace, and was so kindly received by the king, that hepromised to grant her any petition she might make; whereupon sherequested the king to come with Haman that day to a banquet which shehad prepared (Esther 5:1-8). On returning from this banquet, Haman sawMordochai in the king's gate, and when the latter did not bow before him,was so enraged, that, upon the advice of his wife and friends, he resolvedto induce the king to permit the execution of Mordochai on the followingday (Esther 5:9-14).

Verses 1-8
On the third day Esther put on her royal apparel and enteredthe inner court of the king's house, opposite the dwelling of the king,where he was sitting on his throne before the gate (Esther 5:1). The third daymust be counted from the day of the transaction between the queen andMordochai (Esther 4:14); the first day being that on which it took place. Thefasting, then, would not begin till midday; and on the third day Estherwent to the king to invite him on that day to a banquet, which wouldsurely take place in the forenoon. Thus the three days' fast would lastfrom the afternoon of the first to the forenoon of the third day, i.e., from40 to 45 hours. מלכוּת תּלבּשׁ, she put on royalty, royaldignity, i.e., arrayed herself in royal apparel. Bertheau thinks that theword לבוּשׁ has been inadvertently omitted before מלכוּת; but such a conjecture is without sufficient support, the passagesEsther 6:8 and Esther 8:15 being of another kind. The expression is elliptical, andמלכוּת is easily completed by the notion לבוּשׁ furnished by the verb.

Esther 5:2 
When the king saw Queen Esther standing in the court, sheobtained favour in his eyes (see rem. on Esther 2:9), and he held out to her thegolden sceptre that was in his hand; and Esther drew near and touched thetop of the sceptre, probably kissed it, as the Vulgate renders the word.

Esther 5:3-4 
The king, concluding from the circumstance of her appearingthere unsummoned, that she had some urgent matter to bring before him,said to her: “What wilt thou, Queen Esther? and what is thy request? Tothe half of the kingdom it shall be granted thee.” A short expression for: ifthy request relates even to the half of the kingdom, it shall be granted. Esther 5:4. Esther, however, for the present requested nothing further, than that onthat day (to-day) the king and Haman should come to the banquet she hadprepared. על טּוב אם like Esther 1:19.

Esther 5:5 
The king commanded Haman to hasten thither, to do as the queenhad said. מהרוּ, hastened Haman, i.e., sent to fetch him quickly. מהר like 2 Chronicles 18:8; 1 Kings 22:9. לעשׂות, that theword of the queen might be done, carried out.

Esther 5:6 
At the repast, and indeed at “the banquet of wine,” when thegreatest cheerfulness would prevail, the king repeated his question as tothe desire of the queen, making the same promise as in Esther 5:3. ותעשׂ, an abbreviated form of the imperfect תּעשׂה, is optativeor jussive: and it shall be done.

Esther 5:7-8 
Esther answered: “My petition and my request - if I have foundfavour in the sight of the king, and if it please the king to grant my petitionand to do my request, let the king and Haman come to the banquet that Ishall prepare for them, and to-morrow I will do as the king hath said,” i.e.,make known my request. Though the king had, in the midst of the gaiety,asked what was Esther's request, she did not esteem the time anappropriate one for expressing it. She begins: my petition and my request, - but then stops, and says only, if the king will do her the favour to comewith Haman to a banquet again on the morrow, she will then bring forwardher petition. Esther invited Haman with the king on both occasions, that,as Calovius remarks, eum apud regem praesentem accusaret decretisurrepti contra suos populares nomine, et in os omnes cavillandi vias eipraecluderet.

Verses 9-14
Haman went forth from the palace satisfied and with a joyful heart. When,however, he saw Mordochai in the king's gate, who neither stood up nortrembled before him, he was full of indignation against him. וגו קם ולא are circumstantial clauses following the principal clausewithout a copula. קם and זע are perfects, and ולא - ולא are used in the sense of neque - neque. זוּע constructed with מן means to tremble before any one, to bedisquieted.

Esther 5:10 
Haman, however, refrained himself; and without immediatelygiving vent to his rage at Mordochai, went home and sent for his friendsand his wife Zeresh, that he might unburden himself before them, and takecounsel with them for Mordochai's destruction.

Esther 5:11-12 
He first spoke to them of his wealth and domestic happiness,of the “glory of his riches and the multitude of his children.” From Esther 9:7-10 we learn that Haman had ten sons; and many sons were not lookedupon as a great blessing from God by the Israelites only, but were alsoesteemed a signal prosperity among the Persians, the king annually sendingpresents to him who had the greatest number of sons.

(Note: Herod. says, i. 136: Ἀνδραγαθίη δ ̓ αὕτη ἀποδέδεκται, μετὰ τὸ μάχεσθαι εἶναι ἀγαθὸν ὅς ἂν πολλοὺς ἀποδέξῃ παῖδας τῷ δὲ τοὺς πλείστους ἀποδεικνύντι δῶρα ἐκπέμπει ὁ βασιλεὺς ἀνὰ πᾶν ἔτος . Comp. Strabo. xv. 3. 17.)

Haman next recounted to them the great honours he had attained; כּל־אשׁר את, all how the king had made him great, and how he had advancedhim above the princes; comp. Esther 3:1. אשׁר is a second accusativeof the means by which something is brought to pass. Finally, Esther 5:12, whathigh distinction had just been accorded him, by the queen having invitedhim alone to come to her banquet with the king. “Yea, Esther the queen didlet no man come in with the king unto the banquet which she had preparedbut myself; and to-morrow am I also invited unto her with the king.” אף enhances the meaning: even this honour is shown me. קרוּא־להּ אני, I am her invited guest = I am invited to her and by her; comp. Ew. §295, c.

Esther 5:13 
And yet all his good fortune is embittered to him as often as hesees the hated Jew Mordochai. “And all this availeth me not at every timewhen I see the Jew Mordochai sitting in the king's gate.” לי שׁוה is, not being equalled to me, i.e., not answering my desires,not affording me satisfaction.אשׁר בּכל־עת, at all time when = as oftenas. The fortune and honour he enjoys fail to satisfy him, when he sees theJew Mordochai refuse to show him the reverence which he claims.

Esther 5:14 
His wife and all his friends advise: “Let a tree be made (set up)fifty cubits high, and to-morrow speak to the king, that Mordochai may behanged thereon (i.e., impaled; see on תּלה Esther 2:23); and then goin merrily with the king to the banquet.” The counsellors take it forgranted that the king will without hesitation agree to Haman's proposal toexecute Mordochai, and therefore advise him at once to make thenecessary preparations, so that the hated Jew may be hanged on themorrow before the banquet, and Haman may then go with the king to thefeast prepared by the queen, free from all annoyance. גב עץ עשׂה, to make, i.e., to erect a high tree. The higher the stake, thefarther would it be seen. The 3rd pers. plur. יעשׂוּ stands insteadof the passive: let them make = let … be made. So too יתלוּ forlet … be hanged. This speech pleased Haman, and he caused the stake to beerected.

06 Chapter 6 

Introduction
Elevation of Mordochai andDisgrace of Haman - Esther 6:1-14 

The next night the king, being unable to sleep, caused the chronicles of thekingdom to be read to him. The account of the conspiracy discovered byMordochai, which was written therein, was thus brought before him, andhe inquired of his servants whether this man had been rewarded (Esther 6:1-3 ). On receiving a negative answer, the king sent to inquire who was in thecourt; and Haman being found there thus early, he had him summoned, andasked him: what should be done to the man in whose honour the kingdelighteth. Haman, supposing that the king could intend to honour no onebut himself, voted for the very highest public mark of respect (Esther 6:3-9),and was then obliged at the king's command to pay the proposed honourto Mordochai (Esther 6:10, Esther 6:11). From this humiliation his wife and friendsprognosticated his speedy downfall (Esther 6:12-14).

Verses 1-11
An unexpected turn of affairs. Esther 6:1. On that night betweenEsther's first and second banquet, the king's sleep fled, and he commandedto bring the book of records of the chronicles and to read therefrom. Onהזּכרנות ספר, comp. Ezra 4:15. The title is here moreparticularly stated than in Esther 2:23, where the book is briefly called: Thebook of the chronicles. נקראים ויּהיוּ, and they (thechronicles) were read before the king. The participle denotes the longcontinuance of this reading.

Esther 6:2 
And it was found written therein among other matters, thatMordochai had given information concerning the two courtiers who wereplotting against the king's life. This is the conspiracy related Esther 2:21-23. The name Bigthana is in Esther 2:21 written Bigthan.

Esther 6:3 
On this occasion the king asked: What honour and greatness hathbeen done to Mordochai for this? על־זה, for giving this information. Andthe king's servants answered: Nothing has been shown him. עם עשׂה, to show any one something, e.g., favour; comp. 2 Samuel 2:6; 2 Samuel 3:8, and elsewhere. גּדוּלה, greatness, i.e., promotion to honour.

Esther 6:4 
To repair this deficiency, and to do honour to the man who haddone good service to the king - as the Persian monarchs were accustomed,comp. Brisson, de reg. Pers. princ. i. c. 135 - he asked, “who is in thecourt?” i.e., whether some minister or state functionary were there withwhom he might consult concerning the honour due to Mordochai. Thosewho desired an audience with the king were accustomed to appear andwait in the outer court, until they were summoned into the inner court topresent themselves before the monarch. From this question of the king itappears that it was already morning. And Haman, it is parentheticallyremarked, was come into the outer court to speak to the king, to hangMordochai on the tree which he had prepared.

Esther 6:5 
The attendants inform the king that Haman is in the court;whereupon the king commands: יבוא, let him come in.

Esther 6:6-9 
As soon as he enters the king asks: What is to be done to theman in whose honour the king delighteth? i.e., whom he delights to honour. And Haman, thinking (בּלבּו אמר, to say in one's heart,i.e., to think) to whom will the king delight to show honour more than tome (ממּבּי יותר, projecting before me, surpassing me,hence adverbially, beyond me, e.g., Ecclesiastes 12:12, comp. Ecclesiastes 2:15; Ecclesiastes 7:11, Ecclesiastes 7:16)?votes immediately for the greatest possible mark of honour, and says, Esther 6:7.: “As for the man in whose honour the king delighteth, let them bringthe royal apparel with which the king has been clothed, and a horse onwhich the king has ridden, and the king's crown upon his head, and letthem deliver this apparel and horse to one of the chief princes of the king,and let them array (i.e., with the royal apparel) the man in whose honourthe king delighteth, and cause him to ride upon the horse through thestreets of the city, and proclaim before him: Thus shall it be done to theman in whose honour the king delighteth.” וגו אשׁר אישׁ; Esther 6:7, precedes absolutely, and the predicate does not follow tillוהלבּישׁוּ, Esther 6:9, where the preceding subject is now by ananacoluthon taken up in the accusative (את־האישׁ). Several clauses are inserted between, for the purpose of enumeratingbeforehand all that appertains to such a token of honour: a royal garment,a royal steed, a crown on the head, and one of the chief princes for thecarrying out of the honour awarded. The royal garment is not only, asBertheau justly remarks, such a one as the king is accustomed to wear, but,as is shown by the perf. לבשׁ, one which the king has himselfalready put on or worn. Hence it is not an ordinary state-robe, the so-called Median apparel which the king himself, the chief princes among thePersians, and those on whom the king bestowed such raiment were wontto appear in (Herod. 3.84, 7.116; Xenoph. Cyrop. 8.3.1, comp. with thenote of Baehr on Her. 3.84), but a costly garment, the property of thesovereign himself. This was the highest mark of honour that could beshown to a subject. So too was the riding upon a horse on which the kinghad ridden, and whose head was adorned with a royal crown. נתּן is perf. Niph., not 1st pers. pl. imperf. Kal, as Maurer insists; and בּראשׁו אשׁר refers to the head of the horse, not to the head of theman to be honoured, as Clericus, Rambach, and most ancient expositorsexplain the words, in opposition to the natural sense of - בּראשׁו נתּן אשׁר. We do not indeed find among classical writersany testimony to such an adornment of the royal steed; but thecircumstance is not at all improbable, and seems to be corroborated byancient remains, certain Assyrian and ancient Persian sculptures,representing the horses of the king, and apparently those of princes, withornaments on their heads terminating in three points, which may beregarded as a kind of crown. The infin. absol. ונתון is acontinuation of the preceding jussive יביאוּ: and they shallgive, let them give the garment - to the hand of a man, i.e., hand or deliver tohim. The garment and horse are to be delivered to one of the noblestprinces, that he may bring them to the individual to be honoured, mayarray him in the garment, set him on the horse, and proclaim before him ashe rides through the city, etc. On הפּרתּמים, comp. Esther 1:4, andon the matter itself, Genesis 41:43. רחוב is either an open square,the place of public assemblage, the forum, or a collective signifying thewide streets of the city. יעשׂה כּכה as in Deuteronomy 25:9 and elsewhere.

Esther 6:10-11 
This honour, then, the haughty Haman was now compelledto pay to the hated Jew. The king commanded him: “Make haste, take theapparel and the horse, as thou hast said,” i.e., in the manner proposed bythee, “and do even so to Mordochai the Jew, that sitteth at the king's gate;let nothing fail of all that thou hast spoken,” i.e., carry out your proposalexactly. How the king knew that Mordochai was a Jew, and that he sat inthe king's gate, is not indeed expressly stated, but may easily be suppliedfrom the conversation of the king with his servants concerningMordochai's discovery of the conspiracy, Esther 6:1-3. On this occasion theservants of the king would certainly give him particulars concerningMordochai, who by daily frequenting the king's gate, Esther 2:19; Esther 5:9, wouldcertainly have attracted the attention of all the king's suite. Nor can doubtbe case upon the historical truth of the fact related in this verse by thequestion: whether the king had forgotten that all Jews were doomed todestruction, and that he had delivered them up to Haman for that purpose(J. D. Mich.). Such forgetfulness in the case of such a monarch as Xerxescannot surprise us.

Verse 12-13
After this honour had been paid him, Mordochai returned to the king'sgate; but Haman hasted to his house, “sad and with his head covered,” torelate to his wife and friends all that had befallen him. A deepermortification he could not have experienced than that of being obliged, bythe king's command, publicly to show the highest honour to the veryindividual whose execution he was just about to propose to him. Thecovering of the head is a token of deep confusion and mourning; comp. Jeremiah 14:4; 2 Samuel 15:30. Then his wise men, and Zeresh his wife, said to him:”If Mordochai, before whom thou hast begun to fall, be of the seed of theJews, thou wilt not prevail against him, but wholly fall before him.” לו תוּכל לא, non praevalebis ei, comp. Genesis 32:26. תּפּול נפול with an emphatic infin. absol.: wholly fall. Instead of the חכמיו אהביו are here named, orto speak more correctly the friends of Haman are here called his wise men(magi). Even in Esther 5:14 Haman's friends figure as those with whom hetakes counsel concerning Mordochai, i.e., as his counsellors or advisers;hence it is very probable that there were magi among their number, whonow “come forward as a genus sapientum et doctorum (Cicero, divin. i. 23)” (Berth.), and predict his overthrow in his contest with Mordochai. The ground of this prediction is stated: “If Mordochai is of the seed of theJews,” i.e., of Jewish descent, then after this preliminary fall a total fall isinevitable. Previously (Esther 5:14) they had not hesitated to advise him to hangthe insignificant Jew; but now that the insignificant Jew has become, as bya miracle, a man highly honoured by the king, the fact that the Jews areunder the special protection of Providence is pressed upon them. Ex fatopopulorum, remarks Grotius, de singulorum fatis judicabant. Judaeigravissime oppressi a Cyri temporibus contra spem omnem resurgerecaeperant. We cannot, however, regard as well founded the further remark:de Amalecitis audierant oraculum esse, eos Judaeorum manu perituros,which Grotius, with most older expositors, derives from the Amalekiteorigin of Haman. The revival of the Jewish people since the times ofCyrus was sufficient to induce, in the minds of heathen who wereattentive to the signs of the times, the persuasion that this nation enjoyeddivine protection.

Verse 14
During this conversation certain courtiers had already arrived, who hastilybrought Haman to the banquet of the queen, to which he would certainlygo in a less happy state of mind than on the preceding day.

07 Chapter 7 

Introduction
Haman's Downfall and Ruin - Esther 7:1-10 

At this second banquet the king again inquired of the queen what was herpetition, when she entreated that her life and that of her people might bespared, for that she and her people were sold to destruction (Esther 7:1-4). Theking, evidently shocked at such a petition, asked who was the originator ofso evil a deed, and Esther named the wicked Haman as the enemy (Esther 7:5; Esther 7:6). Full of indignation at such a crime, the king rose from the banquet andwent into the garden; Haman then fell down before the queen to entreat forhis life. When the king returned to the house, he saw Haman lying on thecouch on which Esther was sitting, and thinking that he was offeringviolence to the queen, he passed sentence of death upon him, and causedhim to be hanged on the tree he had erected for Mordochai (Esther 7:7-10).

Verses 1-6
The king and Haman came to drink (לשׁתּות), i.e., topartake of the משׁתּה, in the queen's apartment.

Esther 7:2-4 
At this banquet of wine the king asked again on the second day,as he had done on the first (Esther 5:6): What is thy petition, Queen Esther,etc.? Esther then took courage to express her petition. After the usualintroductory phrases (Esther 7:3 like Esther 5:8), she replied: “Let my life be given meat my petition, and my people at my request.” For, she adds as ajustification and reason for such a petition, “we are sold, I and my people,to be destroyed, to be slain, and to perish. And if we had been sold forbondmen and bondwomen, I had been silent, for the enemy is not worththe king's damage.” In this request עמּי is a short expression for:the life of my people, and the preposition ב, the so-called בּ pretii. Therequest is conceived of as the price which she offers or presents for her lifeand that of her people. The expression נמכּרנוּ, we are sold, isused by Esther with reference to the offer of Haman to pay a large suminto the royal treasury for the extermination of the Jews, Esther 3:9; Esther 4:7. אלּוּ, contracted after Aramaean usage from לוּ אם, andoccurring also Ecclesiastes 6:6, supposes a case, the realization of which isdesired, but not to be expected, the matter being represented as alreadydecided by the use of the perfect. The last clause, וגו הצּר אין כּי, is by mostexpositors understood as a reference, on the part of Esther, to the financialloss which the king would incur by the extermination of the Jews. ThusRambach, e.g., following R. Sal. ben Melech, understands the meaningexpressed to be: hostis nullo modo aequare, compensare, resarcire potestpecunia sua damnum, quod rex ex nostro excidio patitur. So also Cler. andothers. The confirmatory clause would in this case refer not toהחרשׁתּי, but to a negative notion needing completion: but Idare not be silent; and such completion is itself open to objection. To thismust be added, that שׁוה in Kal constructed with בּ does notsignify compensare, to equalize, to make equal, but to be equal;consequently the Piel should be found here to justify the explanationproposed. שׁוה in Kal constructed with בּ signifies to be ofequal worth with something, to equal another thing in value. Hence Gesenius translates: the enemy does not equal the damage of theking, i.e., is not in a condition to compensate the damage. But neither whenthus viewed does the sentence give any reason for Esther's statement, thatshe would have been silent, if the Jews had been sold for salves. Hence weare constrained, with Bertheau, to take a different view of the words, andto give up the reference to financial loss. נזק, in the Targums,means not merely financial, but also bodily, personal damage; e.g., Psalm 91:7; Genesis 26:11, to do harm, 1 Chronicles 16:22. Hence the phrase may beunderstood thus: For the enemy is not equal to, is not worth, the damageof the king, i.e., not worthy that I should annoy the king with my petition. Thus Esther says, Esther 7:4: The enemy has determined upon the totaldestruction of my people. If he only intended to bring upon them grievousoppression, even that most grievous oppression of slavery, I would havebeen silent, for the enemy is not worthy that I should vex or annoy theking by my accusation.

Esther 7:5 
The king, whose indignation was excited by what he had justheard, asks with an agitation, shown by the repetition of the ויּאמר: “Who is he, and where is he, whose heart hath filled him (whomhis heart hath filled) to do so?” Evil thoughts proceed from the heart, andfill the man, and impel him to evil deeds: Isaiah 44:20; Ecclesiastes 8:11; Matthew 15:19.

Esther 7:6 
Esther replies: “The adversary and enemy is this wicked Haman.”Then was Haman afraid before the king and the queen. נבעת as in1 Chronicles 21:30; Daniel 8:17.

Verses 7-10
The king in his wrath arose from the banquet of wine, and went into thegarden of the house (קם is here a pregnant expression, and is alsocombined with אל־גּנּת); but Haman remained standing to beg for his lifeto Queen Esther (על בּקּשׁ as in Esther 4:8), “for he saw thatthere was evil determined against him by the king” (כּלה,completed, i.e., determined; comp. 1 Samuel 20:7, 1 Samuel 20:9; 1 Samuel 25:17, and elsewhere);and hence that he had no mercy to expect from him, unless the queenshould intercede for him.

Esther 7:8 
The king returned to the house, and found Haman falling (נפל as in Joshua 8:10; Deuteronomy 21:1, and elsewhere) at or on the couch onwhich Esther was (sitting), i.e., falling as a suppliant at her feet; andcrediting Haman in the heat of his anger with the worst designs, he criedout: “Shall also violence be done to the queen before me in the house?” Theinfin. לכבּושׁ after the interrogatory particle signifies: Is violenceto be done, i.e., shall violence be done? as in 1 Chronicles 15:2 and elsewhere;comp. Ewald, §237, c. כּבשׁ, to tread under foot, to subdue, usedhere in the more general sense, to offer violence. Without waiting for anexplanation, the king, still more infuriated, passes sentence of death uponHaman. This is not given in so many words by the historian, but we aretold immediately that: “as the word went out of the king's mouth, theycovered Haman's face.” הדּבר is not the speech of the king justreported, but the judicial sentence, the death warrant, i.e., the word topunish Haman with death. This is unmistakeably shown by the furtherstatement: they covered Haman's face. The subject is indefinite: theattendants present. To cover the face was indeed to begin to carry thesentence of death into execution. With respect to this custom, expositorsappeal to Curtius, vi. 8. 22: Philetam - capite velato in regiam adducunt; andCicero, pro C. Rabirio iv. 13: I lictor, colliga manus, caput obnubito, arboriinfelici suspendito.
Esther 7:9-10 
Then said Harbonah (already mentioned Esther 1:10), one of theeunuchs before the king, i.e., who held office before the king: “Behold alsothe tree which Haman made (comp. Esther 5:14) stands in the house of Haman.”גּם points to the fact that the other eunuchs had already broughtforward various particulars concerning Haman's crime. Mordochai, whohad spoken good for the king, viz., when he gave information of theconspiracy, Esther 2:22; Esther 6:2. On this tree the king ordered that Haman should behanged, and this sentence was executed without delay. - “And the king'swrath was pacified.” With this remark the narrative of this occurrence isclosed, and the history pursues its further course as follows.

08 Chapter 8 

Introduction
Mordochai Advanced to Haman'sPosition. Counter-Edict for thePreservation of Jews - Esther 8

The king bestowed the house of Haman on Esther, and advancedMordochai to Haman's place of prime minister (vv. 1 and 2). Esther thenearnestly besought the king for the abolition of the edict published byHaman against the Jews, and the king permitted her and Mordochai tosend letters in the king's name to all the Jews in his kingdom, commandingthem to stand for their life, and to slay their enemies, on the dayappointed for their own extermination (Esther 8:3-14). These measures diffusedgreat joy throughout the kingdom (Esther 8:15-17).

Verse 1-2
By the execution of Haman, his property was confiscated, andthe king decreed that the house of the Jews' enemy should be given toEsther. The “house of Haman” undoubtedly means the house with all thatpertained to it. “And Mordochai came before the king, for Esther had toldhim what he was to her,” viz., her kinsman and foster-father, Esther 2:7. Thisinformation effected Mordochai's appearance before the king, i.e., hisreception into the number of the high dignitaries who beheld the face of theking, i.e., were allowed personal access to him; comp. Esther 1:10, Esther 1:14; Esther 7:9.

Esther 8:2 
And the king took off his seal-ring which he had taken fromHaman (comp. Esther 3:10), and gave it to Mordochai. מן העביר, to cause to go from some one, i.e., to take away. By this actMordochai was advanced to the post of first minister of the king; comp. Genesis 41:42, 1 Macc. 6:15. The king's seal gave the force of law to royaledicts, the seal taking the place of the signature. See rem. on Esther 8:8 and Esther 3:10.

Verse 3-4
The chief enemy of the Jews was now destroyed; but the edict, written inthe king's name, sealed with the royal seal, and published in all theprovinces of the kingdom, for the destruction of all the Jews on the 13thday of the twelfth month, was still in force, and having been issued in duelegal form, could not, according to the laws of the Persians and Medes, berevoked. Queen Esther therefore entreated the king to annul the designs ofHaman against the Jews. Esther 8:3 and Esther 8:4. “Esther spake again before the king,and fell down at his feet, and wept, and besought him to do away with(העביר, to cause to depart) the mischief of Haman the Agagite,and his device that he devised against the Jews. And the king held out hisgolden sceptre towards Esther, and Esther arose and stood before theking.” This verse gives a summary of the contents of Esther's speech,which is reported verbally in Esther 8:5 and Esther 8:6, so that we must translate theimperfects ותּתחנּן ותּבך - ותּפּל: Shespoke before the king, falling at his feet and beseeching him with weeping,that he would do away with המן רעת, the evil thatHaman had done, and his device against the Jews. The king stretched outhis sceptre (comp. Esther 4:11) as a sign that he would graciously grant herpetition; whereupon she arose, stood before the king, and made known herrequest.

Verse 5-6
The introductory formula are in part similar to those used Esther 1:19; Esther 5:4, Esther 5:8; Esther 7:3; but the petition referring to a great and important matter, they arestrengthened by two new phrases: “If the thing is advisable (כּשׁר, proper, convenient, advantageous, a later word occurring againonly Ecclesiastes 11:6; Ecclesiastes 10:10, - in Ecclesiastes 2:21; Ecclesiastes 4:4-5, Ecclesiastes 4:10 of the same book, כּשׁרון) before the king, and if I be pleasing in his eyes, let it be written (leta writing be used, like Esther 3:9), to frustrate (להשׁיב, i.e., to putout of force) the letters, the device of Haman … which he wrote to destroythe Jews, who are in all the provinces of the king.” המן מחשׁבת, the device, the proposal of Haman, is added toהסּפרים, briefly to characterize the contents of the letters. Onthe matter itself, comp. Esther 3:8. and Esther 3:12. “For how shall I endure to see thedestruction of my people?” The verbs וראיתי אוּכל areso combined that the second is governed by the first, וראיתי standinginstead of the infinitive; comp. Ew. §285, c. ראה cons. בּ denotesan interested beholding, whether painful or joyous, of something; comp. Genesis 44:34. מולרת in parallelism with אם denotes thosewho are of like descent, the family, members of a tribe.

Verse 7-8
The king could not simply revoke the edict issued by Haman in due legalform, but, ready to perform the request of the queen, he first assures herof his good intentions, reminding her and Mordochai that he has given thehouse of Haman to Esther and hanged Haman, because he laid hand on theJews (תּלוּ אתו, him they have executed); and thengrants them permission, as he had formerly done to Haman, to send lettersto the Jews in the king's name, and sealed with the king's seal, and to writeבּעיניכם כּטּוב, “as seems good to you,” i.e., togive in writing such orders as might in Esther's and Mordochai's judgmentrender the edict of Haman harmless. “For,” he adds, “what is written in theking's name and sealed with his seal cannot be reversed.” Thisconfirmatory clause is added by the king with reference to the law ingeneral, not as speaking of himself objectively as “the king.” להשׁיב אין refers to Esther's request: להשׁיב יכּתב (Esther 8:5). ונחתּום, infin. abs. used instead of the perfect.

Verses 9-14
These letters were prepared in the same manner as those of Haman (Esther 3:12-15), on the 23rd day of the third month, the month Sivan, and sentinto all the provinces. “And it was written according to all that Mordochaicommanded.” They were sent to the Jews and to the satraps, etc., of thewhole wide realm from India to Ethiopia (see Esther 1:1), while those of Hamanhad been issued only to the satraps, etc. The rest coincides with Esther 3:12. ויּכתּב, and he (Mordochai) wrote. To show the speed withwhich the letters were despatched, (messengers) “on horseback, oncoursers, government coursers, the sons of the stud,” is added toהרצים בּיד. רכשׁ is a collective, meaningswift horses, coursers; comp. 1 Kings 5:8. אחשׁתּרנים (Esther 8:11 andEsther 8:14) answers to the Old-Persian (kschatrana), from (kschatra), government,king, and means government, royal, or court studs. So Haug in Ewald's bibl. Jahrb. v. p. 154. The older explanation, mules, onthe other hand, is founded on the modern Persian estar, which, to judgefrom the Sanscrit açvatara, must in ancient Persian have been açpatara. רמּכים, ἁπ. λεγ. from רמּך, answering to the Syriac(remakaa'), herd, especially a herd of horses, and to the Arabic (ramakastud,is explained by Bertheau as a superlative form for the animal who excelsthe rest of the herd of stud in activity, perhaps the breeding stallion, whileothers understand it of the stud in general. The contents of the edict followin Esther 8:11 and Esther 8:12: “that the king allows the Jews in every city to assembleand to stand for their life (i.e., to fight for their lives, comp. Daniel 12:1), todestroy, to slay, and to cause to perish all the power (חיל,military power) of the people and province that should assault them,children and women, and to plunder their property, upon a certain day,”etc. The appointed time is thus stated as in Esther 3:13. The Jews were thusauthorized to attack and destroy all enemies who should assault them onthe day appointed for their extermination. Esther 8:13 coincides with Esther 3:14 ,with this difference, that the Jews are to be ready on this day to avengethemselves on their enemies. Esther 8:14 also is similar to Esther 3:15, except thatthe expression is strengthened by an addition to הרצים as inEsther 8:10, and by that of דּחוּפים, urged on, to מבהלים,hastened, to point out the utmost despatch possible.

Verses 15-17
The joy experienced throughout the kingdom at these measures. Esther 8:15. After transacting with the king this measure so favourable to the Jews,Mordochai went out from the king in a garment of deep blue and whitematerial (comp. Esther 1:6), and with a great crown of gold, and a mantle ofbyssus and purple. תּכריך, ἁπ. λεγ. , in the Aramaean תּכריכא, awide mantle or covering. The meaning is not, as Bertheau remarks, that heleft the king in the garment which had been, according to Esther 6:8.,presented to him, nor that he left him with fresh tokens of his favour,clothed in a garment, crown, and mantle just bestowed on him, but that heleft him in a magnificent state garment, and otherwise festally apparelled,that he might thus show, even by his external appearance, the happinessof his heart. Of these remarks, the first and last are quite correct; thesecond, however, can by no means be so, because it affords no answer tothe question how Mordochai had obtained crown and mantle during hisstay with the king and in the royal palace. The garments in whichMordochai left the king are evidently the state garments of the firstminister, which Mordochai received at his installation to his office, and, assuch, no fresh token of royal favour, but only his actual induction in hisnew dignity, and a sign of this induction to all who saw him issue from thepalace so adorned. “The city of Susa rejoiced and was glad,” i.e., rejoicedfor gladness. The city, i.e., its inhabitants on the whole.

Esther 8:16 
The Jews (i.e., in Susa, for those out of the city are not spokenof till Esther 8:17) had light and gladness, and delight and honour.” אורה (this form occurs only here and Psalm 109:12), light, is a figurativeexpression for prosperity. יקר, honour - in the joy manifested bythe inhabitants of Susa at the prevention of the threatened destruction.

Esther 8:17 
And in every province and city … there was joy and a glad day, afeast day, comp. Esther 9:19, Esther 9:22, while Haman's edict had caused grief andlamentation, Esther 4:3. “And many of the people of the land (i.e., of theheathen inhabitants of the Persian empire) became Jews, for the fear of theJews fell upon them.” מתיהדים, to confess oneself a Jew, tobecome a Jew, a denominative formed from יהוּדי, occurs onlyhere. On the confirmatory clause, comp. Exodus 15:16; Deuteronomy 11:25. Thisconversion of many of the heathen to Judaism must not be explained only,as by Clericus and Grotius, of a change of religion on the part of theheathen, ut sibi hoc modo securitatem et reginae favorem pararent,metuentes potentiam Mardechaei. This may have been the inducementwith some of the inhabitants of Susa. But the majority certainly actedfrom more honourable motives, viz., a conviction, forced upon them bythe unexpected turn of affairs in favour of the Jews, of the truth of theJewish religion; and the power of that faith and trust in God manifested bythe Jews, and so evidently justified by the fall of Haman and thepromotion of Mordochai, contrasted with the vanity and misery ofpolytheism, to which even the heathen themselves were not blind. Whenwe consider that the same motives in subsequent times, when the Jews asa nation were in a state of deepest humiliation, attracted the more earnest-minded of the heathen to the Jewish religion, and induced them to becomeproselytes, the fact here related will not appear surprising.

09 Chapter 9 

Introduction
The Jews Avenged of Their Enemies. The Feast of Purim Instituted - Esther 9

On the day appointed by both edicts, the Jews assembled in the townsand provinces of the kingdom to slay all who sought their hurt, and beingsupported by the royal officials, inflicted a great defeat upon their enemies(Esther 9:1-10). At the queen's desire, the king granted permission to the Jewsin Susa to fight against their enemies on the following day also (Esther 9:11-15),while in the other towns and districts of the kingdom they fought for theirlives only on the 13th of Adar; so that in these places they rested on the14th, but in Susa not till the 15th, and consequently kept in the latter theone day, in the former the other, as a day of feasting and rejoicing (Esther 9:16-19). The observance of this day of resting as a festival, under the name ofPurim, by all the Jews in the Persian monarchy, was then instituted byEsther and Mordochai (Esther 9:20-32).

Verses 1-10
The Jews avenged of their enemies. - Esther 9:1. In the twelfthmonth, on the thirteenth day of the same - the Jews gathered themselvestogether in their cities, etc. Several parenthetical clauses succeed thisdefinition of time, so that the statement of what then took place does notfollow till נקהלוּ, Esther 9:2. These parenthetical clauses state notonly the meaning of the day just named, but also give a general notice ofthe conflict between the Jews and their enemies. The first runs: “when theword of the king drew nigh and his decree to be done,” i.e., when theexecution of the royal decree approached. The second is: “on the day thatthe enemies of the Jews hoped to have the mastery of them, and it waschanged (i.e., the contrary occurred), that the Jews had the mastery overthem that hated them.” בּ שׁלט, to rule, to have the masteryover. נהפוך is infin. abs., used instead of the imperf. הוּא is referred by Bertheau to יום: the day was changed froma day of misfortune to a day of prosperity for the Jews, alluding to Esther 9:22;but it is not a change of the day which is here spoken of, but a change ofthe hope of the enemies into its opposite; hence we must regard הוּא as neuter: it was changed, i.e., the contrary occurred. The pronounהמּה serves to emphasize the subject; comp. Ewald, §314, a,who in this and similar cases takes הוּא המּה in thesense of ipse, ipsi.

Esther 9:2-3 
בּעריהם, in their cities, i.e., the cities in which theydwelt in all the dominions of the king. יד לשׁלח, tostretch out the hand (as also in Esther 2:21; Esther 3:6, for the purpose of killing)against those who sought their hurt, i.e., sought to destroy them. “And noone stood before them (בּפני עמד, like Joshua 10:8; Joshua 21:42, and elsewhere), because the fear of them fell upon all people (seerem. on Esther 8:17). And all the rulers of the provinces, and the satraps andgovernors (comp. Esther 8:9), and those that did the king's business (המּלאכה עשׁי, see rem. on Esther 3:9), supported the Jews (נשּׂא like Ezra 1:4), because the fear of Mordochai fell upon them.”

Esther 9:4 
“For Mordochai was great in the king's house (was muchesteemed by the king), and his fame went through all the provinces(שׁמעו as in Joshua 6:27; Joshua 9:9; Jeremiah 6:24); for this man Mordochaibecame continually greater;” comp. 2 Chronicles 17:12, where the partic. גּדל stands instead of the inf. abs. גּדול.

Esther 9:5 
Thus supported, the Jews inflicted defeat upon their enemieswith the sword, and with slaughter and destruction. הכּה with בּ,to deal a blow upon or against some one, to cause or bring about uponenemies a defeat; comp. e.g., 2 Samuel 23:10; 2 Samuel 24:17; Numbers 22:6. The notion isstrengthened by וגו מכּת־חרב, literally, to strike a stroke of thesword, and of slaughter, and of destruction, in accordance with the decree,Esther 8:11. “And did according to their will to those that hated them,” i.e.,retaliated upon their enemies at their discretion.

Esther 9:6 
In the citadel of Susa they destroyed (in round numbers) 500men.

Esther 9:7-10 
Also they slew the ten sons of Haman, whose names aregiven, Esther 9:7-9;

(Note: The peculiar position of the names of the sons of Haman ineditions of the Bible, grounded as it is upon the ancient mode ofwriting, must originally have been intended merely to giveprominence to the names, and facilitate their computation. The laterRabbis, however, have endeavoured to discover therein some deepermeaning. This mode of writing the names has been said to be signum voti, ut a ruina sua nunquam amplius resurgant,or also a sign quod sicut hi decem filii in linea perpendiculari, unus supra alterum, suspensi fuerintComp. Buxtorf, Synagoga jud. pp. 157-159 of the Basle edit. 1580. What is indicated by the smaller forms of the letters ת, שׁ, and ז, in the first, seventh, and tenth names, is not known;the larger ו in the tenth may have been meant to give prominence,by the character employed, to this name as the last.)

but on the spoil they laid not their hand, though this was allowed to them,Esther 8:11, as it had been commanded to their enemies by Haman's edict,Esther 3:13, ut ostenderent, se non aliud quam vitae suae incolumitatem quaerere;hanc enim perdere volebant ii qui occidebantur. C. a Lapide.

Verse 11-12
When on the same day an account was given to the king of the result of theconflict, and the number of those slain in Susa reported, he announced toQueen Esther: the Jews have slain in the citadel of Susa 500 men and theten sons of Haman; “what have they done in the rest of the king'sprovinces?” i.e., if they have killed 500 men in Susa, how many may theynot have slain in other parts of the kingdom? and then asked her what elseshe wished or required. With respect to the words, comp. Esther 5:6, and Esther 7:2.

Verse 13
Esther requested: “let it be granted to the Jews which are in Susa to do to-morrow also according to the decree of to-day (i.e., exactly as to-day), andlet the ten sons of Haman be hanged upon the tree,” i.e., their dead bodiesnailed on crosses - majoris infamiae causa, according to Hebrew and Persiancustom; comp. Deuteronomy 21:22 and the explanation of Ezra 6:11. On themotive for this request, see above, p. 194.

Verse 14
The king commanded it so to be done. “Then was a decree given at Susa,and they hanged the ten sons of Haman.” The decree given in Susa doesnot refer to the hanging of the sons of Haman, but to the permission givento the Jews to fight against their enemies on the morrow also. This isrequired not only by a comparison of Esther 8:13, but also by the connectionof the present verse; for in consequence of this decree the Jews assembledon the 14th Adar (comp. ויּקּהלוּ, then they assembledthemselves, Esther 9:15), while the hanging of the sons of Haman, on thecontrary, is related in an accessory clause by a simple perfect, תּלוּ.

Verses 15-17
On this second day the Jews slew 300 more; comp. Esther 9:10. - Esther 9:16. The restof the Jews in the provinces, i.e., the Jews in the other parts of thekingdom, assembled themselves and stood for their lives, and had rest fromtheir enemies, and slew of their foes 75,000, but upon the spoil they laidnot their hand. על עמד like Esther 8:11. Theמאיביהם ונוח inserted between על נ ועמד and והרוג is striking; we should ratherhave expected the resting or having rest from their enemies after the deathof the latter, as in Esther 9:17 and Esther 9:18, where this is plainly stated to have takenplace on the day after the slaughter. The position of these words is onlyexplained by the consideration, that the narrator desired at once to pointout how the matter ended. The narrative continues in the infin. abs. insteadof expressing this clause by the infin. constr., and so causing it to begoverned by what precedes. Thus - as Ew. §351, c, remarks - all the possiblehues of the sentence fade into this grey and formless termination (viz., theuse of the infin. absol. instead of the verb. fin.). This inaccuracy of dictiondoes not justify us, however, in assuming that we have here aninterpolation or an alteration in the text. The statement of the day is givenin Esther 9:17, and then the clause following is again added in the inf. absol.: “andthey rested on the 14th day of the same (of Adar), and made it a day offeasting and gladness.”

Verse 18-19
The Jews in Susa, on the other hand, who were both on the 13th and 14thAdar still fighting against their enemies, and did not rest till the 15th, madethis latter their day of rejoicing. - In Esther 9:19 it is again stated that the Jews inthe country towns and villages made the 14th their day of gladness, andthis statement is appended by על־כּן to make this appear the result ofwhat precedes. The Chethiv הפּרוזים is perhaps an Aramaicexpression for פּרזים, Deuteronomy 3:5 and 1 Samuel 6:18. פּרוזי means the inhabitants of the open, i.e., unfortified, towns and villages ofthe plains in contrast to the fortified capital; see on Deuteronomy 3:5. Onפּרזות, compare Ezekiel 38:11; Zechariah 2:8. וגו מנות משׁלוח, and of mutual sending of gifts, i.e., portions of food;comp. Nehemiah 8:10, Nehemiah 8:12.

Verses 20-22
The feast of Purim instituted by letters from Mordochai and Esther. Esther 9:20. Mordochai wrote these things, and sent letters to all the Jews, etc. האלּה הדּברים does not mean the contents of thepresent book but the events of the last days, especially the fact that theJews, after overcoming their enemies, rested in Susa on the 15th, in theother provinces on the 14th Adar, and kept these days as days ofrejoicing. This is obvious from the object of these letters, Esther 9:21: וגו עליהם לקיּם, to appoint among them “that theyshould keep the 14th day of the month Adar and the 15th day of the sameyearly, as the days on which the Jews rested from their enemies, and asthe month which was turned unto them from sorrow to joy, and frommourning into a glad day, that they should keep them as days of feastingand joy, and of mutual sending of portions one to another, and gifts to thepoor.” יום עשׂה, to keep, to celebrate a day. Theעשׂים להיות, Esther 9:21, is after long parentheses taken upagain in אותם לעשׂות. קיּם, to establish amatter, to authorize it, comp. 4:7. Both the 14th and 15th Adarwere made festivals because the Jews on them had rest from their enemies,and celebrated this rest by feasting, some on the former, some on the latterday.

Verse 23
And the Jews undertook to do as they had begun, and as Mordochai hadwritten to them. They had begun, as Esther 9:22 tells us, by keeping both days,and Mordochai wrote to them that they should make this an annualcustom. This they agreed to do in consequence of Mordochai's letters. Thereason of their so doing is given in Esther 9:24 and Esther 9:25, and the name of thisfestival is explained, Esther 9:26, by a brief recapitulation of the events whichgave rise to it. Then follows, Esther 9:26 and Esther 9:27, another wordy statement ofthe fact, that it was by reason of this letter, and on account of what theyhad seen, i.e., experienced, that the annual celebration of this feast wasinstituted for a perpetual memorial to all Jews at all times (Esther 9:28 and Esther 9:29).

Verse 24
For Haman, the enemy of all the Jews, had devised against the Jews todestroy them (comp. Esther 3:1, Esther 3:6.), and had cast Pur, that is the lot (see onEsther 3:7), to consume them and to destroy them. המם, mostly usedof the discomfiture with which God destroys the enemies, Exodus 14:24; Deuteronomy 2:15, and elsewhere.

Verse 25
וּבבאהּ, and when it (the matter), not when she, Esther, camebefore the king, - for Esther is not named in the context, - he commanded byletters (Esther 8:8), i.e., he gave the written order: let the wicked device whichhe devised against the Jews return upon his own head; and they hangedhim and his sons upon the tree.

Verse 26-27
Wherefore they called these days Purim after the name Pur. This first על־כּן refers to what precedes and states the reason, resulting from what hasjust been mentioned, why this festival received the name of Purim. Withthe second על־כּן begins a new sentence which reaches to Esther 9:28, andexplains how it happened that these feast-days became a generalobservance with all Jews; namely, that because of all the words of thisletter (of Mordochai, Esther 9:20), and of what they had seen concerning thematter (על־כּכה, concerning so and so), and what had come upon them(therefore for two reasons: (1) because of the written injunction ofMordochai; and (2) because they had themselves experienced this event),the Jews established, and took upon themselves, their descendants, and allwho should join themselves unto them (proselytes), so that it should notfail (i.e., inviolably), to keep (to celebrate) these two days according to thewriting concerning them and the time appointed thereby year by year.

Verse 28
And that these days should be remembered and kept throughout everygeneration, every family, every province, and every city; and these days ofPurim are not to pass away among the Jews, nor their remembrance tocease among their seed. The participles ונעשׂים נזכּרים still depend on להיות, Esther 9:27. Not till the last clause doesthe construction change in להיות לא to the temp. finit. יעבור ולא is a periphrasis of the adverb: imperishably,inviolably. כּכתבם, secundum scriptum eorum, i.e., asMordochai had written concerning them (Esther 9:23). כּזמנּם, as hehad appointed their time. מן סוּף, to come to an endfrom, i.e., to cease among their descendants.

Verses 29-32
A second letter from Queen Esther and Mordochai to appoint fasting andlamentation on the days of Purim. Esther 9:29. And Esther the queen andMordochai the Jew wrote with all strength, that is very forcibly, toappoint this second letter concerning Purim, i.e., to give to the contents ofthis second letter the force of law. הזּאת refers to what follows, inwhich the contents of the letter are briefly intimated. The letter is calledהשּׁנית with reference to the first letter sent by Mordochai, Esther 9:20.

Esther 9:30-32 
And he (Mordochai) sent letters, i.e., copies of the writingmentioned Esther 9:29, to all the Jews in the 127 provinces (which formed) thekingdom of Ahashverosh, words of peace and truth, i.e., letters containingwords of peace and truth (Esther 9:31), to appoint these days of Purim in theirportions of time according as Mordochai the Jew and Esther the queen hadappointed, and as they (the Jews) had appointed for themselves and fortheir descendants, the things (or words = precepts) of the fastings andtheir lamentations. בּזמנּיהם, in their appointed times; as thesuffix relates to the days of Purim, the זמנּים can mean only portionsof time in these days. The sense of Esther 9:29-31 is as follows: According tothe injunctions of Esther and Mordochai, the Jews appointed forthemselves and their descendants times also of fasting and lamentation inthe days of Purim. To make this appointment binding upon all the Jews inall provinces of the Persian monarchy, Esther and Mordochai published asecond letter, which was sent by Mordochai throughout the whole realmof King Ahashverosh. To this is added, Esther 9:32, that the decree of Estherappointed these matters of Purim, i.e., the injunction mentioned vv. 29-31,also to fast and weep during these days, and it was written in the book. הסּפר, the book in which this decree was written, cannot meanthe writing of Esther mentioned. Esther 9:29, but some written documentconcerning Purim which has not come down to us, though used as anauthority by the author of the present book. The times when the fastingand lamentation were to take place in the days of Purim, are not stated inthis verse; this could, however, only be on the day which Haman hadappointed for the extermination of the Jews, viz., the 13th Adar. This dayis kept by the Jews as אסתּר תּענית, Esther's fast.

(Note: According to 2 Macc. 15:36, the victory over Nicanor was tobe celebrated on the 13th Adar, but, according to a note of Dr. Casselin Grimm's kurzgef. exeget. Handb. zu den Apokryphen, on 2 Macc. 15:36, the festival of Nicanor is mentioned in Jewish writings, asMegillat Taanit, c. 12, in the Babylonian Talmud, tr. Taanit, f. 18b,in Massechet Sofrim 17, 4, but has been by no means observed for atleast the last thousand years. The book Scheiltot of R. Acha (in the9th century) speaks of the 13th Adar as a fast-day in memory of thefast of Esther, while even at the time of the Talmud the “Fast ofEsther” is spoken of as a three days fast, kept, however, after thefeast of Purim. From all this it is obvious, that a diversity of opinionsprevailed among the Rabbis concerning the time of this fast ofEsther.)

10 Chapter 10 

Verses 1-3
And King Ahashverosh laid a tribute upon the land, and upon the isles ofthe sea. Esther 10:2. And all the acts of his power and of his might, and thestatement of the greatness of Mordochai to which the king advanced him,are they not written in the book of the chronicles of the kings of Mediaand Persia? The Chethiv אחשׁרשׁ is a clerical error for אהשׁורשׁ. The word מס, service, here stands for tribute. As theprovinces of the kingdom paid the imposts for the most part in naturalproduce, which they had reared or obtained by the labour of their hands,their labour (agriculture, cattle-keeping, etc.) was to a certain extent servicerendered to the king. The matter of Esther 10:1 seems extraneous to the contentsof our book, which has hitherto communicated only such informationconcerning Ahashverosh as was necessary for the complete understandingof the feast of Purim. “It seems” - remarks Bertheau - “as thou the historianhad intended to tell in some further particulars concerning the greatness ofKing Ahashverosh, for the sake of giving his readers a more accuratenotion of the influential position and the agency of Mordochai, the hero ofhis book, who, according to Esther 9:4, waxed greater and greater; but thengave up his intention, and contented himself with referring to the book ofthe chronicles of the kings of Media and Persia, which containedinformation of both the power and might of Ahashverosh and thegreatness of Mordochai.” There is not, however, the slightest probabilityin such a conjecture. This matter may be simply explained by the circumstance, that the authorof this book was using as an authority the book of the chronicles alludedto in Esther 10:2, and is quite analogous with the mode observed in the books ofKings and Chronicles by historians both of Babylonian and post-Babylonian days, who quote from the documents they make use of suchevents only as seem to them important with regard to the plan of theirown work, and then at the close of each reign refer to the documentsthemselves, in which more may be found concerning the acts of the kings,at the same time frequently adding supplementary information from thesesources, - comp. e.g., 1 Kings 14:30; 1 Kings 15:7, 1 Kings 15:23, 1 Kings 15:32; 1 Kings 22:47-50; 2 Kings 15:37; 2 Chronicles 12:15, - with this difference only, that in these instances thesupplementary notices follow the mention of the documents, while in thepresent book the notice precedes the citation. As, however, this book opened with a description of the power and gloryof King Ahashverosh, but yet only mentioned so much concerning thisruler of 127 provinces as was connected with the history of the Jews, itsauthor, before referring to his authorities, gives at its close the informationcontained in Esther 10:1, from the book of the chronicles of the kingdom, in whichprobably it was connected with a particular description of the power andgreatness of Ahashverosh, and probably of the wars in which he engaged,for the sake of briefly intimating at the conclusion whence the king derivedthe means for keeping up the splendour described at the commencement ofthe book. This book of the chronicles contained accounts not only of thepower and might of Ahashverosh, but also a פּרשׁה, a plainstatement or accurate representation of the greatness of Mordochaiwherewith the king had made him great, i.e., to which he had advancedhim, and therefore of the honours of the individual to whom the Jews wereindebted for their preservation. On this account is it referred to. For Mordochai was next to the king, i.e.,prime minister of the king (משׁנה, comp. 2 Chronicles 28:7), andgreat among the Jews and acceptable to the multitude of his brethren, i.e.,he was also a great man among the Jews and was beloved and esteemed byall his fellow-countrymen (on רצוּי, comp. Deuteronomy 23:24),seeking the good of his people and speaking peace to all his race. Thisdescription of Mordochai's position with respect both to the king and hisown people has, as expressive of an exalted frame of mind, a rhetorical andpoetic tinge. Hence it contains such expressions as אחיו רב, the fulness of his brethren, טּוב דּרשׁ; comp. Psalm 122:9; Jeremiah 38:4. On שׁלום דּבּר, comp. Psalm 85:9; Psalm 35:20; Psalm 27:3. זרעו in parallelism with עמּו is not thedescendants of Mordochai, or his people, but his race. Comp. on thissignification of זרע, 2 Kings 11:1; Isaiah 61:9. The meaning of thetwo last phrases is: Mordochai procured both by word and deed the goodand prosperity of his people. And this is the way in which honour andfortune are attained, the way inculcated by the author of the 34th Psalm inPsalm 34:13, when teaching the fear of the Lord.
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