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ABSTRACT

A comparison of studies on the book of Esther shows that there are diverse opinions
of what constitutes (a) the purpose, and (b) the discourse boundaries of the book.

This is discussed in chapter one.

This study seeks to answer these two questions for the book of Esther in the
Septuagint by analyzing its information structure through the perspective of
functional linguistics. In particular, this is achieved by employing the concepts of
language typology, rules of information flow, topic, focus, thetic clauses, point of
departure, topicality, points of view, mainline, offline, background, prominence,
coherence, discourse boundaries, and information markedness. The methodology is

justified in chapter two.

Chapter three presents the results of this analysis clause-by-clause, along with a
literal translation and the labels of the information structure of the text. This is a
non-traditional commentary that only addresses the discourse aspects of the text.
Similarities and differences with the understanding of the literature are compared

and contrasted.

The conclusions of this study are given in chapter four. It is found that the purpose

of the book of Esther in the Septuagint concerns the dates of the festival of Purim.

The text itself is divided into 32 major discourse sections (summarized in Table 3 of
this study). The structure of the text is based on a plot with (a) an instigating
incident, (b) a narrative reversal, and (c) a didactic conclusion. The coding of the
study corpus does not justify the existence of chiasms. The unity of the text is

justified by the study results.

One implication of this study is that a text-centered reading of the study corpus is

preferred over a reader-centered approach.

An accidental finding is that the data overwhelmingly emphasizes the authority of

the king.

Translations of three selected portions of the text (taken from the three major
genres in the text, namely narrative, hortatory, and didactic) is compared with the
translation of this study. This comparison shows that the clarity and the relative

emphases of the translation is improved by this research.



Finally, the applicability of this method for bible translation and biblical studies is

outlined.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Objectives

The purpose and the discourse sections of the book of Esther in the Septuagint needs

clarification. This study will attempt to:
(1) identify the discourse boundaries of the book of Esther in the Septuagint; and

(2) identify the purpose of the book of Esther in the Septuagint.

1.2 Background

Both the purpose and the organization of the book of Esther are contested. It is not clear
what the main point of the book of Esther is, or whether there is a main point, or several
main points in the book. Further, most of the studies on the book of Esther are based on the
Masoretic text. Since the Septuagint text is less studied than the Masoretic text, there is
even less of a basis to define the structure or the purpose of the book of Esther in the
Septuagint. This study seeks to address this gap. It will be shown in this study that both the
structure and the purpose of the book of Esther in the Septuagint can be discovered

through functional linguistics analysis.

1.2.1 Studying the Septuagint

Septuagint is a collective term referring to the translations of the books of the Hebrew Old

Testament into Greek (McLay 2003:6)." Septuagint portions were translated by different

'The field of Septuagint research has focused on: (a) the textual criticism of the Septuagint (Pietersma 1985;
Cox 1991; Greenspoon and Munnich 1995; Taylor 1997; Tov 1997; 1999; Jobes and Silva 2000; Schenker 2003;
Martinez and Vervenne 2005; Kraus and Wooden 2006; Peters 2006), (b) the relationship between the
Septuagint and other old texts, such as the Qumran texts (Brooke and Lindars 1992; Greenspoon and Munnich
1995; Shalom 2003; Flint, Tov, and VanderKam 2006), Coptic texts (Cox 1987), or old Latin texts (Haelewyck
2006), (c) the lexicography and syntax of the Septuagint (Gehman 1951; Cox 1987; Muraoka 1990; Olofsson
1990a:149-151; Archer 1991; Cox 1991; Greenspoon and Munnich 1995; Taylor 1997; Tov 1999; Jobes and Silva
2000; Evans 2005:33; Flint, Tov, and VanderKam 2006; Peters 2006), (d) the translation techniques of the

1



translators at various times. The manuscripts were copied and passed down and some are
still extant today. Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotian revised the Septuagint. Copies of their
work are called recensions or revisions. The revisions of Aquila, Symmachus, and kaige-
Theodotion were finished before the Hexapla, and are preserved in the remnants of the
Hexapla, which was compiled by Origen (Baldwin 1984:44; Tov 2001:148). The colophon was

preserved in the Hexapla and passed down (Bickerman 1944).

The study of the Septuagint is important because: (a) it is an early translation and
interpretation of the Hebrew scriptures (Wevers 1985:38), (b) it served as the Old
Testament scriptures for the Greek speaking church, (c) It was the Old Testament of the
church fathers who spoke Greek until the time Jerome translated the Hebrew into Latin

(Hengel 2002:51-54), and (d) it was used by the New Testament writers.

1.2.2 The purpose of the book of Esther

Most of the works on the book of Esther are based on the Masoretic text, sometimes
making occasional references to the Greek texts (Streane 1907; Knight 1955; Kelly 1962;
Brockington 1969; Moore 1971; Fuerst 1975; Craig 1995; Bush 1996; Larkin 1996; Levenson
1997; Jobes 1999; Bechtel 2002; Roop 2002; Allen and Laniak 2003). The unstated claim in
these works is that the Hebrew text and the Greek texts share substantial similarities. Some
works, such as the NJB (1985) and Omanson and Noss (1997) are primarily based on the
Hebrew text. Comments on the Greek text are only limited to the Additions and portions of

the Greek text that have special significance.

Of these works (Streane 1907, preface xvi; Paton 1908:56; Daube 1946:146; Knight 1955:18;
Kelly 1962:42; Bickerman 1967:202; Moore 1971, preface LIII; Humphreys 1973:213; TEV
1976; Keil and Delitzsch 1978:304; Murphy 1981:156; Clines 1984a; NJB 1985:624; Sasson
1987:335; Craig 1995:26-32; Bush 1996:306; Larkin 1996:89; Dorothy 1997:327-9; Levenson
1997:22; Omanson and Noss 1997:3; Jobes 1999:40; Allen and Laniak 2003:172; Berlin 2001b,

Septuagint (Thackeray 1909:13; Gard 1952:92; Rabin 1968; Martin 1974:105; Barr 1979:324; Heater 1982; Tov
and Wright 1985; Marquis 1986:83; Cox 1987; 1991; Jellicoe 1989; Olofsson 1990b; Sailhamer 1991; Brooke and
Lindars 1992; Aejmelaeus 1993:68; Greenspoon and Munnich 1995; Voitila 1996; Taylor 1997; Tov 1999; Beck
2000:18-28; Jobes and Silva 2000:92; Taylor 2001; Shalom 2003; Martinez and Vervenne 2005; Flint, Tov, and
VanderKam 2006; Kraus and Wooden 2006; Peters 2006), and (e) the redactional reasons for the differences
between the Septuagint and the Masoretic (Seeligmann 1961; Cox 1987; 1991; Troxel 1993; Greenspoon and
Munnich 1995; Jobes and Silva 2000:92; McLay 2003:93-95).

2



preface xv; Lacocque 2008:14), the most prevalent view is that the book of Esther is written

to explain the origin of the Purim festival of the Jews.

There is, however, no shortage of challenges to this view. These include the views that the

book of Esther:

(a) acclaims that God is in sovereign control of the destiny of peoples (Torrey 1944:12,
18, 40; Coggins 1985:113; McConville 1985:152-4; Whitehead 1988:115; Breneman
1993:287-9; Weiland 2001:231);

(b) is about Mordecai and his victory against Haman (Humphreys 1973:214-5);

(c) reinforces the communal identity of the Jewish diaspora (Bickerman 1944:360-2;
Fuerst 1975:32; Craghan 1982:9-10; Clines 1984a:262-3; Boyd-Taylor 1997:103; de
Troyer 2000:399; Bechtel 2002:10-14);

(d) is about the remarkable life of the woman Esther (NJB 1985:624; Beal 1997, preface x);
(e) is salvation history told in another form (Larkin 1996:92; Butting 1999:242);

(f) is a wisdom tale to make the Jewish diaspora wiser (Talmon 1963:29; von Herrmann

2004:43);
(g) is a rescue novella with a peripetic structure (Dorothy 1997:338);

(h) is centered around the theme of honor and shame (Laniak 1998:7-34; Klein 2003:116);

and

(i) is eclectic (Fox 2001:141-152).

1.2.3 The discourse sections of the book of Esther

The lack of agreement on what constitutes the discourse sections of the book of Esther can
be seen by comparing the works of various authors laid out chronologically in Table 1.
1.2.3.1 Studies based on the Masoretic text

The works sampled below include translations and commentaries. Some works (Baldwin

1984; NJB 1985; Omanson and Noss 1997) go into great details on the structure; whereas



other works (Knight 1955; Kelly 1962; Radday 1973; Fuerst 1975; Craig 1995; Laniak 1998;

Lacocque 2008) are only interested in the broad landscape of the book of Esther as a whole.

Table 1: Discourse units of the book of Esther in the Masoretic text (major divisions, if any, are shown

in boldface below)

Author | Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Paton 1:1-4 2:1-4 3:1-2a |4:1-3 5:1-2 6:1-3 7:7-10 8:1-2 9:1-10 10:1-3
(1908)

1:5-9 2:5-7 3:2b-5 | 4:4-9 5:3-5 6:4-10 8:3-8 9:11-15
1:10-12 |2:5-11  [3:6-7 4:10-14 |5:6-8 6:11-13 8:9-14a |9:16-19
1:13-15 |2:12-14 [3:8-11 |4:15-17 |[5:9-14 |6:14-7:6 8:14b-17 | 9:20-22
1:16-20 |2:15-18 |[3:12-15 9:23-28
1:21-22 |2:19-23 9:29-32
Kelly  [1:1-2:23 3:1-6:13 6:14- 9:20-
(1962) 9:19 10:3

Brock- [1:1-1:9 |2:1-4 3:1-6 4:1-17 |[5:1-8 6:1-11  |7:1-10 |8:1-17 |(9:1-32 |10:1-3
ington
(1969) 1:10-12 [2:5-11 3:7-11 5:9-14 6:12-14
1:13-22 (2:12-14 |3:12-15
2:15-18

2:19-23

Moore |1:1-4 2:1-4  |3:1-2a |[4:1-3 5:1-3 6:1-4a |7:3-4 8:1-15 [9:1-10 [10:1-3
(1971)
1:5-9 2:5-7 3:2b-6  |4:4-8 5:4-6 6:4b-6a |7:5-8a |8:16-17 |9:11-12

1:10-11 |2:8-11 [3:7-10 |4:9-11 [5:7-8 6:6b-9 | 7:8b-9a 9:13
5:9-14
1:12-15 |2:12-14 |3:11 4:12-14 6:10 7:9b-10 9:14
1:16-18 |2:15-18 |[3:12-15 |4:15-17 6:11-13 9:15-19
2:19-23 6:14-7:2 9:20-23
1:19-20 9:24-26a
1:21-22 9:26b-28
9:29-32
Radday (1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-9 10

(1973)




TEV 1:1-2:23 3:1-5:14 6:1-7:10 8:1-10:3
(1976)
Murphy |1:1-4 2:1-4 3:1-2a (4:1-3 5:1-3 6:1-3 7:2-4 8:1-2 9:1-4 10:1-3
(1981) 8:3-6
1:5-8 2:5-11  |3:2b-4  |4:4-17  |5:4-5 6:4-5 7:5-7 878 9:5-10
' 9:11-15
1:9 2:12-20 |3:5-6 5:6 6:6-9 |7:8-10 |8:9-14 9:16-19
1:10-12 |2:21-23 8:15-17
11315 3:7 5:7-8  |6:10-13 9:20-28
: a .9. 147 9:29-32
116-20 3:8-9 5:9-14 |6:14-7:1
191-22 3:10-11
3:12-15a
3:15b
Baldwin | 1:1-9 2:1-4 3:1-6 4:1-3 5:1-8 6:1-3 8:1-2 9:1-19 |10:1-3
(1984)  |1:10-12 |2:5-11  [3:7-11  |4:4-17  |5:9-14  |6:4-13 8:3-14 |9:20-32
1:13-22 |2:12-18 |3:12-15 6:14- 8:15-17
2:19-23 7:10
Clines 1:1-9 2:1-4 3:1-7 4:1-3 5:1-8 6:1-14 (7:1-10 |8:1-8 9:1-19 (10:1-3
(1984a) 5:9-14
1:10-12 | 2:5-7 3:8-15  |4:4-17 8:9-14  |9:20-28
1:13-22 | 2:8-11 8:15-17 [9:29-32
8:12-14
2:15-18
2:19-23
McCon- |1:1-11 |2:1-23  |[3:1-15 [4:1-17 |5:1-14 |6:1-14  |7:1-10 |8:1-17 |9:1-28
Vﬂle 1:12-22 9:29-
(1985) 10:3
NJB 1:1a-11 (2:1-18 |3:7-15 |4:1-17 5:1-14 6:1-13 8:1-17 9:1-19a [10:1-3k
(1985) | 1:1m-1r |2:19-3:6 4:17a- 6:14- 9:20-32 |10:3l
1:1-8 17i 7:10
1:9-22 4:17k-
17z
White- |1:1-9 2:1-18  [3:1-15 |4:1-17 |5:1-8 6:1-14 |7:1-6 |8:1-17 |9:1-15 [10:1-3
head
(1988) |1:10-22 |[2:19-23 5:9-14 7:7-8 9:16-32
7:9-10
Brene- |1:1-3 2:1-4 3:1-2 4:1-3 6:1-3 7:1-2 8:1-2 9:1-4 10:1-2

man




(1993) [1:4-8 2:5-9 3:3-15 | 4:4-5:14 6:4-14 | 7:3-7 8:3-6 9:5-17  |10:3
1:9 2:10-14 7:8-10 |8:7-17 |9:18-22
1:10-12 |2:15-18 9:23-28
1:13-15 |2:19-23 9:29-32
1:16-18
1:19-22

Bush 1:1-22 |[2:1-18 [3:1-6  [4:1-3 5:1-5a |6:1-11 |[7:1-6a |[8:1-8 9:1-5 10:1-3

(1996) 2:19-23 [3:7-15  |4:4-17 |5:5b-8  |6:12-14 bosh 8:9-17 [9:6-19

7:6b-8
5:9-14 9:20-32
7:8¢c-10

NIV 1 2:1-18 |3 4 5 6 7 8 9:1-17 |10:1-3

(1996) 2:19-23 9:18-32

Leven- |A:1-17 |2:1-4 3:1-6 4:1-11 |5:1-8 6:1-14 (7:1-10 |8:1-8 9:1-19 10:1-3

son

(1997) [1:1-9 |2:5-7 3:7-11  |4:12-17 |5:9-14 8:9-12  |9:20-32 |F:1-10
1:10-12 |2:8-20 |3:12-13 |C:1-11 E:1-24 F:11
1:13-22 |2:21-23 |B:1-7 [C:12-30 8:13-14

3:14-15 [D:1-16 8:15-17

Oman- |1:1-9 2:1-18 3:1-7 4:1-17 5:1-8 6:1-13 8:1-2 9:1-10 10:1-3

son and|1.10.22 |2:19-23 |3:8-15 5:9-14 | 6:14- 8:3-17  |[9:11-19

Noss 7:10 9:20-28

(1997) et

9:29-32

Laniak |1 2 3 4-5 6 7 8 9 10

(1998)

Beal 1:1-22 2:1-4 3:1-15 4:1-17 5:1-8 6:1-14 7:1-10 8:1-17 9:1-10:3

(1999)

2:5-18 5:9-14
2:19-23

Jobes 1:1-8 2:1-18 |3:1-15 |4:1-5 5:1-5a |6:1-3 7:1-2 8:1 9:1-10 [10:1-3

(1999)

1:9-12 | 2:19-23 4:6-14 |5:55b-7 | 6:4-9 7:3-7 8:2 9:11-19
1:13-22 4:15-17 |5:8-14 |[6:10-14 |7:8-10 |8:3-8 9:20-28




8:9-17 9:29-32

Bechtel |1:1-9 2:1-4 3:1-6 4:1-3 5:1-8 6:1-5 7:1-6 8:1-8 9:1-19
(2002)
1:10-21 |{2:5-11 3:7-11 4:4-8 5:9-14 6:6-9 7:7-10 8:9-16 9:20-

10:3
2:12-18 |3:12-14 (4:9-17 6:10-14
2:19-23
Roop 1:1-2:20 | 2:21-3:6 |3:7-4:17 5:1-14 6:1-13 8:1-17 |9:1-32 10:1-3
(2002)
6:14-
7:10

Lacoc- |1:1-9 2:1-4 3:1-6 4:1-17 5:1-8 6:1-14 7:1-10 8:1-2 9:1-15 10:1-3

que

(2008) 1:10-22 | 2:5-14 3:7-15 5:9-14 8:3-17 |9:16-19
2:15-18 9:20-32
2:19-23

The authors listed above differ in terms of the quantity of the major and minor discourse

sections, as well as the placement of those sections.

It would be tedious to list every difference that exists in Table 1. A more heuristic exercise
is to illustrate the fact that there are differences among these works by considering the
claim that the discourse structure of the book of Esther is arranged chiastically (Radday
1973:9; Berg 1979:106-113; Baldwin 1984:29-32; Breneman 1993:287-9; Levenson 1997:8-9;
Roop 2002:168-9; Allen and Laniak 2003:171).

According to this theory, the entire book pivots around 6:1 (BHS), where the insomnia of
the king coincides with the reversal of the fate of the Jews. If this theory is correct, 6:1
(BHS) is necessarily a major discourse boundary. However, this point is not acknolwedged
in works such as Paton (1908), Brockington (1969), Baldwin (1984), Whitehead (1988), Bush
(1996), and Lacocque (2008). These works only list 6:1 (BHS) as a minor discourse boundary;
and Kelly (1962) does not list it as any sort of discourse boundary at all.

Proponents of the chiastic theory also differ in terms of what are the symmetrical discourse

sections on the opposite sides of 6:1 (BHS):



(1) Radday believes that (a) chapter 1 (BHS), the opening and the background, is paired
with chapter 10, the epilogue, (b) chapters 2-3, the king’s first decree, is paired with
chapters 8-9, the king’s second decree, (c) chapters 4-5, the clash between Haman and

Mordecai, is paired with chapters 6-7, Mordecai’s triumph over Haman (1973:9);

(2) Berg (1979:106-113) and Baldwin (1984:29-32) pair chapters 1 to 5 (BHS) (the mortal
danger of the Jews) with chapters 6 to 10 (the salvation of the Jews). This is
corroborated by the fact that there are three banquets in the first half of the book,

and three banquets in the second half;

(3) Breneman (1993:287-9) agrees with Radday (1973:9), but does not mention the pairing
of chapter 1 (BHS) with chapter 10; and

(4) Levenson offers a much more elaborate proposal, where (a) the greatness of the king
(1:1-8 BHS) balances the greatness of the king together with Mordecai (chapter 10),
(b) the two banquets of the Persians in 1:1-8 is in balance with the two banquets of
the Jews in 9:20-32, (c) Esther identifies herself as a Gentile in 2:10-20 whereas in 8:17,
the Gentiles identify themselves as Jews, (d) the elevation of Haman (3:1) is
contrasted with the elevation of Mordecai (8:15), (e) the pronouncement of the anti-
Jewish edict in 3:12-15 is balanced by the declaration of the pro-Jewish edict in 8:9-14,
(f) the fateful exchange between Mordecai and Esther (chapter 4) contrasts with the
fateful exchange between the king and Esther (7:1-6), and (g) the first banquet of the
king, the queen and Haman in 5:6-8 is balanced by their second banquet in 7:1-6

(1997:8).

Alternatively, Murphy (1981:153) and Bush (1996:300) claim that the book of Esther is
controlled by a problem based plot, which follows the pattern of setting, problem,

complicating incidents, resolving incidents, resolution, denouement, and conclusion.

Omanson and Noss (1997:6) offer another proposal of the macrostructure of the book of
Esther, where the story itself (1:1-9:18, BHS) is followed by a brief conclusion (9:19), a long
conclusion (9:20-32), and a final outcome (10:1-3). Hence, it is the concluding sections,

rather than the pivot in 6:1, which is the most salient part of the book.



1.2.3.2 Studies based on the Septuagint

The Greek texts of the book of Esther have been studied from the point of view of (a)

textual criticism (Clines 1984b; Fox 1991; Jobes 1996; Tov 1997; de Troyer 2003:48; Kahana
2005), and (b) theology (Day 1995; Fountain 2002). But these studies do not discuss its

discourse structure. There are only a few works in English (TEV 1976; NRSV 1991; Dorothy

1997; Jobes 2009) that do give some indication of the discourse sections of the Greek texts of

the book of Esther. These are listed in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Discourse units of the book of Esther in the Septuagint

8:12x

Author | Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter |Chapter 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
TEV 1:1a- 2:1-2:18 |3:1-3:13 | 4:1-4:17 |5:1-5:14 [6:1-6:13 8:1-8:12 [9:1-9:19 |10:1-10:3
(1976) [1:11
2:19- 3:13a- 4:17a- 6:14- 8:12a- 9:20- 10:3a-10:3k
1:1m- 2:23 3:15 4:17i 7:10 8:17 9:32
L:r 10:31
4:17k-
1:1-1:22 4:17z
NRSV 1:1a-1:11|2:1-2:4 |3:1-3:6 |4:1-4:6 |[5:1-5:1c |6:1-6:13 |7:1-7:6 8:1-8:2 9:1-9:10 [10:1-10:3
(1991)
1:1m- 2:5-2:11 (3:7 4:7-4:8 5:1d-5:1f | 6:14 7:7-7:10 |[8:3-8:8 9:11- 10:3a-10:3k
1:1r 9:15
2:12- 3:8-3:11 [4:9-4:11 |5:2 8:9-8:12 10:31
1:1-1:8 2:14 9:16-
3:12- 4:12- 5:3-5:8 8:12a- 9:19
1:9 2:15- 3:13 4:17 8:12b
2:18 5:9-5:14 9:20-
1:10- 3:13a 4:17a- 8:12¢c- 9:22
1:22 2:19- 4:17h 8:12f
2:20 3:13b 9:23-
4:17i- 8:12g- 9:28
2:21- 3:13c- | 4:17j 8:120
2:23 3:13e 9:29-
4:17k- 8:12p- [9:32
3:13f-  [4:17p 8:12q
3:13¢g
4:17g- 8:12r
3:14- 4:17z
3:15 8:12s-
8:12t
8:12u-
8:12w




8:13

8:14-
8:17
Dorothy [1:1a- 2:1 3:1-2a  |4:1-17 |5:9-14 |eéa 8:1-14 ]9:1-15 (10:1-3
(1997) [1:1l
2:2-16  |3:2b-5 |4:17a- 6:1b-5 8:15-17 |9:16-
1:1m- 5:8 9:19
1:1r 2:17-23 |3:6-15 6:6-12
9:20-22
1:1-1:3 6:13
9:23-28
1:4-9 6:14-
7:10 9:29-31
1:10-12
1:13-20
1:21-22
Jobes 1:la-1:11]2:1-2:4  [3:1-3:6 |4:1-4:6 |5:1-5:1c |6:1-6:13 |7:1-7:6 |[8:1-8:2 |9:1-9:15 |10:1-10:3
(2009)
1:1m- 2:5-2:11 |37 4:7-4:8 |5:1d-5:1f | 6:14 7:7-7:10 |8:3-8:8 |9:16- 10:3a-10:3i
1:1r 9:19
2:12- 3:8-3:11 (4:9-4:11 |5:2 8:9-8:12 10:3k
1:1-1:8 |2:14 9:20-
3:12- 4:12- 5:3-5:8 8:12a- 9:22 10:31
1:9 2:15- 3:13 4:17 8:12b
2:18 5:9-5:14 9:23-
1:10- 3:13a 4:17a- 8:12¢c- 9:28
1:22 2:19- 4:17h 8:12f
2:20 3:13b 9:29-
4:17i- 8:12g- |9:32
2:21- 3:13c- 4:17j 8:120
2:23 3:13e
4:17k- 8:12p-
3:13f-  [4:17p 8:12q
3:13g
4:179- 8:12r
3:14- 4:17z
3:15 8:12s-
8:12t
8:12u-
8:12w
8:12x
8:13
8:14-

8:17
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A comparison between the discourse sections of the Greek texts (Table 1) and the discourse
sections of the Masoretic text (Table 2) again shows differences between the number of the
major and minor boundaries, as well as their placements.? This is expected because the
book of Esther in the Greek texts is not a literal translation of the Hebrew. The inclusion of
the Additions and the frequent mention of God in the Greek texts makes it inevitable for
the existence of incongruences between the discourse sections of the Greek and the

Hebrew texts.

There are also differences between the works on the Septuagint (see Table 2). For example,
Dorothy (1997:44-51, 215) is the only work in this set that views the book of Esther in the

Septuagint as being a fulfillment of Mordecai’s dream.

The high degree of similarity between the structure of Jobes (2009) and NRSV (1991) is
intentional, and is acknowledged by Jobes (2009).

1.3 Value of this study

As discussed by Omanson and Noss (1997), some bible translation committees believe that
the translation of the book of Esther into a vernacular language may include the translation
of the Septuagint text with the Additions. It is therefore important for the translation
exegete working on such a translation to have a firm grasp of the main point, as well as the

structure of the Septuagint text.

This study also contributes to the ongoing efforts to improve study tools for Septuagint
research (Tov 1986; Cox 1991; Greenspoon and Munnich 1995; Jobes and Silva 2000:311;
Flint, Tov, and VanderKam 2006).

Up to now, most of the works on the book of Esther are done from a literary or exegetical
point of view (Paton 1908; Gard 1952; Moore 1971; Radday 1973; Murphy 1981; Baldwin
1984; Clines 1984a; Clines 1984b; McConville 1985; Sasson 1987; Bush 1996; Laniak 1998; Beck
2000; Fountain 2002).

’For the Masoretic text, the list of disputed major boundaries alone includes 1:10; 2:1, 5, 19, 21; 3:1, 7, 8; 4:1, 4;
5:1, 9; 6:1, 14; 7:1; 8:1, 3; 9:1, 6, 11, 18, 20, 29; 10:1. The disputed minor boundaries of the Masoretic text for
chapter 9 alone includes verses 5, 13, 14, 15, 16, 23, 24, 26a.

For the Septuagint, the list of disputed major boundaries include 1:1m; 1:1, 4; 3:1; 6:1; 8:1; 9:20; 10:1.
The disputed minor boundaries of the Septuagint for chapter 9 alone includes verses 11, 16, 23, 29.

The list of disputed boundaries for the Septuagint is shorter than the list for the Masoretic text not
because there is more agreement between the authors on the Septuagint text, but because there are far fewer
authors on the Septuagint than on the Masoretic text.
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The problem with these works is that (a) the definitions of the literary structures are
vague, and (b) the text is primarily studied at a syntactical level. The relationship between
the structural forms of the text and their extraclausal meanings are ill-defined in these

works.

One example is 2:5. This verse in the Septuagint can be described as a major boundary
signaled by kai followed by a marked topic shift, serving to introduce the major character
Mordecai. On the other hand, the description of this verse in the current scholarship is
highly general. Paton, for example, refers to this verse in the Masoretic text as an “abrupt
transition” that is “designed to make the new actor in the story more conspicuous”
(1908:166-168). Fox is similarly vague in saying that it is a “sudden introduction” which
provides the background for the events to follow, and that this passage has a parenthetical
character (2001:28-29). These two works illustrate the problem that a good definition for
the notions of abruptness or suddenness is lacking in existing works. Other works, such as
Keil and Delitzsch, do little more than trace the etymology of the name of Mordecai and do

not discuss the discourse significance of the verse at all (1978:334-335).

The lack of discussion on the relationship between structural forms and their discourse
functions is evident in other works that are otherwise excellent in their philological and
syntactical analyses. For example, the discussion of Moore on 6:1 (BHS) says: the “king
could not sleep. Literally ‘the sleep of the king fled””. The rest of the commentary on this
verse goes on to discuss the theme of sleeplessness (1971:62-3). The fact that 6:1 is an
important major boundary and a chiastic hinge in the story is not mentioned at all. Works
of a later period (Bos 1986:62; Bush 1996:411; Omanson and Noss 1997:156-7), are equally
lacking in this regard. Other works, such as LaSor (1978), and Goldman (1984) do not discuss

the discourse issues of the book of Esther at all.

To date, the most comprehensive work on the structure of the book of Esther in the
Septuagint (as well as in the Masoretic text, and the Alpha text) is Dorothy (1997). He
examined the Hebrew and the Greek texts of the book of Esther in detail from the literary
structural perspective. The major weakness of this work is that the linkage between the

form and the meaning of the text is not well defined in terms of its methodology. He says:

Grammar is never to be violated, but logic prevails over grammar. In

practice that means the researcher must always reflect grammatical
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indicators in the schema, but may insist on joining or separating grammatic

units under larger or smaller logical groupings (p. 39).

His outline of the micro structure of the book of Esther in the Septuagint and the Alpha
text does not indicate what criteria are used to identify the structural divisions. To “insist”
(Dorothy 1997:39) on separating grammatical units into various logical groupings without
clear guidelines on the mapping between form and function runs into the danger of
subjectivism. Dorothy assumes that the plot structure of exposition, complication,
resolution, denouement, and conclusion underlies the development of the story in the book
of Esther (pp. 34-5). But the definition of what constitutes a “complication” or a
“resolution” is an intuitive notion that may yield varying interpretations by different

readers.

Omanson and Noss (1997) are to be commended for introducing functional linguistic

discourse ideas in its description of the book of Esther. These include the observations that:

(a) there is an absence of a discourse marker in Esther 2:5 (BHS), which coincides with

“the shift in focus” from the king to Mordecai;
(b) the importance of the role of time;
(c) the use of repetition, sudden breaks, and shifts for dramatic focus and emphasis;
(d) the use of kai 1600 to introduce what the dreamer saw; and
(e) the frequent use of direct speech.

Nevertheless, these observations are brief and sporadic because the stated goal of Omanson
and Noss (1997) is not to provide a comprehensive functional linguistic discourse analysis
of the book of Esther, but to investigate the “exegetical issues and translation problems”
related to the translation of the book of Esther. Another shortcoming of their work is that
their methodology and assumptions in analyzing the discourse features of the book of

Esther are not explicitly stated.

The value of this study is that it offers a more scientific and rigorous approach to
identifying the structure and purpose of the book of Esther in the Septuagint than has yet
been provided by the kinds of studies surveyed above.
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1.4 Research design and methodology

1.4.1 Research design

The present study falls under the category of literary research. More specifically, this study
is a discourse analysis in the area of biblical studies (Mouton 2001, chapter 10). It is analytic
in that it discusses each discourse feature in a systematic fashion. It is complementary in
that it explores methods of discourse analysis from more than one author. The research
questions are primarily descriptive questions, and the logical framework of the thesis is

inductive, conclusions are drawn from a detailed observation of the book of Esther.

This research is interdisciplinary. It transects the disciplines of biblical Greek, discourse

analysis, and functional linguistics.

1.4.2 The text

The major manuscripts of the book of Esther in Greek are Codex Vaticanus; Codex Sinaiticus;
and Codex Alexandrinus. In general, the Septuagint in Codex Vaticanus extensively omits
words or even phrases from the Masoretic text (Moore 1971; 1977). Codex Sinaiticus, for the
most part, agrees with Codex Vaticanus. Codex Alexandrinus is much more influenced by the

Hexapla than Codex Vaticanus or Codex Sinaiticus (Paton 1908:31-4).

Another group of codices that have survived are 19, 93a, 108b, 319, 392. Some call this
collection the Alpha text. This text has received a lot of attention from the academic
community (Moore 1971, preface LXII-LXIII; Clines 1984b:72; Fox 1991:128-133; Bush
1996:285; Jobes 1996:223-233; Tov 1997; Tov 1999:548; Tov 2001:148; Frolov 2002; de Troyer
2003:48; Dines 2004:103-4; Kahana 2005). This study will not contribute to that discussion.

The researcher will not study the textual basis of the Book of Esther in the Septuagint.
Therefore, the question of what the original Greek translation (0ld Greek) might have been
will not be discussed. It is assumed that Hanhart (1983), Rahlfs (2004), and Rahlfs and
Hanhart (2006) provide a source text that is adequate for the purpose of this study. The
electronic version adopted for this study is CCAT (2008), whose wording is identifical to
Rahlfs and Hanhart (2006). The verse numbering of this study is changed, however, to those
of Rahlfs and Hanhart (2006). The Septuagint text in Rahlfs and Hanhart (2006) has six
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Additions, 107 verses, that are not found in the Masoretic text, and is also about eighty

percent longer (Martin 1975; Omanson and Noss 1997).

The researcher will consult the textual apparatus of Rahlfs and Hanhart (2006), but only
comment on textual variants that make a difference to the discourse analysis of the Book of

Esther.

1.4.3 Delimitations

This study will not be making a contribution to the debate on the historicity of the book of
Esther (Streane 1907, preface xiv; Paton 1908:75; Brockington 1969:219; Humphreys 1973;
Littman 1975; Gordis 1976:43; Keil and Delitzsch 1978:311; Gordis 1981; Murphy 1981:155-6;
Bergey 1984; Bos 1986:41; Wills 1990:189-90; Bush 1996:309; Boyd-Taylor 1997:109-110;
Omanson and Noss 1997:2; Berlin 2001a; Weiland 2001; Bechtel 2002:4-6; Roop 2002:169;
Lacocque 2008:15).%

Since this is a discourse study, only lexical data that contributes to the discussion on the
semantic coherence of thematic units will be discussed. Other lexical issues, such as the use
of metaphor, simile, hyperbole, understatement, litotes, irony, personification, metonymy,
synecdoche, euphemism, ideophones, hendiadys, and register of speech (Hollenbach 1998),

will not be discussed.

1.4.4 Assumptions

1.4.4.1 The unity of the book

This study assumes the unity of the book of Esther in the Septuagint, including the
Additions. Other works have assumed the contrary (Moore 1971, preface LIII; Moore
1973:382-3; Martin 1975:65; Moore 1977:160). The book of Esther in the Septuagint is

assumed to be coherent at the discourse level, and hence amenable to discourse analysis.

*The historicity of the book is important. This topic is excluded from this research only because it deserves a
full treatment.
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1.4.4.2 Accents

Information structure refers to the textual structure which encodes discourse function.
Information structure is largely coded by accents in speech (Halliday 1967:200-8; Halliday
1977:179; Dooley 1982; Lambrecht 1994; Fon and Johnson 2004; Fery 2007:85). For dead
languages, such as biblical Hebrew or biblical Greek, this information is lost and
irrecoverable. For biblical Hebrew, the claim that the conjunctive and disjunctive symbols
in the Masoretic text may yield phonological clues on the clausal level remains speculative
(Lode 1994). But this is also speculative. For the purpose of this study, it is assumed that the
determination of information structures has to rely on linguistic categories other than

accents.

1.4.4.3 Text centered

The basis of communication theory is the interaction between people. This involves the
speaker and the hearer. Literary communication is different in that the exchange of
information flows one way from the writer to the reader. The writer tries to communicate
some information to the reader based on assumptions about the reader’s world. And the
reader tries to discern what that information is based on assumptions about the world of
the writer. Using the analogy of Johari’s window, the outcome of the communication may:
(a) succeed, where the writer communicated what was intended, and the reader received
what was intended, (b) totally fail, where the writer miscommunicated what was intended,
and the reader further misreceived the miscommunicated information, (c) fail on the side
of the writer, where the writer miscommunicated what was intended, but the reader
received the miscommunicated information exactly as it was miscommunicated, and (d)
fail on the side of the reader, where the writer communicated what was intended, but the

reader misreceived the information.

There are multiple factors affecting the success or failure of communication. A careless
writer or one who does not communicate information coherently is difficult to understand.
The writer may misjudge that the intended reader knows certain implicit information
needed for overall communication, when the reader actually does not know that implicit

information, which results in a partial or total breakdown of communication.
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The same things could happen on the side of the reader. A reader who is careless in reading
all the information that is available in the text; or one who is unable to make inferences
based on the clues provided in the text (Yule 1996:131), or one who is unwilling to enter
into the world of the writer that is different from that of the reader, stands little chance of

understanding the intended meaning of the writer.

This study has no recourse to checking with the writer about the original intentions
independently of the text itself. There is no way, for example, to assess whether certain
text boundaries are products of authorial intention, or are unintentional or subscious by-
products (Heurley 1997:195). Therefore, (a) the text is more important than the original
writer for present day interpretation (Anderson 1974, preface xvii; Nida 1983:159), and (b)

the onus is on the present day reader to enter into the world of the writer.

It is given as a starting point for this study that the writer has written the text with
sufficient care and coherence for the reader to decipher its intended meaning. But the
reader needs to make an effort to read the text in light of the textual clues that are
provided by the writer. This is the best way to reconstruct the explicatures and the
implicatures of the textual world as it was intended. It is not possible to prove that the
resulting conclusion is exactly as the writer intended because communication always
entails more than one possible reading, and sometimes communicative loss is inevitable
(Sperber and Wilson 1995:65; Gutt 2000). But the reader’s reconstruction of the writer’s
textual world can at least be demonstrated as reasonable in light of the evidence of the

text.

This method of reading the text is contrary to the reader-centered approach (Beaugrande
1997:60-7), where the text is only taken as a starting point, serving to trigger the
inspiration of the reader to apply the insights gained from the text in ways that are
meaningful for the reader. Although the reader centered approach leads to novel insights
about the application of textual meaning, this approach runs the danger that it either (a)
does not believe that the original meaning of the text is recoverable at all, or (b) does not
believe that the reconstruction of the author’s intended meaning of the text should be

prior to the reader’s hermeneutic task.

17



1.4.5 Methodology

The term discourse analysis is used in a wide variety of contexts, such as anthropology,
archaeology, sociology, political science, philosophy, semiotics, and literary criticism
(Beaugrande 1997:60-7). It is given in this study that discourse analysis refers to a branch of
biblical studies that examines how a text functions together as an internally coherent
system. This is nothing new. The study of rhetoric is a field of uninterrupted study for at
least as far back as the time of Aristotle, and the art of persuasion is an important tool in
law, government, and scientific endeavors (Perelman 1979:18; Enkvist 1985:15; Guthrie

1994:57; Kroon 1997:24).

The weakness in many of the earlier works on discourse is the vagueness in the methods.
For example, Foss (2009) advises that the starting point of determining the objective of a
narrative is to come up with a “best guess of what situation or condition the story is
addressing”, and to “reflect on the legitimacy or soundness of the objective given what” is
known “about the rhetorical situation in which it took place”. The problem with this
definition is that the analytical process is not well defined. After making an initial guess,
how would one proceed from the “guess” to the actual objective of the narrative? Or,
concerning the statement in Berger (2001:393-5): “inner coherence is found out by analysis
of the rhetorical aim”, how would one first find the “rhetorical aim” in order to determine

the nature of the “inner coherence”?

The definition of the components of a discourse are similarly hazy. For example, theme is
defined in Foss (2009) as “a general idea illustrated by the narrative”. What does
“illustrated by the narrative” mean? And does “general” mean that the scope of theme is
over the entire narrative or only some part of it? Can there be more than one theme in a

narrative?

This is where functional linguistics comes into the study of textual discourse. In a nutshell,
functional linguistics believes that there is a correlation between structures found in the
text and the discourse functions of the text (Dooley 1982:330; Louw 1982:95; Lambrecht
1994; Beaugrande 1997:62; Dik 1997b:414; Longacre 2000:173; Bergen 2009:89). Categories of
discourse functions, such as the introduction of a character, the shift to another character,
or backgrounding, are coded by certain grammatical structures. The correlation may be

assymetrical, where one structure may code several functions, or one function may be

18



encoded by several structures. Although there is a certain amount of overlap between
structure and function, the relationship between structure and function is definable. The

analysis of textual discourse through functional linguistics promises to give clear results.

Hawkins does not believe that there is a pragmatic layer behind the syntactical structure of
language (Hawkins 1994:240-1). But, the existence of a “pragmatic layer” is shown to exist
by the fact that many languages have multiple ways to encode a proposition of the same
semantic content (Schiffrin 1994:21-3; Thompson 1996:8-9; Cumming and Ono 1997:112;
Anstey 2004:27). Discourse analysis is a theoretical school that believes that the use of one
structure over another structure of the same semantic content is due to discourse factors

above sentential syntax.

Functional linguistics provides a partial explanation for the stylistic variation of authors
(Enkvist 1985:13; Sandig and Selting 1997:141). But not all phenomena are covered, since
the author is not a computer that generates the text from a predetermined set of
guidelines, from which no deviation is allowed. Ultimately, an author is a free agent who
may choose to use an unique structure for purposes that are beyond theoretical
explanation. The existence of anacoluthon, for example, cannot be explained as being
coherent with the text that surrounds it. Hence, the goal of this study is to account for
most of the linguistic data, while recognizing that there are limits to this theoretical model

of koine Greek also.

In concert with Louw (1982:95), Nida (1983:106-7), Lambrecht (1994), Beaugrande (1997:62),
and Dik (1997b:414), this study takes it for granted that the clause is the smallest linguistic
unit that can convey propositional truth. The clause, then, is the lowest unit of analysis for

this study.

Lastly, the correlation between structure and discourse function is variable across
languages. It also varies for the same language diachronically (for different authors of the
same period), and, to a lesser extent, for the different works of the same author (Hickmann

1997:240; Levinsohn 2000a; 2000b).

The full methodology of functional linguistics discourse analysis will be discussed in

chapter two.

19



1.5 Research thesis

The thesis of this study is: the purpose and the discourse boundaries of the book of Esther

in the Septuagint are encoded in the structure of the text. The rest of this study will

demonstrate this thesis.

1.6 Overview of research

It is expected that the main audience of this study are not linguists. Hence, the use of

linguistic jargon and abbreviations is kept to a minimum possible.
Following this introductory chapter, this study will have three more chapters.

The introductory chapter (chapter one) is a combination of literature review on the
research problem, the assumptions of the methodology and other foundational issues of

this research.

Chapter two will combine the literature review and methodology on discourse categories
that are salient in the discourse analysis of the book of Esther in the Septuagint, namely (a)
basic clausal structures, (b) clausal markedness, (c) theme, (d) foreground and

nonforeground, (e) prominence above the clause, and (f) discourse boundaries.

Combining the literature review and the discussion of the methodology for each of the
topics covered in chapter two is the clearest way to present the material because this will
(a) enable the reader to see the connections between what the literature says about each
topic and the intended treatment of the topic in this study, and (b) cut down on the
redundancy that would be inevitably present if the literature review and the methodology

sections were kept separate.

Further, chapter two will provide examples taken from the book of Esther in the Septuagint
itself to illustrate the topics covered. This will orient the reader to the terms and concepts

used in the discussion of the text in chapter three.

Chapter three will divide the book of Esther in the Septuagint into its discourse sections.
The (a) internal coherence, (b) boundaries, (c) prominence above the clause, (d)

nonforeground, and (e) clausal markedness for each discourse section will be discussed
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section by section. Where appropriate, the differences between the findings of this work

and previous works will be discussed.

The Septuagint text of each discourse section will be provided clause by clause. Embedding,
such as the occurrence of subordinate clause, direct speech, or backgrounding, will be
indicated by indentation. The functional structure of each clause will be provided to enable
the reader to see clausal markedness. A literal translation will also be provided for each
clause. This translation has a different feel from the more polished translations in previous
works. The aim of including this translation is to give the reader a sense of how the clauses

functionally cohere.

This is not a traditional commentary, so word studies, syntactical issues within the
sentence level, and translation issues between the Greek and the Masoretic text will be

kept to a minimum.

Finally, chapter four will refer to the results in chapter three with a view of answering the

two research questions. It will be shown for the book of Esther in the Septuagint that:

(a) the dates of the Purim festival is the main didactic purpose, which is coded in the

textual structure; and
(b) there is a coherent structural basis to account for the discourse sections.

The (a) theological and translation implications of this research, (b) the applicability of this
research methodology for other portions of scripture, as well as (c) recommendations for

future research will be stated at the end of the chapter.
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Chapter 2

Information structure

2.1 Introduction

A house is an aggregate of many systems, It has an electrical system, a plumbing system, an
outer structure that prevents exposure from rain or snow. The inner structure of the house
allows the inhabitants of the house to fulfill their various needs. Sometimes two or more
systems work together. For example, the water piping system brings water into a faucet;
and the water drainage system will collect the used water and channel it out of the house.
The discourse structure of a text is like the working of a house. It is composed of various
textual systems. These systems operate with internal consistency. Some of these systems
will interact with each other to produce an overall effect. Together, they enable the text to

convey the message that is to be discovered by the reader.

This chapter is a description of the textual systems that are found in the book of Esther in
the Septuagint. The description will be illustrated by examples drawn from the study
corpus, and the approach taken in this study will be compared with the literature on

functional linguistics.

Firstly, the structure of the unmarked clause will be described. This will be followed by a
section on mechanisms that indicate the markedness of all or part of the clause. The third
section is on the means by which clauses cohere together into a larger unit. Clauses may
operate at the level of mainline or nonforeground. The variation between mainline and
non-mainline, as well as points of view, will be described in the fourth section of this
chapter. In addition to clausal markedness, prominence may take place above the clausal
level. The mechanisms of episodic, global, and didactic prominence are described in the
fifth section of this chapter. The final section of this chapter discusses the coding of the

different types of discourse boundary.
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2.2 Unmarked clausal structure

The study of Greek grammar has a long and distinguished tradition. Much of the work in
biblical exegesis and biblical theology is based on the grammatical categories outlined in

classical Greek grammar.

The weakness of the classical tradition is that its goal of exhaustively mapping form to
function at the clausal and sentential level leaves unexplainable gaps (van der Merwe
1994:16-7). The problem is that textual meaning is not only conveyed at the sentence level
as an autonomous unit, but is “conditioned by the overall context” (Hopper and Thompson
1980:295; Groom 2003:161). Even if a whole verbal discourse consists of just one utterance,
the meaning of that one utterance is conditioned by eye or hand gestures, facial
expressions, the tone of voice, the state of relationship between the speaker and the
hearer(s), and the events that took place prior to the utterance. Greek grammar written in
the classical tradition, such as Conybeare and Stock (1995), does not contain much

discussion on the effects of the discourse on sentential meaning.

The study of functional linguistics seeks to address this methodological gap. The
distinctives of the discourse analysis of a text from the perspective of functional linguistics
is to study a text as a cohesive unit rather than a collection of individual sentences strung
together linearly. This does not mean that the sentence is unimportant. On the contrary,
the linkage between sentential syntax and discourse conditions cannot be severed.
Discourse notions are grounded in sentential syntax, but sentential syntax is also
conditioned by discourse notions (Lowery 1985:294; van der Merwe 1994:17). Discourse
analysis is a formal discipline that seeks to study this bi-directional relationship between

the text considered as a whole, and the text considered at the constituent level.

The advantage of employing the methods of functional linguistics in the study of discourse
analysis is that linguistics as a discipline is grounded in both modern and ancient language
data from all over the world. The geographical and chronological breadth of this data
ensures that the analytical categories that arise from this discipline (a) are widely
applicable across languages, and (b) are grounded in cognitive reality. Functional
linguistics is also able to define discourse concepts in a way that is more precise than

traditional definitions based on word semantics (Grimes 1975:323).
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Research in the discourse analysis of the Bible began in the last two decades of the
twentieth century.* A major assumption in discourse analysis from the perspective of
functional linguistics is that choice implies meaning (Levinsohn 2000a, introduction). If the
same propositional content may be coded by more than one form in a particular language,
an author’s choice of one form over another is not just a whimsical choice of style. Certain

choices have pragmatic significance. Specifically, discourse analysis seeks to:
(a) define the criteria for identifying forms that have a discourse significance;’ and
(b) specify the discourse significance of the forms that are identified.

The flow of information in the clause is governed by the rule of information structure
(Lambrecht 1994). The theory of information structure explains the pragmatic function of
the clause well because (a) it is grounded in cognitive linguistics, and (b) it is a formal
system with precise definitions. It is an improvement over other systems that employ

generalized terms such as “empbhasis” for anything that is salient (Buth 1995:85).

The encoding of information structure in a text begins with the author of the text. The
author and the presumed audience of the text share a mutual communicative context, and
the author actively communicates information to the audience based on the assumed
mental state of the hearers (Chafe 1976:30-3; Halliday 1985b:278; Lambrecht 1994:3; Dik
1997a:11). The communicative content is coded through lexical semantics and grammatical
forms. On the other end of the communicative process, the task of the hearers (or readers)
is to make an educated “guess” at the original communicative context of the author, and to
decode the semantic and grammatical information through the assumed conceptual grid of
the author (Sperber and Wilson 1995). This means that information loss inevitably occurs
because the identity of the original author(s) and their original mental states can only be
deduced based on available textual, historical, and archaeological artefacts. The lack of

complete evidence limits the exegetical task. The fact that communication necessarily

‘Studies in the New Testament include Porter (1995) and Levinsohn (2000a; 2000b). In the Old Testament area,
there are studies by Lowery (1985), Buth (1992a; 1992b), Meier (1992), Bergen (1994), Wendland (1994), Buth
(1995), Miller (1996), Heimerdinger (1999), and Heller (2004).

The relationship between morphosyntactic clues and discourse functions exists only if (a) both are
independently established, and (b) the correlation between them is statistically significant. In theory,
statistical significance can only be established by testing the level of significance of a given discourse variable.
In practice, the compilation of the textual data needed for such computation is difficult and almost never
done in the literature. Researchers do, however, strive to make claims that have few exceptions. This is an
intuitive (and a generally practiced) method of demonstrating the scientific validity of a claim both in
functional discourse studies and in narratology.
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involves both the activity of the speaker and the hearer prevents the act of communication

to be conceived solely as a speaker oriented activity, or a hearer oriented activity.

The prototypical clause has both old information and new information. The newness of a
piece of information refers to the availability of that information to the reader at a certain
textual location. Information which has not previously occurred in the discourse is new
information, whereas information that has occurred previously is old information (Firbas
1992:106; Siewierska 1993; Lambrecht 1994:44-45; Reed 1995:78-9; Firbas 1996:226-7; Gomez
2001:348).

One view says that old information does not have to be “explicitly evoked” (Birner
1994:255), rather, information that can be inferred from the preceding text may also be
treated as old information. This view is potentially dangerous for the reader who is trying
to reconstruct the authorial intention because every reader will have his or her own view
of what constitutes as reasonable inference. It is safer to take the opposing view that a

piece of information is old information only if it has a prior mention in the discourse.

In spite of Lambrecht’s (1994:207-210) caution that textual information cannot be divided
strictly as “new information” or “old information” as if they could stand in isolation from
each other,® this does not mean that it is improper to give information structure labels to
particular textual constituents. If pragmatic relationships are relationships between
referents, it is necessary and proper to isolate these referents as distinct entities before one
can even begin to talk about the relationship between them. This addition to Lambrecht
(1994) is in line with the observation by Dik (1997a:402) that constituent domains “prefer
not to be interrupted by constituents from other domains”. The structure of information
tends to clump in packages that allows the distinction between old information and new

information to be made.

The subordinate clause in 4:11,7 0¢ eloeAeboetar mpdg TOV PactAéx €i¢ TV aOANV TV
gowtépav dkAntog, has a prototypical information structure, where the most predictable
information is located on the left and the most unpredictable information is on the right.
The nominative relative pronoun, 6¢, is old information. It is an anaphoric referent

referring to the noun phrase, nag dvBpwnog fi yvvr], which immediately precedes. tov

‘Lambrecht conceptualizes new information dynamically, where it is a change in the “pragmatic state” of a
referent, or a change in the pragmatic relationship between the semantic arguments of a proposition
(1994:47-50).

"Unless specified otherwise, scriptural references refer to the Septuagint.
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PaciAéa is an established character in the narrative that is in focal relationship to the
marked topic, 0¢. Both the locative, €ig tnv aOAnVv Vv écwtépav, and the adverb, dkAnrtog,
that stand farthest to the right of the clause are new information that cannot be predicted

based on the prior text.

Discourse features may exist at the macro or the micro level. At the micro level, an
utterance is the smallest semantic unit that can convey discourse meaning. Normally, an
utterance consists of a syntactic clause (Pickering 1978:46; Lowery 1985).® A comparison of
nearly 40 modern languages shows that a clause may be conceptualized as consisting of
having a nucleus, inner peripheral elements, and outer peripheral elements. The nucleus
relates to other nuclei through various semantic relationships; and the nucleus is recursive,
meaning that it may embed subordinate elements (Longacre 1970:783-4; Lambrecht 1994;
Dik 1997a; Levensohn 2000).

The unmarked clause is expressed by two basic clausal structures (Lambrecht 1994:222),

namely (a) the topic (comment) focus clause, and (b) the thetic clause.

The heart of a sentence consists of the main clause, which may be surrounded on the
periphery by extraposed clauses or dislocated clauses. Both extraposition and dislocation
may occur to the left or to the right of the main clause. Topic tends to be associated with

old information, and focus tends to be associated with new information.

The reminder of this section will show that the unmarked pragmatic sentential structure
consists of three information components: (a) topic, (b) focus, and (c) extraclausal

elements.

2.2.1 Topic

All topic (comment) focus clauses have a topic. This clausal type predominates in the
narrative genre. The thetic clause, on the other hand, functions purely as a focus and does

not have a topic.

Topic in the present study refers (primarily) to the old information in a clause that the rest
of the clause is concerned about (Davison 1984; Lambrecht 1994:118; Buth 1995:84). For
example, in kai EAvniOn 6 PaciAevg (1:12), 6 PaciAevg is the topic. The sentence talks about

the emotional state of the king.

*Louw, an influential figure in this tradition, calls this a “colon” (1982:96-7, 117).
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But in contrast to Davison, topic does not need to be fully coded “as a salient noun phrase
within the sentence”. Topic often is not explicitly mentioned as a noun phrase, a proper
noun, or an independent pronoun. For example, in &&npedvnoev (1:1n), the topic
(Mordecai) is only encoded as a verbal suffix. Lambrecht (1994:55) also disagrees with
Davison by saying that topic does not need to receive a full nominal coding, but only needs

to “be invoked lexicogrammatically”.

There is a high correlation between the pragmatic topic and the semantic role of subject
(Lambrecht 1994; Reed 1995). Because subject is usually animate and agentive (Dik 1980;
Givon 1984; Givon 1997; Minkoff 2000:203), the fact that topic is closely associated with
subject means that topic is usually animate and agentive. In kai ndoa 1) Ogpaneioa adToD
napekdAer avthv (5:2b[2]), the marked topic, n&oa 1 Oepaneia avtod, is both animate and

agentive.
But, topic is not equivalent to the subject of a clause (Chafe 1976:48). Topic may be:

(a) a direct object. For example, in 0v €&v moifj év tfj BaotAeiq avtod (1:20), the relative
pronoun, 0v, is the topic that refers back to 6 vouog of the main clause. It is the

syntactical direct object of moifj;’

(b) an indirect object. For example, in 4:11, TAv @ éxteivel 6 Paciledc TV Xpuoiiv
pdpdov, the marked topic, mAf)v @, is syntactically the indirect object of the main

verb; and

(c) a dative. For example, in 5:1a, kai tfj pév Wa énnpeideto wg tpupepevouévn, the

dative (tfj w@) is the marked topic.

A contentious situation occurs in the case of the topicalization of a non-subject, where it
seems that both the topicalized non-subject and the syntactic subject of the clause qualify
to be the sentential topic.” To give such a label, however, makes the analysis confusing.
Hence, contrary to both Davison (1984) and Lambrecht (1994:149), this study posits that
there is a maximum of only one topic per clause.” This means that in the case of a

topicalized non-subject, the syntactic subject is analyzed as part of the focus instead.

°Other examples include tov 8¢ dpEduevov €@ NUac (4:17q), Nuac in 4:17t, Tadtnyv in 8:12t,

Ravelli (1995:224-6) has the same idea when he calls this a revised theme.

"Halliday (1985a:53) makes a similar claim by saying that a sentence may have more than one theme, where
Halliday’s definition of theme is similar to Lambrecht’s (1994) definition of topic.
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The definition of topic in this study is unlike the concept of theme by Halliday, who defines
it as “what the speaker chooses to take as his point of departure” (1985b:278). In his view,
theme could be a topic, a topicalization, a locative, an interrogative, an imperatival verb, a
vocative, a dummy-it, a conditional clause, an adverbial phrase, an extraposition, or even
“the topic sentence of a paragraph” (p. 56). Topic in this study only includes a small subset
of the elements included in the definition of theme by Halliday (1967; 1977:178; 1985a:48,
53), Eggins (1994:276-295), or Cummings (1995:276). The advantage of defining topic more

specifically is that it results in a more refined analysis of a discourse.

The definition of topic in this study, however, is close to theme as used by the Prague

school (Firbas 1992:72; Sgall 2003:165-6).

2.2.2 Focus

Phrased negatively, focus refers to those constituents which cannot be omitted without
“depriving the utterance of some information value” (Lambrecht 1994:215, 218, 224).
Phrased positively, focus is “that information which is relatively the most important or
salient in the given communicative setting” (Lambrecht 1994; Sperber and Wilson 1995:103;
Dik 1997b:326, 388; van Dijk 1997; Erteschik-Shir 2007:38). The addition of new information
is based on the assumption that the speaker will convey information that is optimally
relevant to the communicative context. This implies that the addition of new information

will not be entirely unrelated to old information (Sperber and Wilson 1995:109).

Syntactically, focus is a phrasal category (Heimerdinger 1999:165). In an unmarked clause,
focus corresponds to anything that is not the topic. Focus consists mostly of new

information, but focus may also contain old information.

Items that are on the left side of the clause tend to be the topic, and are more prominent in
the paragraph. Conversely, items toward the right side of the clause tend to be the focus,
and are more prominent in the clause (Firbas 1992:66-67; Reed 1995:88). This corresponds

to the rule of information structure, where information tends to progress from old to new.

Contrary to Goodell (1902:292), who claims that information appearing at the beginning of
the clause is the most salient, the final position is more noteworthy than the beginning of

the clause in an unmarked clause because information tends to progress from old

20ther authors would call theme, in this sense, a topicalization (Leedy 1991:178).
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information to new information (Quirk 1972:963; Cummings 1995:304). However, the

clause-initial position is more salient in a pragmatically marked clause.

Longer or more complex constituents tend to occur toward the end of a clause (Hawkins
1994:333, 436; van der Merwe, Naude, and Kroeze 1999:846.1.ii.b). In poetic language, for
example, noun phrases are sometimes divided into two parts, where the part which is
relatively more noteworthy is placed at the end of the clause (Funk 1961:249; Werth
1984:260).

Contrary to Lambrecht (1994:329-331), who does not allow for the existence of multiple
focus within a clause, focus may be separated into more focal and less focal elements in a

clause (Halliday 1967:200-8; van der Merwe, Naude, and Kroeze 1999:§47.1.h).

Unmarked focus is divided into predicate focus (also called comment focus) and clausal
focus (Lambrecht 1994:222). A comment focus usually follows the topic. For example, in kai
g&ntacev 0 PaciAevg Tovg dvo evvolyoug (1:10), 6 Pactdevg is the topic, and kai é€rjtacev

and toUg dvo evvovyoug together constitute the comment focus.

Comment focus may be a historical event that occurred in the past and is deemed to be new
information in the sense that it is new to the discourse. In &v0” v £€80&doauev Tobg Bgovg
a0tV (4:17n), Israel’s idolatry is a historical fact. But, it is a comment focus in this text

because this is the first instance that it is mentioned in the text.

The second type of unmarked focus is clausal focus (also called the thetic clause)
(Lambrecht 1994:138; Heimerdinger 1999:157; Shimasaki 2002:240-244). Comparatively, the
thetic clause is less common than the comment focus (Lambrecht 1994:296). The thetic
clause introduces a new element “without linking it to any presupposed proposition”
(Lambrecht 1994:144). The thetic sentence is hence all new, which is a feature that
distinguishes it from the comment focus. Contrary to Reed (1995:82), “broad focal
domains”, such as the thetic clause, are not “discourse peaks”, nor do they typically occur
“at the end of a paragraph”. Rather, event focus is “a summarizing, remote, depersonalized,

unwitnessed event” (Hopper 1995:141, 148).

The thetic clause has two major types. In the event focus, the referent introduced in such a
clause often does not continue as a topic in subsequent clauses (Heimerdinger 1999:216).

The event focus may occur in clauses involving a dummy subject. For example, 3:8, kai 00
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ouppépel T® PactAel €doat adToUg, is an event focus, where a real topic does not exist. The

semantic dative (the king) is neither the syntactic subject nor the pragmatic topic.

The second type of the thetic clause is the presentational focus. Major characters are
usually introduced first by a presentational focus, then anaphorically referenced as a topic
in subsequent clauses (Dik 1995:229; Shimasaki 2002:243). Contrary to Schmid (1999:64-5),

the introduction of major characters is not encoded by the left dislocation.

The clause final position is sometimes the dominant focal element, that is, the “most salient
piece of information in the clause” (Heimerdinger 1999:174-6). But, the last constituent of a
sentence is not necessarily the dominant focal element. In kai atdpaya Tapéxwotv Nuiv dia
éloug T mpdypata (3:13g), t& mpdypata stands last in the clause even though the definite
article shows that it is an anaphoric referent. It is not the dominant focal element because

it is old information.

In this study, dominant focal element is defined as that part of the focus which (a) is
entirely new (Heimerdinger 1999:189), (b) is the least recoverable from the preceding
information, and (c) is postposed from its usual position in the focus to the end of the focal
domain. It may be an adjunct that occurs at the end of the focal domain. Some dominant

focal elements play a critical role in the subsequent development of the narration.

In kol dnéotethev pabelv avti mapd tod Mapdoxaiov to dkpifég (4:5), for example, o
akpiPég is the dominant focal element because (a) it is the only piece of new information in
the focal domain (both avtfi and mapdx tod Mapdoxaiov are old information), (b)
semantically, t0 dkpifég is the goal of Esther’s inquiry, and (c) whereas a direct object
usually stands in front of the prepositional phrase, t6 dkpipég is postposed to the end of the

focal domain.

A verb may function as the dominant focal element of a focal domain when (a) it stands at
the end, and (b) the non-verbal constituents that precede it are old information (Levinsohn
1995:69). For example, in v 6 PactAevg abt® mepiédnkev (5:11), all three of the nominal
constituents before the verb, fjv, 6 PaciAevg, avt®, are old information. The verb,
Tep1Ednkeyv, stands at the end of the clause and is new information. This qualifies it as the

dominant focal element.
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In BonOnodv ot th uévn (4:171), tfj udvn is an adjectival adjunct at the end of the main
clause. Semantically, it highlights the depth of her loneliness, and provides the ground that

God should listen to her petition and come to her aid.

In kai 00 mpookuvAow oLdEva TATV 600 ToD Kupiov pou (4:17e), the dominant focal
element, mAnv cod to0 kvpiov pov, is an adjunct standing at the end of the focal domain. It
provides the essential piece of new information that completes the semantic meaning of
the clause. It highlights the devotion of Mordecai, since he has reserved his reverence to

the God of Israel alone.

A dominant focal element may be preceded by the focal use of kai. In éomevdeto ¢ 10
Tpayux Kal £1¢ Zovoav (3:15), kai €i¢ Tovoav is the dominant focal element because it (a) is
new information, (b) is an adjunct that stands at the end of the focal domain, and (c) is the

most salient information in the clause.

Dominant focal element is sometimes indistinguishable from a comment focus. In kai
KUp10G €1 mdvtwv (4:17c), mdvtwv may be interpreted as part of the noun phrase, kUp1og
navtwv, where kUptog is fronted to the preverbal position. Alternatively, ndvtwv may be
interpreted as an adjunct that is separate from the noun x0piog, in which case, kUp1og is
still fronted to the preverbal position, but tdvtwv is a dominant focal element that stands

at the end of the focal domain to highlight the extant of God’s omnipotence.

2.2.3 Peripheral elements
There are three types of extraclausal elements: (a) extraposition, (b) dislocation, and (c)
point of departure.

Extraposition refers to a peripheral clause that occurs either (a) before the main clause (left

extraposition), (b) after the main clause (right extraposition), or (c) within the main clause.

Extraposition is indicated by participles or infinitives. For example, the right extraposition,
d1a mavtog kataothioat Plovg T te Pacidelav fiuepov, in 3:13b is signaled by the infinitive
KataoThoat.

The presence of a participle does not automatically indicate an extraposition. For example,

in 6t1 oUk émoinoev ta Umo tob PaciAéwg mpootaxbivia dia TV edvouxwv (1:15),
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npootaxBévta is part of a nominal participial phrase (t& 0nd to0 PaciAéwg TpootaxOévta),

which functions as the direct object of the main verb érnoinocev.

A left extraposition is usually indicated by a nominative participle whose subject is
coindexed with the subject of the main clause.” In kai devtepov t@V PactAeidv yépag
anevnveypévog (3:13c), the referent of the nominative participle dnevrveyuévog is the
subject of the main clause, Aman. A nominative participial phrase that occurs to the left of

the main verb belongs to the sentence (Robertson 1934:431), but not the same clause.

The claim that a participle occurring before the finite verb “tends to refer to antecedent
action” generally holds true (Porter 1992:188; Longacre 1999b:178). But the definition of
“antecedent” is not always clear cut. For example, the left extraposition, ToAA@V €ndpEag
€0VQV Kal TdoNG EMKPATAONG 0iKOUUEVNC, in 3:13b refers to the general condition of the
king’s great power, while the main clause, ¢BovAiOnv un t@® Opdoer thg €€ovaoiag
gnapouevog, refers to the will of the king prior to the issuance of the royal decree. It is
difficult to compare the chronology of the two. Levinsohn (2000a:§11.1) agrees that the

relative importance of the two often “has to be deduced from the context”.

An extraposed clause may occur intraclausally, although rare. In 8:12c, moAAot tfj mAeiotn
TOV €DEPYETOOVTIWVY XPNOTOTNTL TUKVOTEPOV TIHWUeVoL Uellov €ppovnoav, the medial
extraposition (tfi mAelotn TV €VEPYETOUVIWV XPNOTOTNTL TUKVOTEPOV TIUWUEVOL) is
wedged between the marked topic (roAMoi) and the comment focus (ueilov é@pdvnoav).
Medial extraposition seems to function as discourse background, although limited data in

the study corpus does not permit a firm conclusion.

Contrary to Walser (2001:504-5), the participle phrase is not always “placed before the main
verb”. The right extraposition frequently occurs in the text. It “clarifies or modifies some
constituent”, especially when “the speaker cannot be certain that the addressee has

established the appropriate bridging assumptions” (Dik 1997b:388-400).

Right extraposition may encode a variety of semantic relationships with the main clause. It

may:

(a) denote a temporal event that has taken place before that of the main clause. For

example, the right extraposition, dxovcaca t0 yeyovog, temporally precedes the

BContrary to Halliday (1967; 1985a; 1985b) and Gomez (2001:154), left extraposition, as defined in this study, is
not always equated with sentential or episodic theme.
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temporality of the main verb, étapdy0n in 4:4. Esther is disturbed only after she hears

what had happened;

(b) explain the purpose of the main clause. In 8:14, o1 uév ovv inneic éfABov onevdovreg
ta Uno to0 PaciAéwg Aeydueva émteAely, the right extraposition oneddovreg td OTO
t00 PaciAéwg Aeydueva émiteAelv explains the purpose for the sending out of the

horses in the main clause (oi pév o0v innei é€RAOov); and

(c) describe the manner of the main clause. For example, the two right extraposition
clauses (¢otoAopévog v PactAikny otoAnv and kal oté@avov €xwv xpvoodv Kai
Nadnua Poooivov mopeupodv) in 8:15 describe the manner that Mordecai was

dressed when he went out (6 8¢ Map&oyatog EEAADeV).

Ambiguity sometimes exists. The right extraposition in 4:17a, yvnuovedwv ndvta td €pya
Kupiov, may be interpreted (a) as an apposition to the main clause (kai £8e10n kvpiov),
where pvnuovedwv is the means by which Mordecai petitions the Lord, or (b) as a
precondition to the main clause, where Mordecai’s recall of the Lord’s mighty acts prompts

him to have faith in petitioning the Lord.

The second type of peripheral element is dislocation. A dislocation explicitly identifies the
referent of a constituent in the main clause. The relationship between the peripheral clause
and the main clause is one of coreferentiality rather than “extraction” or “adjustment” (Dik
1997b:388-400). Since a sentence may not have more than one topic, as defined in this
study, left dislocation is not another topic in the sentence, contrary to Lambrecht

(1994:149, 182).

Dislocation may occur either to the left or to the right of the main clause (Dik 1995:79). For
example, in kai ti 0 &&lwud cov kal £otw oot £w¢ Tob Nuicoug thg BaotAeiog pov (7:2), kol

1 10 &&lwpd oov is a left dislocation that qualifies the dummy subject, €otw.

A left dislocation may explicate a semantic role other than the subject. In kat ti 0 8g0g
BePovAeutan motfoat eixev avTod &v T kapdia (1:11), it is the direct object (a0Td) of the main

verb that is explicated by the left dislocation (kai ti 6 8e6¢ BePovAgvtan motfjoar).

A right dislocation is illustrated by fiv émnyysidato Apav t® Pacidel €i¢ v ydalav
taAdvtwv pupiwv in 4:7, where the identity of the fronted topic, fjv, is specified by the
right dislocation (van der Merwe, Naude, and Kroeze 1999:846.1; Levinsohn 2000a:84; Dehe
2002:279; Erteschik-Shir 2007:159), taAdvtwv pupiwv.
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Another example of a right dislocation is in 8:9, where the identity of the verbal subject
(kal €ypden toic lovdaioig) is provided in the right dislocation that follows (Soa éveteidato
TO1G 01KOVOUOLG KAl TOTG GPXOLOLV TV caTPaAT®V Amod THG TvdikA¢ £wg thg Aibromiag Ekatov

€1KOO1 £TTTA 0OTPATIEINNC KATA XWPAV KAL XWPAV KATX THV EXLTOV AEELY).

Right dislocation may be used to prevent confusion. In kai fipecev a0t® (2:9), the identity
of the verbal suffix of this clause should be clear in itself because (a) it is the same as the
topic of the preceding clause, and (b) the masculine gender of the dative a0t® and the
semantics of fipecev preclude other possibilities. But just to be clear, the writer adds a right

dislocation, t0 kopdotov, to prevent a possible ambiguity of the topic identity.

The third type of the peripheral element is the point of departure. A point of departure is
usually indicated by an adverb proper or a genitival participle standing before the main
clause (Funk 1961:248; Grimes 1975:328; Firbas 1992:50-51, 54; Lambrecht 1994:125; Dik
1995:13; Dik 1997b:388-400; Heimerdinger 1999; Levinsohn 2000a:§2; Shimasaki 2002:245-
249).

&v T® tpitw £tet PaociAevovtog avtod, 1:3, is an example of a point of departure signaled by

a genitival participle.

The subject of a point of departure involving a genitival participle is usually different from
the topic of the main verb (Healey and Healey 1990). For example, the subject of the point
of departure in 3:13c, tvBouévou 8¢ pov TV cuuPovAwv TG av dxOein Ttolto nt Tépag, is
the king; but the subject of the main clause, Auav énédei€ev Muiv év ndoaig Talg Katd TtV

oikovuévnv @UAATG dvaueueiyxdat duouevii Aadv tiva (3:13¢-d), is Aman.

Contrary to Halliday (1967:220), a point of departure is neither a sentential theme (topic)
nor a focus; rather, it has both a backward looking and a forward looking function
(Heimerdinger 1999:205; Levinsohn 2000a:§82). The suggestion of Paducheva (1996:273) to
treat time or place adverbials as sentential theme does not work because more than one
adverbial can occur before the main clause, which “is incompatible with a unitary concept

of theme” (Quirk 1972:947).

There is evidence to suggest that an anarthrous genitival participle that is a point of
departure sometimes functions as background to the main clause (Healey and Healey 1990;

Levinsohn 2000a:811.1). For example, in 6:14, €t1 abvt®v AaloVOviwv mapayivovtal ol
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govolyot, the point of departure (¢t1 a0t@V AadoUvtwv) is background with respect to the

main clause (rapayivovtal ot ebvobyot), which is the narrative foreground.
A temporal point of departure may also be indicated by:

(a) the infinitival phrase. This is shown in v 8¢ t® dvanAnpotobat tov xpdvov Ecdrp

thi¢ Ouyatpog Apvadap adeA@od Tatpdg Mapdoxaiov (2:15);

(b) a finite verb whose subject is different from the subject of the main clause. For
example, in 2:8, the subject of the temporal point of departure (kai 6te fHxov6ON TO
100 PaciAéwg mpdotayua) is T0 to0 PaciAéwg mpdotayua, whereas the subject of the
main clause (cuvixBnoav kopdola moOAAQ €i¢ Zovoav TV TOAV UTO Xelpa Tat) is

KOpAola TOAAQ.

A point of departure may be a conditional clause (Dik 1997b:388-400). In 3:9, €i dokel T®
PactAel is a conditional peripheral clause that acts as a point of departure. It bridges the
previous material with what follows. Here, Aman exhorts the king to exterminate the Jews
based on his charge in the preceding clauses that the Jews follow their own law rather than

the law of the king.

2.3 Markedness at the clausal level

Markedness may also exist at the clausal level (Pickering 1978:51). This is signaled by three
structural devices: (a) fronting, (b) the present aspect, and (c) markers of clausal

prominence.™

2.3.1 Fronting

A tenet of functional linguistics is that the structural coding of a language has pragmatic
meaning. If the grammar of a language allows the same semantic proposition to be coded in
differents ways, the different means of coding (allosentences) reflect pragmatic
significance (Revell 1989; van der Merwe 1991; Payne 1990; Downing and Noonan 1995; Dik
1997b:326-7; Shlonsky 1997; Shimasaki 2002; Kwong 2005; Lunn 2006). Coding that is
pragmatically salient is called marked, and coding that is comparatively less salient is

called unmarked.

“For this study corpus, the marking of local prominence seems to be conditioned by genre type. Local
prominence occurs with a higher frequency in the two royal epistles than elsewhere in the text.
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The best way to ascertain the difference between marked and unmarked coding in a
language is to compare the salience of allosentences (Lambrecht 1994). The investigation of
the pragmatic effects of a non-living language, such as biblical Greek, is inherently limited
because it is not possible (a) to generate different types of allosentences spontaneously, and
(b) to test the pragmatic effects of allosentences on live speakers of that language.
Intonational patterns, which is a major method of coding pragmatic meaning, of biblical
Greek is also lost to the modern audience. Yet, the investigation of the pragmatics of

biblical Greek is still possible because of language typology.

The study of language typology is the study of the general structural properties of
languages throughout the world, including both modern and deceased languages. Even
though the semantic and structural coding of a particular language, such as Greek, goes
through changes with time, languages at particular moments in their history may be
classified into language types. Furthermore, the existence of these languages types is a
property of human language that has “remained invariable over time” (Song 2001:14-5). A
modern language A, for example, may be characterized as a subject-verb-object language,
and an ancient language B back in period P was a verb-subject-object language. But,
language B may evolve through time into a subject-verb-object language by modern times.
This example illustrates that (a) a modern language A and language B (of period P) may
belong to different language types, but (b) because the language type of language B
changes through time (diachronically) (Leedy 1991:110), (c) language B (by modern times)
may belong to the same language type as the modern language A. Yet, the basic existence
of the language type “subject-verb-object” and “verb-subject-object” has not changed
through time. They are the language structures that languages change from and change

into at different times.

The classification of the basic word order of a language at a particular time is important
because a deviation from that basic word order is salient. The basic word order corresponds
to the unmarked pragmatic usage, and the salient word order corresponds to the marked

usage.

The unmarked pattern is determined by counting the relative frequency of occurrence of
various word orders. A pattern that dominates in terms of the absolute frequency of
occurrence as well as the breadth of syntactical environments is the unmarked

construction (Dik 1997a:44).
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A pragmatically marked word order, on the other hand, is one where the normal coding of
information (such as word order) is disrupted. A marked construction is less expected and
“therefore commands more attention when it occurs” (Dik 1997a:41; Foraker and McElree

2007), and “tends to be cognitively more complex” (Givon 1995b:27-8).

Markedness is “often context sensitive” (Givon 1995b:27-8; Batistella 1996:8-14), which
means that the concept of markedness may vary across different types of syntactical
categories. It is also a relative concept, since a construction that is considered marked in
one context may be relatively unmarked when compared to another construction in

another context (Lambrecht 1994:29-30; Dik 1997a:45)."

It is erroneous to believe that biblical Greek does not have a basic word order just because
it is said to be a “free word order” language. This is shown by the fact that children who
learn free word order languages develop (over time) relatively stable word order
preferences for various sentence structures (Schmid 1999:45). This claim does not deny the
existence of individual preferences in word order. Rather, this claim asserts that the
dominant choice of word order, whatever it may be, of a particular author forms the
default pragmatic usage of the author, and deviations from that the default word order is

motivated by the desire to mark cognitive saliency.'®

Secondly, the study of information structure also makes the investigation of the pragmatics

of biblical Greek possible.

Although researchers differ on their interpretation of the effects of semantics and
discourse thematicity on clausal markedness (Tomlin 1986; Siewierska 1988:263),
researchers generally agree that “whatever comes first in a clause is relatively more
important” (Goodell 1902:291-2; Mithun 1987:325; Larsen 1991a:§2; Dik 1997b:404-9). In the
unmarked situation, a constituent appears in the initial position of a clause because it is old
information, in which case it may be “processed faster” compared to new information

(Goodell 1902:292; Schmid 1999:42-3). In the marked situation, on the other hand, a

“When a text may be read as marked or as unmarked, the unmarked reading is preferred (Buth 1992b:89).
For example, an author who is predisposed to place a prepositional phrase at the beginning of an English
sentence is using this word order as the default. The placement of the prepositional phrase in other positions
would then be considered marked for that author. Linguistically, this is equivalent to the phenomenon of a
dialectal variation, where a subgroup within a language community employs a language variation which is
different from the general usage of that language community. If the number of people of that linguistic
subgroup grows, then that particular word order convention would shift over time. However, this does not
negate the fact that the language community does have a relatively stable language convention at any
particular point in time.
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constituent that is new information may be fronted to the beginning of the clause to
precede old information (Pickering 1978:47; Dik 1980; Andersen 1983; Payne 1987; Leedy
1991:180; Firbas 1992:72; Birner 1994:255; Lambrecht 1994:16-17; Buth 1995; Dik 1995;
Downing 1995:16; Payne 1995:479; Reed 1995:78; Rosenbaum 1997; Choi 1999:201;
Heimerdinger 1999:187; van der Merwe, Naude, and Kroeze 1999:847.1.f)."

Based on the principles of (a) language typology, and (b) information structure, the

unmarked word order for biblical Greek is such that (Leedy 1991; Levinsohn 2000a):
(a) the core constituent precedes the peripheral constituents;
(b) the verb precedes the indirect object;
(c) the passive verb precedes the semantic agent of the verb;
(d) a substantive precedes its genitive case modifier;
(e) the verb precedes the prepositional phrase that it governs;
(f) the noun precedes the relative clause that it governs; and
(g) the main clause precedes the subordinate clause that it governs.

Further, the semantic role of object follows the semantic role of subject in the unmarked
situation, whereas the reverse is a marked position (Robertson 1934:417; Leedy 1991:174;
Cummings 1995:303-4; Reed 1995:88; Terry 1995:153-4; Dik 1997b:404-9; Reed 1997:383-4;
Walser 2001:504-5; Erteschik-Shir 2007:156). This may be explained by the fact that
“subjects typically have referents which are related to the discourse topic, and that topical

information tends to occur early in the clause” (Cumming and Ono 1997:112).

The unmarked order of the verb for biblical Greek is disputed. Some argue that the
unmarked order of the verb is not initial. Instead, the unmarked word order is subject-
verb-object, if the subject is expressed other than as a verbal suffix (Goodell 1902:293-4;
Machen 1959:26; Porter 1992:293; McKay 1994:6-7; Terry 1995:137, Reed 1997:383-4).

It is however more likely that the unmarked position of the verb in biblical Greek (at least

in the Septuagintal period) is initial.

“Even though Halliday (1967:200-8) would call both an unmarked frontal element or a marked frontal
element a “theme”, he admits that sentential theme may be separated into the unmarked and marked.
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Firstly, the character of the biblical Greek in the Septuagint is influenced by biblical
Hebrew, whose typology is verb-subject-object (Jongeling 1991; Bandstra 1992; Terry
1995:139; Rosenbaum 1997:45, 211; Kruijff 2002:142), rather than subject-verb-object.

Whereas Greek that is written directly in the vernacular has a relatively free word order,
“the translation Greek of the Septuagint tends to have a stricter word order” that is similar
to “the strictness of biblical Hebrew” (Rife 1933:246-7). Rife demonstrated this proposition
by comparing the word order of main declarative sentences (that involve both the subject
and the object as substantives) from Greek writings of various periods (p. 250). Whereas
some books in the Septuagint, such as Deuteronomy, 1 Kingdoms, Tobit, 1 Maccabees, have
a close ratio between the verb-subject-object word order and the subject-verb-object word
order, the verb-subject-object word order clearly predominates in Genesis, Exodus,
Leviticus, Numbers, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 3 Kingdoms, 4 Kingdoms, Judith in the Septuagint.
A survey of the relative order of a substantive and its adjective also supports the claim that
septuagintal Greek is influenced by biblical Hebrew. There is “only one exception” to the
Hebrew order of the adjective following the substantive in an analysis of samples from the
first ten books of the Septuagint (p. 249). The work of Rife (1933) is admittedly tentative
because it was only based on sample passages from each work that was surveyed. But the
precision of the analytical methodology is admirable. To date, there is no comparable
attempt on comparing the Greek word order from the classical period to the time of the

New Testament.

Secondly, it should be noted that researchers (Machen 1959:26; Porter 1992:293; McKay
1994:6-7; Terry 1995:137; Reed 1997:383-4), who do not support the claim that verb initial is
the unmarked word order, primarily argue from the New Testament as their research
corpus.’ It is possible that they are right, in so far as their research corpus is concerned,
since there is evidence that the subject-verb-object word order predominates in some
books of the New Testament, such as John, Mark, Matthew, Luke, and Acts (Rife 1933:246-7).
But this does not mean that the basic word order of the Septuagint is the same as the New

Testament.

Thirdly, the claim that the unmarked position of the verb in Greek could be initial is
supported by researchers such as Moule (1953:166), Funk (1961:248-9), Turner (1963:347-8),
Leedy (1991:174), Dik (1995:12), Roberts (1997), Levinsohn (2000a:§3).

8Similarly, Goodell (1902:293-4) argues the same for classical Greek.
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Fourthly, Porter’s (1992:293; 1994:295-6) challenge to the claim that “the basic order for

koine Greek is verb-subject-object” is not altogether clear because:

(a) the fact that subject is often coded independently and fronted in “dependent clauses”
without signaling markedness does not infer that the fronting of the subject in the

main clause is not marked;

(b) the argument that a subject that is “placed after the predicate or the complement”
leads to a decrease in markedness is precisely an admission that the “constituent
occupying the initial position” is relatively more marked, since markedness is a

relative concept (contrary to Porter’s opposite conclusion);

(c) Porter’s (1992) statement that “the most common clausal structure is simple
predicate or predicate-complement... followed by complement-predicate and subject-
predicate” (p. 293) actually supports the opposite claim that verb initial is the

unmarked order;

(d) Porter (1994) makes a different claim from Porter (1992) by saying that “depending
upon the passages, the predicate-complement and complement-predicate structures
are often quite close in ratio of usage” (1994:294), even though Porter (1994) does not
provide additional data to support the change of the claim in Porter (1992);

(e) the statement that “when a subject is expressed, it is normal for the subject to be
initial in the main clause, whether the clause type is subject-predicate; subject-
predicate-complement; or subject-complement-predicate” (1994:294) is false, since
the coding of the subject is often after the predicate (or verb phrase); nor does Porter

quantify what he means by “normal”; and,

(f) while he says that trying to ascertain the prototypical word order of biblical Greek
based on clauses containing of only a verb and an object “can only skew the results”,
and an analysis based on all three subject, verb, and object is “also wrong”, he goes on
to say that other combinations, such as “a verb or a noun phrase with a predicate, or
a verb with an object” should be tried. Porter is contradicting himself when he says
that a clause involving “a verb with an object” will both “skew the result” and is a
combination “should be tried”. Equally problematic is the statement that a

7

combination involving both “a verb” and “a predicate” “should be tried”, since a verb

is necessarily part of the predicate in terms of functional linguistics. Lastly, his
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exhortation that the combination “noun phrase with a predicate” “should be tried” in
the quest to determine the prototypical koine Greek word order has always been
known to other investigators of the Greek word order, such as Leedy (1991:174) and

Levinsohn (2000a:83), who draw the opposite conclusion from Porter.

Porter’s (1992; 1994) conclusion that the prototypical word order of koine Greek is subject-

verb-object is hence unconvincing.

The work of Terry (1995:137) is more nuanced and is backed up by more hard data. He
makes the case that the typical koine Greek word order is subject-verb-object for the
hortatory genre of the book of 1 Corinthians. At the same time, he admits that the narrative

genre which was investigated followed the word order of verb-subject-object.

At first sight, Reed (1997:383-4) seems to agree with Porter (1992; 1994) and Terry (1995)
when he says that “the unmarked position of the grammatical subject is before the verb if
the subject is a main participant and it is new in terms of information status”. But in
reality, the occurrence of a subject as “a main participant” or a subject that “is new in
terms of information status” typically only covers a minor portion of the total occurrence
of all subjects that are coded independently of the verb. Therefore, Reed is right when he
goes on to say that if the information status of the subject can be evoked or inferred, “its
unmarked position is not clause initial”. Since this constitutes the majority of the instances

of the subject, Reed is actually agreeing with the verb-subject-object position.

Fifthly, there is no question that the verb precedes the subject in the book of Esther in the
Septuagint. Subject that is coded (other than the verbal suffix) is overwhelmingly
postverbal in main clauses that involve intransitive or transitive verbs. The occurrence of

the topic in the preverbal slot of a main clause is relatively rare, and is therefore marked.

2.3.1.1 Marked focus

Whereas unmarked focus is the occurrence of new information (focus) after old
information (topic), marked focus is the fronting of new information before old
information (Heimerdinger 1999:170; Shimasaki 2002:121). mapa tod 800 £yéveto tadta in
10:3a is an example, where talta is a topic because it is an anaphoric referent. The
complement of the stative clause (napa tod 0£00) is a focus because it is new information,

and it is marked because it precedes the topic.

41



Marked and unmarked focus are not mutually exclusive within a clause. A clause may
contain both types of focus at the same time. For example, tiva 6éAet 6 Pacidevg doEdoa i
un €ué in 6:6 has (a) a marked focus (tiva), (b) an unmarked focus (0éAer do€doar), and (c) a

dominant focal element (i pr| €ué).

Because both the marked focus and the point of departure occur at the beginning of a
clause, the two categories sometimes blur. Consider deiAng eiomopeveton (2:14), for
example. The temporal, 8eiAng, could be considered as (a) an adverbial focus standing in

the marked position, or (b) a temporal point of departure.

The category of the marked focus may also blur with a left extraposition. For example, in
4:17h, tva {Ovteg Duv@UEV cov tO Svopa kOpie, the left extraposed clause coded by the
nominative participle ({Gvteg) may also be interpreted as a type of marked focus because
the new information, {®vrteg, is the main point of the clause, highlighting the fact that the

survival of the Jews is a precondition that allows them to continue praising the Lord.

Marked focus may occur not only in a topic comment clause, but also in a thetic clause. For
example, in &AAobev Poribeia kal okénn €otar tolg lovdatoig of 4:14, the marked focus

(&AN0Bev Porbsia kai okénn) precedes the event focus (fotat toic Iovdaioig).

The complement of a clause may be coded as a marked Focus. For example, in 6t1 lovda1dg

gotiv (3:4), the marked focus (Iovdaidg) is the complement of the clause.

Interrogative particles (also referred to as the wh-word) nearly always appear in the clause
initial position. Although the interrogative particle has been analyzed as if it were an
“unmarked” sentential theme (Halliday 1977:182-6; Brown and Miller 1992:367; 373), this is
only appropriate for a subject initial language, such as English. For a verb initial language
(Utschig 1985:232-3), such as biblical Greek, classifying the interrogative particle as a
marked argument focus (Lambrecht 1994:230, 283) is more consistent with the overall

analytical scheme of this study.

One example of an interrogative functioning as a marked argument focus is tf Tapakoveig
& OO To0 PaciAéwg Aeydueva in 3:3, where ti is the marked focus, the verbal suffix

denotes the topic, and the rest of the clause is the comment focus.

However, a negation particle that precedes a main verb is not to be interpreted as a marked
argument focus because the position of the negation particle deals with the semantic scope

of negation (de Swart 2004:512) rather than pragmatic saliency. If the negation particle
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immediately precedes the verb, the scope of the negation “applies to the whole predicate
comment” (Levinsohn 2000a:84). The negation particle may also be placed in other

positions to negate individual constituents of the clause.

Another type of marked focus is the focus presupposition clause (Lambrecht 1994). This is a
type of the marked argument focus structure (Heimerdinger 1999:162-164). The
presupposition is assumed to be known to the “hearer” from the information provided in
the preceding text. One example of a focus presupposition clause is 00 tov BaciAéa uévov
Ndiknoev Aoty 1 Pacidicoa in 1:16, where ndiknoev Aotiv 1 Paciliooa is old information
that is also the presupposition of the clause, and o0 tov PaciAéa pévov is the marked

argument focus.

The interrogative particle is a type of the marked argument focus in a focus presupposition
clause. For example, in ti¢ év tfj aVAfj (6:4), the interrogative tig is the marked focus. The
fact that the prepositional phrase, év tfj a0Af, occurred in the previous clause (Auav év T

aVAf}) means that it is a presupposition.

Although rare, the presupposition of a focus presupposition clause may be implied rather
than explicitly coded in the preceding text. For example, in ti 0éAeig (5:3), OéAeig is
technically new information because Esther has not yet made a request in the preceding
text. But it is treated in the text as if it were old information because Esther’s desire for a
request may be inferred from the previous context, where she sought an audience with the

king at the risk of her own life.

Marked argument focus is the primary means of encoding contrastive focus. This may take
place within the same clause. For example, in kal dvti T®vV Unepn@dvwv NdvoudTwV
o1t0800 Kal KOTPLOV ENANceV TV Ke@aAr v avth¢ (4:17k), there are two marked foci in the
same clause, where the first marked focus (&vti t@v Onepn@dvwv ndvoudtwyv) contrasts

with the second marked focus (om0d00 kal kompidV).

Contrastive focus may also occur between the marked argument foci of two consecutive
clauses. This is shown in 8:12c, where the marked focus (00 pdvov tovg vroteTayUévoug

fulv) contrasts with the marked focus (toic €éavt®v evepyétaig) of the following clause.

But contrastive focus is a broader concept than marked argument focus. Contrastive focus
does not have to be argument focus (Lambrecht 1994:286-291). For example, contrastive

focus may take place between two dislocations across the sentence boundary. The right
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dislocation, ta 8¢ €0vn t& €movvaxbévta dmoAécar tO Svoua TtV lovdaiwv, of 10:3e
contrasts with the left dislocation, to 8¢ €0vog t0 €udv, of the following sentence in 10:3f.
Also, in 1:16, the marked argument focus (o0 tov PaciAéa udvov) does not contrast with
another marked argument focus, but the right extraposition (GAAG kal mdvtag toUg

&pxovtag kai toug nyovpuévoug tob PactAéwg) of the same clause instead.”

2.3.1.2 Other types of fronting

Where the fronting of an independent subject before the verb in biblical Greek is marked
from a typological view, the same methodology shows that the fronting of other

constituent types may indicate markedness.

Firstly, whereas the unmarked word order of a genitive modifier is for it to follow its head
noun,” a genitive modifier that precedes its head noun is usually marked. For example, in
3:13f, mavtag obv yuvail kai Tékvolg amoAéoar 0Aoppilel taig TV €xOpdv uaxaipaig, the
genitival element (t@®v éx0pdv) is marked because it is fronted before its head noun
(paxaipaig). In 3:13b, TOAAQV €ndpéac €0vOV kal mdong €mkpatrioag oikovuévng, the
genitive modifiers (moAA@v and ndong) are not only fronted before their respective head

nouns (£0vav and oikovpévng) but also the governing verbs (énap€ag and émkpatroag).”

While the fronting of a genitive nominal modifer or a genitive adjectival modifier before
the noun that it modifies is usually pragmatically marked (Robertson 1934:417-8; Devine

and Stephens 2000:31-2), it is sometimes unmarked because:

(a) a noun is sometimes shifted to the dominant focal element position at the end of the
clause (Levinsohn 2000a:§4). The movement of the noun to the right of the clause

makes the genitival pronoun falsely appear to have moved to the left; and

(b) the referent of a fronted genitival pronoun is mentioned in the preceding text, and is
the old information, while the head noun supplies the new information in the clause.

Fronting is a mechanism to maintain the unmarked information sequence (where old

“This last example may also be classified as a counterpresuppositional focus because of the ov... pévov
formula (Buth 1992b:83; Dik 1995:39).

“ndoa 1 Oepaneio adTod of 5:2b is one example. It also occurs in 1:1f; 1:1i; 1:1r; 1:3, 4, 8, 11, 13, 18, 19, 20, 22;
2:3,7,9, 10, 16, 18 (twice), 20 (twice); 3:1, 8 (three times), 13; 4:1, 5, 8 (twice), 14, 16, 17d, 17i (twice), 17k (four
times), 17m, 17n, 170, 17q, 17s (three times); 5:1, 1a, 1b (twice), 1c (twice), 1d (twice), 1e (twice), 2, 2b, 3, 4, 7
(twice), 10, 11, 14; 6:1, 13; 7:2 (twice), 3 (four times), 4, 8; 8:3, 5, 6, 8 (twice), 10, 11 (three times); 9:22, 25, 26
(twice), 27, 28, 31 (twice); 10:1, 2 (twice), 3, 3f, 3i (twice), 3k, 31.

Z'However, the demonstrative use of a pronoun, such as o0 adtod unvog (9:17) is marked.
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information precedes new information). This occurs in 1:1d, 1:1e, 1:1n, 2:7, 3:12, 4:4,

5:3, 6:10, 8:9, 9:16, 10:3b.

Secondly, the fronting of a prepositional phrase is another type of marked fronting. For
example, in 3:13a[2], tol¢ amo thc Tvdikiig €wg Th¢ Aiblomiag £KATOV €1KOOL EMTA XWPQOV
&pxovot, the prepositional phrase (&mo th¢ Tviikfic €wg tiig Aibromiag) is marked because it

is fronted before the head verb phrase (¢katov eikoot énta xwpdv dpyovot).

Thirdly, the verbal participle occurs a total of 203 times. The fronting of a constituent
governed by a participle occurs 64 times,” which constitutes 32 percent of the total. Hence,

the fronting of a constituent governed by a participle is pragmatically marked.

Fourthly, 4:7, fjv énnyyeidato Apav t@® Paocilel, shows that a verb usually stands at the
front of a comment focus (énnyysidato Auav @ PaociAel).” In 1:7 (6v avtdg O PactAed
¢mvev), however, adtog 6 Paciledg is a (noun phrase) constituent within the comment
focus that precedes the verb.” Comparatively, the fronting of a nonverbal element in a
comment focus before the verb is pragmatically marked because it constitutes 26 percent
of the construction involving a relative pronoun (functioning as marked topic) followed by

a comment focus.

Fifthly, the stative verb &t occurs a total of 69 times. The fronting of a constituent in a
comment clause governed by €t occurs 15 times,” which is 22 percent of the total, and is

hence pragmatically marked.”

2.3.1.3 Marked topic

The preverbal position is used to signal (a) marked focus, or (b) marked topic (Buth
1992b:86; Payne 1995:479; Heimerdinger 1999:210; 213-4). The reason that fronting is
sometimes not locally prominent (Muraoka 1985; Payne 1995:479; Goldfajn 1998:93; Gross

2In 1:6 (three times), 7, 10, 14, 15, 18 (twice); 3:3, 4, 8, 13a, 13b (six times), 13c (three times), 13d (twice), 13e
(twice), 13g; 4:1, 2, 8, 17b, 17r; 5:1b (twice), 9; 6:13, 14; 7:7, 8; 8:8, 12b, 12¢ (twice), 12d (three times), 12e (three
times), 12f, 12g, 12i (twice), 12k, 12p (three times), 12r (three times), 12s (twice), 12t, 12u, 14, 15; 9:27.

“The construction of a relative pronoun (functioning as marked topic) followed by a comment focus (that
does not contain preverbal constituents) occurs 20 times. It takes place in 1:1; 2:15, 16; 3:7, 13; 4:7; 5:5; 6:10, 14;
7:5,10; 8:1,2,5,9, 12; 9:1, 20, 22; 10:3.

#The construction of a relative pronoun (functioning as marked topic) followed by a comment focus (that
does contain a preverbal constituent) occurs 7 times. Also in 5:11; 6:7, 8 (twice), 9, 11.

#Also in 1:11; 3:4, 14; 4:17b, 171, 17n; 5:1f, 3, 4; 7:7; 8:12g, 12p, 13; 10:3, 3d.

*The fronting of a constituent in a comment clause governed by another stative verb, yivoua, takes place in
1:8; 9:14, 25, 26; 10:3a. An unfronted example is found in 8:16. The paucity of data does not allow a firm
conclusion. But, this construction does not appear to be pragmatically marked.
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1999:40-45) is because marked topic differs from marked focus. A marked topic is a topic
which is fronted before the verb. Marked topic consists of 17 percent of the corpus. Like the
marked focus, a marked topic is pragmatically salient (Dik 1980). But unlike the marked
focus, a marked topic does not signal local prominence; rather, the marked topic is a
structural device that signals discourse boundaries. The exception to this rule is a relative
pronoun that stands in the preverbal position of a subordinate clause. This usage merely

links the relative clause to its head clause.

Sometimes, both a marked topic and a marked focus may occur in the same clause. For
example, in 4:17b, 611 év é€ovoia cov TO AV €oTiv, £v €€ovoia cov is a marked topic because
it is old information, where the second person pronoun, cov, is anchored to the vocative of
the preceding clause. Both the marked topic (¢v €€ovcia cov) and the marked focus

complement (t6 mdv) occur in the same stative clause.”

The topic of a subordinate clause is typically coded as marked (Quirk 1972:950; Terry
1995:148). For example, in the subordinate clause, § €¢otiv €mi Tfig KEQAATG Hov &v NUépaig
ontaociag pov, of 4:17w, the indefinite pronoun, &, is a marked topic. However, it is not
prominent; rather, it functions as an anaphoric referent back to t0 onuelov tfig
Unepngaviag pov of the previous clause.”® The marked topic of the subordinate clause is
attracted to the left of the verb in order to be closer to the main clause constituent which

governs it (Buth 1992b:84; Abraham 2007:201).

Another pragmatic function of the marked topic is to highlight a choice among several
options. For instance, the marked topic, 1| yovn 1] av dpéon t@ PaciAel, in 2:4 signifies the

winner of the selection process for the new queen.”

One of the uses of marked topic is to signal contrastive topics (Dooley 1982; Lambrecht

1994:291-292; Heimerdinger 1999:206; Sgall 2003:174; Erteschik-Shir 2007:51).

Sometimes both elements of a contrastive topic pair are marked. For example, in 3:11, t6
uév apyopiov (the first marked topic) contrasts with t@® 3¢ €0ver (the second marked

topic).*

“This construction is also found in 4:17d, 17g, 171; 5:1f, 4.

%0ther examples include @v avtfj éverefhato 6 edvodxog 6 @VAAE T@V yuvaik®v in 2:15, fiv énnyyeilato
Apav T PactAel in 4:7, v Toijow adToig in 5:8, fjv 6 BactAedg a0TH TePLEBNKeV in 5:11.

»Another example is found in 3:2.

*Other examples include the contrast between the marked topics, oi 8¢ katoikodvteg év taic untpomdieotv
and oi Tovdaiot ol Sieomapuévor év ndon xwpq tfj #€w in 9:19.
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Contrastive marked topic may be used in a series to denote the rapid change of characters
in a narrative. For example, the marked topic occurs successively in 7:6 (Aman); 7:7[1] (the

king); 7:7[2] (Aman).

But, contrastive topic does not have to be coded exclusively by marked topics. For example,
the marked topic, o0 8¢ kai 6 oikog Tod Tatpdg cov in 4:14, contrasts with the marked focus,

dANoBev PoriOsix ki okémn, of the preceding clause.

2.3.2 Present and other aspects

A salient word order is not the only means of coding clausal markedness. The second means

of coding clausal markedness is a salient verbal aspect (Bhat 1999:97, 180).

A discourse may be separated into the mainline (also known as foreground) and offline.
Often, the mainline action of the narrative genre is coded by a default verbal aspect. For
biblical Greek, that default aspect in narrative genre is the perfective aspect® (Bhat

1999:180; Levinsohn 2000a:810.2; Westfall 2005:57-59).*

Fanning’s (1990:420-1) claim that “aspect has nothing inherently to do... with prominence
in discourse” is dubious. For example, his view that the present aspect “reflects an internal
viewpoint which focuses on its development or progress” does not therefore infer that the

present aspect cannot be pragmatically prominent.

Whereas the perfective aspect, such as the aorist tense, is the default verbal aspect for the
mainline narration, a verb is marked as prominent by the present aspect in biblical Greek
(Boos 1984; Levinsohn 1987:95; Porter 1992:302; Levinsohn 2000a:§12.2; Mathewson 2008).
In this study corpus, the relative frequency of the occurrence of the present aspect with
respect to the total occurrence of the verb supports this position. The verb occurs a total of
1006 times. The aorist tense occurs 580 times (58% of the total), and is therefore unmarked.
On the other hand, the present tense occurs 249 times (25% of the total), and is therefore

marked compared to the aorist.

Of the 249 occurrences of the present tense, the present participles (104 occurrences) and

the present infinitives (41 occurrences) are located in the sentence peripheries. They are

*'The terminology of “perfective aspect” is a linguistic term referring to a verbal action that is completed. The
Greek aorist is one form of the perfective aspect. Perfective aspect is not to be confused with the perfective
tense in the parsing system of the Greek verb.

But the default verbal aspect may differ according to the discourse genre (Longacre 1985b:172; Wald
1987:508; Longacre 1995a:351; 1996:21; Long 1999; Levinsohn 2000b).
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not considered as pragmatically prominent because peripheral elements are not normally

central to the text to begin with.*
Other forms of the present tense, such as:

(a) the imperative mood (occuring 6 times), which is 9 percent of all occurrences (67

times) of a verb in the imperative mood,;

(b) the indicative mood (occuring 91 times), which is 16 percent of all occurrences (555

times) of a verb in the indicative mood;

(c) the subjunctive mood (occuring 7 times), which is 27 percent of all occurrences (26

times) of a verb in the subjunctive mood; and

(d) the middle voice (occuring 67 times), which is 34 percent of all occurrences (198

times) of a verb in the middle voice
do mark prominence when they occur in a main clause.

Whereas Westfall (2005:57-59) views other aspects, such as the imperfect and perfect, as
lying on a cline of aspectual prominence, these tense-aspects appear to code temporal

tense or verbal aspect rather than pragmatic prominence in this study corpus.

The imperfect denotes the verbal aspectual meaning of repetitive, habitual, or gnomic

action. For example:

(a) the imperfect tense of mepiendtel in 6 Mapdoxalog MePIENATEL KATA THV AVARV THV

Yyuvaikeiav (2:11) denotes repetitive action;

(b) the imperfect tense of npooekUvouV in kal TEvTeC ol £v Tf] AOAR TPOGEKVVOLV XVTH

(3:2) denotes habitual action; and

(c) the imperfect tense of étapdooeto in érapdooeto &8¢ 1 moAig (3:15) signals gnomic

action.

The perfect has the meaning of a past tense. For example, in 4:11, kdyw o0 KEKAnuat
eloeNBelv Tpd¢ TOV PaciAéa eloiv abtal fuépat Tpidkovta, kékAnuat refers to the fact that
Esther had not been called in to see the king for a period of 30 days prior to the time of
Esther’s speech.

BA peripheral element may however be marked as pragmatically prominent by a discourse particle, such as
the usage of 3¢ as a marker of clausal prominence.
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The future indicates future tense. For example, in 3:9, kdyw draypdPpw €ig t0 yalo@uAdkiov
100 PactAéwg apyvpiov tdAavta uvpla, daypdpw denotes that Aman is willing to pay
10,000 talents of silver into the king’s coffer in the future (if the king consents to his plan to

exterminate the Jews).

2.3.3 Markers of clausal prominence

The use of a discourse marker is the third way for marking clausal prominence (Denniston
1934, preface xxxix; Fraenkel 1947:198). The use of particles (Jay 1970:57) was rather loose
in the Greek of Homer,* but the meaning of particles became more definite “in post-
Homeric Greek” (Denniston 1932, preface Ixv). Although authors do not always use

particles consistently (1932, preface Ixxviii), patterns of usage are discernable.

Firstly, clausal prominence may be signaled by 8¢ (Reed 1995:90; Cooper 1998:924, 1300).
For example, dvtag 8¢ viovg tod victov peyiotov {Dvtog Beod in 8:12q[3] is a second right
extraposition of the sentence that is in apposition to the first right extraposition
(dikatotdrolg d¢ moAitevouévoug véuolg) of 8:12g[2]. Semantically, the second right
extraposition reinforces the idea of the first right extraposition. Structurally, this
reinforcement of meaning is coded by 8¢, which shows that the clause (8:12q[3]) is

pragmatically prominent.*

0¢ does not “indicate background material” (Levinsohn 1987:91; Levinsohn 2000a:§5).
Rather, information (including background) “that is significant for the further

development of the story” may be highlighted by &¢.

Second, clausal prominence may be signaled by the discourse marker 008¢ (Goodwin and
Gulich 1930:303; Denniston 1932, preface xx, 196-8; Funk 1961:230),* which is “the negative
form of kai as well as 8¢” (Cooper 2002:3067). 4:17x, o08¢ £miov oivov omovd®v, is one

example.”
Similarly, the discourse marker, unde, is a pragmatic device that highlights a clausal
constituent as prominent. For example, in kal un @dynte unde minte éni Nuépag Tpeig vokTa

Kol Nuépav (4:16), unde highlights ninte. Whereas a person may go without eating for three

A particle in Greek simply means an indeclinable word.

%0ther examples include 4:14; 1d6vteg 8¢ ol €v Tovooig €xdpnoav (8:15); toig 8¢ Tovdaiolg éyévero QOG Kai
e0@poovvN (8:16).

%008¢€ is not just a connective in the study corpus (Robertson 1934:1185).

’Other examples include 10:3b.
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days without ill, Esther is asking the Jews to endure the greater suffering of going without

water for three days and nights.*

Thirdly, one of the functions of the particle kaf is to signal the markedness of a nominal
constituent (Reed 1995:89). For example, in 9:18, "Hyov 8¢ kal TNV TeVTEKAOEKATNV UETX
Xapag kai e0@poovvng, the position of the noun phrase, thv mevtekadekdtny, is in its
normal position within the comment focus. But kai highlights this constituent as

pragmatically salient.*

Fourthly, clausal markedness may be coded by toté. Contrary to Arndt and Gingrich
(1957:831) and Funk (1961:240), toté is not “a connective particle to introduce a subsequent
event”. Rather, it highlights the time of the clause as significant (Buth 1982; Levinsohn
2000a:86.1). In this study corpus, toté occurs only three times in the main clause (2:13; 4:16;
7:10), and each instance cooccurs with a salient moment in the narrative. But the use of
tot€ in the right extraposition of 9:31, kal tote 6TACAVTEG KATA THG VyiElag ATV Kal TNV
PovAnv avt@®v, may not signal clausal prominence because it does not refer to a specific

instance of time.

Fifthly, clausal markedness is signaled by rhetorical questions (Neeley 1987:83.2.3; Young
1994:221), which often occurs towards the end of a discourse section (Neeley 1987:§2.4), and
provides a link to a following section (Young 1994:223). There are three unambiguous

examples of rhetorical question (4:14; 7:8; 8:6) in the study corpus.

The clause ti €t1 ém{nteic in 8:7 is ambiguous because it may be interpreted either as (a) a
normal interrogative clause, or (b) a rhetorical question. Read as an interrogative clause,
the king is probably talking to himself, where he pauses to think about what the next
course of action should be. Read as a rhetorical question, the sense is that the king has
already made up his mind at the time of this utterance to annul the original edict that

Aman drafted.

A rhetorical question is sometimes further highlighted by the particle n&¢g (Porter
1994:216). For example, nd¢ occurs in the rhetorical question in 8:6, T&d¢ yap duvAcouat

1delv TV kdkwov ToD Aaod pov.

0ther examples include 1:19.

*This use of kai is also found in (a) 9:19, oi 8¢ katoikoGvTeg €V TAIG UNTPONMOAESIY KAl THV TEVTEKANIOEKATIV
100 Adap Nuépav gd@poclvny ayadnv dyovotv, where the nominal constituent (tfjv mevtekodekdtnyv tod
Adap), which is marked by being fronted before the main verb (&yovov), is further highlighted by kaf, and (b)
7:8, (ote kal TV yovaika ialn év A oikig pov, where kai accentuates the pragmatic salience of the marked
focus, tv yuvaika. Further examples include 10:3k.
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Sixthly, clausal markedness may be signaled by a constituent coded in the vocative case
(Westfall 2005:66-76). The correlation between the vocative and clausal markedness is
evidenced by its rarity. Whereas the noun occurs 1541 times in the study corpus, the
vocative case occurs 22 times. The vocative only occurs as part of a dislocation, either in a

(a) left, (b) medial, or (c) right dislocation.

When the vocative occurs in the left dislocation, it not only coincides with clausal
prominence, but also with foreground. For example, the vocative, Mapdoxaie, in the left
dislocation of 3:3, ti tapakovelg ta VO Tod PactAéwg Aeydueva, stands at the beginning of a
direct speech proper and hence coincides with foreground. At the same time, it coincides
with clausal prominence, which is evidenced by the fact that both (a) the interrogative
particle, ti (a marked focus), and (b) the verb, napakoveic (in the present aspect) in the

main clause signal local prominence.*

Another example of the convergence of the vocative and other devices of clausal
prominence is found in 4:171, k0pi€ pov 6 Pacideds AUAV oL €1 udvog, where (a) the left
extraposed clause, k0pié pov, is a vocative, and (b) the nominal complement in the main

clause, 6 paciAevg Nu@v, is coded as a marked focus (preceding the marked topic).

A vocative standing in the right dislocation has the same use as a vocative in the left
dislocation. For example, in fjudg d¢ pOoat év xeipti cov... kUpie (4:17t), the vocative in the
right dislocation, k0pie, (a) coincides with the end of a foreground section, and (b) adds

prominence to the sentence.*!

A vocative that occurs in a medial dislocation only signals local prominence, and is not
motivated by foreground. For example, the vocative, kUpie, in 6t1 60 kOpie EAafeg TOV
IopanA €k MavTwV TV €0VOV Kal ToUG Tatépag NUAV €K TAVTWY TOV TPOYOVWY avTV €i§
kAnpovoulav aidviov (4:17m), is pragmatically salient, but occurs in a subordinate clause

that is the background.*

Seventhly, clausal markedness may be signaled by a stative clause with a copular verb and a
marked focus complement (Dik 1997a:198-9). For example, Iovdaid¢ in 3:4, &t1 Iovdaidg
gotv, is a marked focus complement in a stative clause. It is prominent in the discourse

because this is the first instance where Mordecai reveals that he is a Jew. His former

“The vocative occurs in a left extraposition seven times (3:3; 4:13; three times in 4:17b[1], and 4:17f, 171).

“IThe vocative occurs in a right extraposition 12 times (4:17d, 17h, 17n, 17r[2], 17r[5], 17t, 17y; 5:1f, 2a[5], 3,
6[4]; 7:2[3]).

2The vocative occurs in a medial extraposition three times (4:17m, 17¢; 5:2a[2]).
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reticence on this issue and his previous insistence on the need for Esther to conceal her
identity as a Jew (2:20) can only be guessed. But here, he shows his willingness to risk his

personal survival in order to preserve his religious devotion to God.*

Eigthly, clausal markedness may be signaled by the particle ®ote. For example, in 7:8[5],
Wote kal tfv yvvalka Pialn év tfj oikiq pov, the particle dote reinforces the local
prominence of the clause which is also signaled by (a) the rhetorical question, and (b) the

marked focus, tv yvvaika.*

Ninthly, clausal markedness may be signaled by the particle 6nwg. One example is found in
8:12u[2-3]. It is not possible to interpret émwg kai vOv kai petd Tadta cwtnpia f NUIv kol
101¢ e0voololv Tépoaig simply as a consequence of the preceding sentence (8:12u[1]), kai
OpEIG 00V €v Talg €mwviuolg DUV £0pTals Emionuov fuépav UeTd Tdong evwyiag &yete.

Rather, 6nwg marks the prominence of the clause.”

Tenthly, clausal markedness may be signaled by odv (Buth 1992a:157; Reed 1995:90).
Contrary to Funk (1961:234-5), Neeley (1987:81.1.2), and Levinsohn (2000a:§17), the
presence of o0v does not automatically signal a return from background to foreground. For
instance, in ¢ ovv dvtelnev 1@ Pacilel Apta&épén (1:17), obv occurs in a background
clause and does not begin a foreground section. o0v is used here to signal the local

prominence of the clause.

2.4 Coherence

The structure of a text does not only encode pragmatic signals at the clausal level, but also

at the level above the clause.

2.4.1 Episodic structure

In a text, clauses work together to form episodic structure. The unity of clauses within an
episode is known as coherence (Givon 2007:258-262). Coherence is structured by cognitive
processes, such as (a) the “iconic sequencing of time” (Dik 1997b:433-41), (b) the continuity

of a narrative location (Gernsbacher 1997:16-8), (c) “cognitively based default ordering such

“The prominent use of the stative clause with a marked focus is also found in 1:11; 4:17b[3]; 5:1f[1], 1f[6], 3[4],
4, 6[3]; 7:2[2]; 8:12u; 10:3.

“Other examples include 8:121, 9:13.

“0Other examples include 8:12s.
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as cause-effect, event-result, condition-consequence, action-purpose” (Dik 1997b:433-41),
or (d) the continuity of a set of discourse referents (Givon 2007:258-262). An episode may
also be coherent because clauses within the episode share the same situational context. The
key is that there is semantic unity (Eggins 1994:87-8), and pragmatic unity in the

underlying structure of an episode.

The concept of coherence is difficult to specify because the cognitive categories that
contribute to coherence operate independently and simultaneously (Givon 2007:258-262).
The unity in one cognitive category may co-exist with the disunity of another cognitive
category. For example, a stretch of text in an episode may be unified by an orderly
temporal sequence; while, at the same time, the location changes several times within the
same stretch of text. Another stretch of text may be unified by the same location, but the

cast of characters which is in it may change several times.

Since each cognitive category is coded by cohesion devices, the fact that coherence is an
aggregate of the multiple cognitive categories means that coherence is expressed by
cohesion devices (Mosenthal and Tierney 1984; Giora 1985). The notion of coherence is rich,

and is not simply signaled by the connectives only (van Dijk 1981:273-5).

The fact that coherence correlates with multiple underlying cognitive factors (that are in
flux) implies that there is a gradation to coherence. This leads to the question of whether it
is proper or possible to define an episode as a unitary entity with definite and recognizble
boundaries. Unger (1996) denies this proposition. He says that the paragraph (or episode)

“cannot be seen as a structural unit of discourse”.*

While Unger’s caution should be kept in mind for the discourse analysis of a text above the
clausal level, the opposite school believes that it is possible to break a text down into
discernable episodic units (van Dijk 1980:86; Neeley 1987:§2.4; Cotterell 1989:241; Levinsohn
2000a:§17). An episode is defined as a “dominant” or, more likely, a “superordinate
proposition” which presides over the clauses within that episode. It is highly unlikely that
human cognition treats a text simply as a continuous string, since there is an inherent limit

to the number of constituents within a cognitive set that “the mind can easily process”.”

“Also see Brinton (1996:41-4).

Neuropsychologists place the number at 7 (actually 5-9), i.e. the number of items the brain can store in
short-term memory at one time. This number represents 7 isolated “bits” of data. The amount can be
increased by means grouping items together.
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Hence, the task of discourse analysis is to discover the existence and the boundaries of such

episodic groupings in a text (Young 1994:253).

The proposition of an episode is defined as the (topical) theme that superordinates over the
episode (Hollenbach 1975; van Dijk 1981:4, 186-191; Louw 1982:98; Callow 1998:§15.1; Chafe
2007:335-6). This is opposed to the definition given by Halliday (1967),* and Firbas (1992)

that it is the (sentential) theme of the clause.

The first step in recovering an episodic theme is to identify common patterns that exist
between sentences. Episodic thematicity is grounded in the continuity of topics, although
this does not mean that a topic continuity may not contain, or be interrupted with,

“sentences with a different topic” (van Dijk 1981:177-193).

It is rare for the author of a piece of ancient writing to explicitly encode the theme of an
episodic in the same way that one would write a topical sentence or a topical phrase at the
beginning of a paragraph in modern texts. But, there are two examples of this phenomenon
in this study corpus. One example of this is found in 5:7. The noun phrase, t0 aitnud yov
kol 10 &€iwud pov, which appears at the beginning of Esther’s response (in her direct
speech) to the king, is not part of a complete clause, but is simply a dangling constituent at
the beginning of a sentence. The rest of Esther’s speech refers to this dangling constituent
and explicates on her request to the king. Therefore, this constitutes a topical theme that
unifies Esther’s entire speech. Another example of this phenomenon occurs in 6:7, where
the noun phrase, GvBpwnov 6v 0 PaciAete BéAer do€doat, which is initial in Aman’s direct

speech serves as the topical theme of entire direct speech that follows.

The second step in recovering the episodic theme is by the summary method (van Dijk
1980:46-9, 100-1; Neeley 1987:83). Extraneous materials, such as “subordinate clauses,
illustrations, quotations, and settings”, are first deleted. The rule of “generalization” then
attempts to construct a proposition that is able to conceptually encapsulate the semantic
details of the episode as a whole. Deletion and generalization operates recursively until the
desired level of abstraction is arrived. The more compact the summary, the more

conceptually abstract it is.

Whereas the first step can be observed directly from the surface coding of the text, the

summary method of the second step is based on cognitive intuition. Therefore:

“®*Halliday (1967:212) reverses the terminology of topic and theme, where his definition of (discourse) topic is
the topical theme of this study, and his definition of (sentential) theme is the (sentential) topic of this study.
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(a) the cognitive reality of episodes exists;
(b) the boundaries of an episode may be identified by structural criteria; but,

(c) the semantic summary of an episode is open to interpretation because the summary
becomes more abstract as it becomes more concise. While methods, such as the
mapping of semantic fields (Reed 1997), ensure that the result of the process of
abstraction is rooted in the existence of cognitive categories in the data, it is
inevitable that the selection of details in the process of abstraction is influenced by
multiple options. Practically, this means that whatever episodic theme that is given
to a discourse section is a rational and probable interpretation of what that section is
about, and is not a definitive label that can be scientifically proven by the rigor of

mathematical logic.

A text may be broken down into many episodes, each having its own episodic theme
(Pickering 1978:42; Reed 1995:81; Dik 1997b:314-5). Episodes are not only organized
sequentially, but also hierarchically (Givon 2007:258-262). This means that “topic

continuities” (episodes) may form a continuity at a higher level (Buth 1995).*

2.4.2 Cohesion devices

Cohesion in the study corpus is achieved by (a) topicality, (b) the referential system, and (c)

markers of semantic relations.

2.4.2.1 Topicality

Topicality is the primary means of achieving textual cohesion. Topicality keeps track of the
“introduction of new information” and the continuation of old information (Grimes
1975:113).%° 1t refers to the persistence of the topic in the text (Givon 1983:219; 2007:284),
which is one of the primary means by which cohesion is achieved (Fang and others

1995:253; Kroon 1997:25).

The ability of human memory to retain and to recall information about a referent is limited
(Kibrik 1999:49), since “only a small amount” of information “can be focused on at any one

time” (Lambrecht 1994:93). This system of information recall is also called the activation

“Also see Shimasaki (2002:48), Asher (2004:56), Westfall (2005:298).
*°Also see Halliday (1977:189-92), Dik (1997b:433-41).
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status of referents. There are primarily two activation states. A referent is in the active
state when it is in the hearer’s working memory, and a referent falls into an inactive state

through the lack of use.”

Morphologically, a referent which is in the active state is normally coded by an
independent pronoun, a verbal suffix, or zero coding (Givon 1983:219, 241; Mithun
1987:325; Lambrecht 1994:95; Givon 1995a:104; Heimerdinger 1999:124; de Regt 1999b:95;
Jelinek and Carnie 2003:266). The active state may also be coded by the linguistic category
of definiteness (Lambrecht 1994:79). The active state only lasts for a relatively short textual
distance (Taboada 2004:166-7).

In contrast to a referent in the active state, a referent in an inactive state is normally coded
by a noun phrase when it is brought from the inactive state back to the active state (Givon
1983:250; Lambrecht 1994:96; Levinsohn 2000a:§88.2). The inactive state may be changed
back to the active state even after lying dormant for a long textual distance (Taboada

2004:166-7).

2.4.2.1.1 Topicality in the narrative genre

The encoding of characters in narration is based on the concept of activation states. A
referent normally persists in adjacent clauses without requiring the full noun phrase
coding in koine Greek (Levinsohn 2000a:§8.2). For example, in 1:12, kal EAvnt0n 6 PaciAele.
Kal Wpylobn, The nominal coding of the topic, 6 PactAevg, does not need to reappear in the
clause that follows (kai wpyicOn) because it remains topical in the discourse. This topicality
rule is interrupted when (a) the topic shifts to another character, or (b) the topic identity

needs to be clarified when other discourse referents come on scene.

The topicality rule normally needs to agree in grammatical person and grammatical
number. For example, the topic kai €tapdyxOn in 4:4 is not the same as the topic of the
preceding clause, kal dvijyyethav a0tfj, because the grammatical number of étapdy6n and

avriyyetlav do not agree.

The cataphoric persistence of the topic helps to resolve ambiguous situations. For example,

E0Mov in 7:9[3], kai EOAoV TToipacev Apav Mapdoxaiw t@ AaArjoavtt epi To0 PactAéw, is

S'Lambrecht (1994:99-100) also refers to a semiactive state, which is somewhat in between the active state and
the inactive state.

56



the marked topic rather than a marked focus because the topic of the next clause (7:9[4]),

Kol OpBwtat év toi¢ Apav, refers back to EoAov.
Sometimes, the identification of the referent needs to be resolved by semantic deduction.

Firstly, the semantic principle of animacy helps to clarify the topic identity. In 4:3, sdkkov
Kal omodov £otpwoav £autolg, the identity of the topic (¢otpwoav) is unclear because the
only preceding main clause is a thetic sentence (kpavyn kal kometdg kal névOog uéya toig
Iovdaioig). However, the transitivity of the verb, €otpwoav, together with the reflexive
pronoun, €avtolg, imply that the topic must be an animate agent. This leads the reader to
search for an animate agent in the preceding context. toig lovdaioig is identified as the

topic because it is the only possibility.

The reverse of the principle of animacy is the principle of semantic inanimacy. In 3:13, kai
aneotdAn i Pipliapdpwv eic trv Aptalépéov PaociAeiav, the identity of the topic,
dmeotdAn, is not clear because the grammatical number of the previous clause, kai
gypaav (3:12), does not agree. The prepositional phrase, dia BipAiapdpwv, provides the
clue that the thing being sent must be an inanimate object. This allows the reader to
decode the identity of the topic as a letter, even though it has been ellipsed from the coding

of the clause.

Secondly, the principle of semantic deduction shows that sometimes the topic is the
semantic agent of a preceding subordinate clause. For example, at first glance, the topic
(¢moinoev) in 5:11, kal WG €moinoev avTOV MpwTeVEV Kal Nyelobot tfig PaociAeiag, agrees
with the grammatical number and the grammatical person of the topic of the previous
main clause (Unédei€ev), suggesting that Aman is the topic of énoinoev. But, since only the
king qualifies to be the semantic agent of €moincev (when émoinoev is used with the
infinitive mpwtevewv), Aman must be the semantic patient, adtov, instead. Therefore, the
topic of énoinoev is the semantic agent (0 Pacidevg) of the subordinate clause which

immediately precedes.

Thirdly, semantic deduction shows that sometimes the referent of the topic of a clause is
contained in the prepositional clause of a previous main clause in the foreground. In 4:170,
Kal vOv olx kavwBnoav év mikpaocu®d dovAelag Nudv, the topic, ikavddnoav, is third
person plural. The only preceding referent that has the same grammatical number and

grammatical person is a0T@v in 4:17n. a0T@V is in turn an anaphoric referent that points to
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the clause kai mapédwkac NUAg €ig xelpag TtV €xOpdV NudV. By semantic deduction, the
only third person plural constituent in this clause is t@v éxOpdv Mudv, hence this

constituent is the topic referent.

Fourthly, in 2:9, xai €omevoev avtij, semantic deduction shows that the topic referent may
be found in a prepositional constituent of a main clause in a preceding offline section. The
topic, €omevoeyv, is not Esther, since Esther is the referent of avtfj. The third person singular
of the verb &€omevoev provides a clue to the identity of the topic. Other than Esther, the only
other third person singular in the prior text is a0to0. This shows the reader that the topic
referent is also masculine. a0tod in turn refers to avt®, which finally refers to a

prepositional element of a main clause in a preceding offline section (2:8), Cau.

The rule of activation is sometimes applicable to the direct object of the clause. For
example, the direct object in 2:23, 0 8¢ PaciAelg fitacev Tovg dVo ebvoLyoUG, is activated as
a noun phrase (tovg d0o gdvovxouv¢). It then appears as a pronoun (avtovg) the next time
that it is mentioned, kai ékpéuacev avtovg. Similarly, in 3:1[2], €36€acev O PaciAelg
Aptaépéng Auav Apadadov Bovyaiov, Aman first appears as a direct object that is coded as
noun phrase (Auav Apadabov Bovyaiov). It is then coded as a pronoun in 3:1[3] (a0téV),

3:1[4] (a0t00), and 3:2 (a0T).

Contrary to Black (1987:187), ellipsis is not only a “stylistic” device. Some constituents that
are not considered to be significant at a certain point in the discourse are deleted (as
ellipsis). For example, in 8:8, kal o@payicate T@® daktuAiw pov, the thing which is to be
sealed (the decree) is coded as a zero because this verbal argument is not important at this
juncture of the discourse. In another example, 9:16 (AmwAsoav y&p aOT@V UvpioUG
mevtakioxiAiovg tff Tprokaidekdtn tod Adap), the referent of avt@v is not made explicit,
even though the context is not entirely clear. It is only by the process of elimination that
the referent of avt@v is deduced to be the enemies of the Jews. The identity of the referent
here is truncated because the emphasis is on the action performed by the Jews (AndAsoav)

rather than on the destruction of the enemies of the Jews (a0t®v).

Setting material that appears in the comment focus of a clause is often deleted (and
assumed) in the clause that follows. For example, in 3:10, kai epieAduevog 0 PactAevg Tov
daktOAov, the nominal (tév daktOAiov) is missing from the following clause (£dwxkev €ic
XElpa T® Apav), since it is the action of giving the ring, rather than the ring itself, that is in

view here.
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2.4.2.1.2 Topicality and character types

The different types of narrative characters are coded by different topicality devices

(Longacre 1989:142; Anderson 1995:33; Levinsohn 2000a:§8.2).

Major characters are usually first introduced by a thetic sentence before they are used as a
topic in the discourse. For example, the first appearance of Aman in the discourse is in 1:1r,
where he is coded by a presentational focus, kai fiv Auav Apadabov Bouvyaiog #v8o€og

Evmiov To0 PactAéwg.

The introduction of Mordecai is unique. Like a minor character, he first appears as an
unmarked topic in 1:1a[2], é&vonviov €idev MapSoyaiog. But unlike the introduction of a
minor character, his geneology and status is then specified in more detail by three right
dislocation clauses that follow (1:1a[3]-1:1b[2]). This is followed by 1:1c, which gives further
background information on him. Mordecai is introduced anew in 2:5-6. This time, Mordecai
receives the coding of the entrance of a major character. The clause kal Svoua avTt®
Mapdoxaiog in 2:5 is a presentational focus. The rest of the background information about

him is a literal repeat of his first appearance in Addition A.

The reason that Mordecai is introduced a second time is to provide a backdrop for the
introduction of Esther. Like other major characters, Esther appears on the discourse in 2:7
in a thetic clause, kai v To0tw maic. But, her initial introduction (2:7[1]) is presented in
terms of her relationship to Mordecai. She is not formally introduced until 2:7[3], kai Svoua

a0ti] EoBnp, where she appears in a presentational focus in her own right.

Major characters tend to persist longer in the discourse than minor characters. For

example,
(a) Aman remains as the topic referent for 16 clauses between 8:12k-8:120;
(b) Mordecai persists for 10 clauses between 4:1-2; and
(c) Esther persists for 61 clauses between 4:17k-5:1a.

The coding of the king is more ambivalent. Like a major character, it persists as the topic
for 15 clauses between 5:1e-5:2. But, the king is not introduced by a thetic clause. In

Addition A, the king is first mentioned in 1:1a as part of a point of departure that orients
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the reader to the temporal setting of the narrative.”” The king also appears in a temporal

point of departure when it is first mentioned in the narrative proper in 1:1.

Topic need not always be a character, but may be the attribute of a character. In kai €necev
1 Paciliooa. kal petéPalev To xpdua aOTAG v EKADGEL KAl KATENEKVYPEV L TNV KEQAATV
T aPpag tiig mpomopevouévng (5:1d), the topic, to xpoua avtg, refers to the facial color of
Esther. The switch from the topic, Esther (coded nominally), to her attribute, and then back
to Esther (coded as a verbal suffix) takes place without disruption to the continuity of the

topic chain.

In contrast to major characters, setting materials and minor characters may be treated as
old information when they first appear in the discourse (Beekman 1968; Erteschik-Shir
2007:17-18). For example, the scribes, as a character class, appears for the first time in the
discourse as an unmarked topic in 3:12, kal €ékAROnoav ot ypaupateig to0 PactAéwg unvi
TPWOTW T Ttprokadekdtn.” In 1:18, al tupavvideg ai Aowal TOV dpxdviwv Tepo®dv Kal
Mndwv, the minor character appears first as a marked topic.** Minor characters may also
appear for the first time as part of the focus.*® Minor characters may also be introduced as a
right dislocation. For example, Arkesaios, Sarsathaios and Maleisear (the three counselors
of the king) in 1:14 appear on the discourse in a right dislocation, Apkeoaiog kai Zapoadaiog

kal MaAnoeap, which is further specified by three more right dislocations afterwards.

In comparison to major characters, minor characters usually retain the nominal coding in
order to receive adequate memory recall from the reader (Givon 1984). This could be
attributed to the fact that minor characters, by definition, (a) occur with lower frequency,

and (b) rarely occur as a persistent topic.

Most minor characters are created by the discourse and are relevant only with respect to
that text. But “well known biblical characters are assumed to be stored in the long term
memory of the hearer” (Heimerdinger 1999:165). For example, the author would expect the
reader to know that a referent such as kAnpovouiav aiwviov in 4:17m refers to the land of

Canaan that God promised to give to Israel.

*2The king then appears in 1:1b, év tfj a0Afj 00 PaciAéwg, and 1:1m, T@®v §Vo ebvodxwv ToD PactAéw.

30ther examples include Movxatog in 1:16, and kopdoix TOAAX in 2:8.

*Other examples include ®¢ kal 6 fiAog in 1:1k[1], ol tamewvoi in 1:1k[2], and E6Aov in 7:9[3].

For example, the NafouyoSovosop 6 faciAevg BafpuA@vog in 1:1¢, nav €0vog (1:1f), Tafabda kal Oappa (1:1m),
Tovg £v86Eoug (1:1k), Toic @iloig kai Toi¢ Aowmoic #0veoly kal tol¢ Mepo@v kai MAdwv €vdbEoig kal Toig
dpxovov Tdv satpan®dv (1:3), ai Auépat tod yduov (1:5), and toig oikovouoig (1:8).
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God, as a character in the narrative, is coded as a minor character. The first mention of God
is in the focus comment of 1:1h, kai éBdncav mpdg tov Bedv. None of the other instances of
the mention of God (1:11; 2:20; 5:1a, 1e; 6:1[1], 13; 8:12d, 12q[3], 12r, 12t; 10:3a, 3f) are coded

as a thetic clause.

Contrary to Levinsohn (2000a:88.1),” 1800* is not used to signal “the onset of a major
participant”. Rather, 1800 is sometimes used to introduce a minor character. For example,
in 1:1le, kai idov dVo dpdkovteg peydAor €totuotl mpofjAbov, 1dov is used to signal the

introduction of the minor character, d0o dpdkovteg peydAot, which is coded nominally.*®

Minor characters or setting materials are also coded by other stative verbs. For example,
the stative verb (de Regt 1999a), vndpyet, like 1800, is used to introduce minor participants.
For example, in Ondpxer €0vog (3:8), vGpxet introduces the dummy character, €0voc. And
in 1:1i, the setting material, motauog péyag VOwp TOAY, is introduced by the stative verb

gyEVETO.

2.4.2.1.3 Topicality in reported speech

In a direct speech, the use of the first person usually refers to the speaker of the direct
speech, and the use of the second person refers to the addressee. For example, in 1:13,
notjoate o0V Tepl TovTov VEUoV Kai kpiotv, the identity of the second person imperative
refers to the addressees (toi¢ @iloig avtol) that were mentioned in the speech frame (kai

ginev 1o1¢ giloic avtod).

An exception to the rule is found in 3:13f, Tpootetdyauev o0V ToUC onuatvouévoug LUV év
101G Yeypappévolg Uno Auav, where the first person plural topic, rpostetayauev, does not
agree with the topic of the speech frame, tade ypdapet, in 3:13a. Though the speech frame
tade ypagel leads the hearers of the epistle to initially believe that the royal decree is from
the king, the plural in the topic of 3:13f betrays the fact that the authorship of this epistle is

not only traceable to the king, but also to Aman.

In 7:9[7], otavpwbitw &n altod, the identity of the topic, otavpwdritw, is not specified.
Since this occurs in a direct speech, the fact that the topic is in the third person rules out

the king (the speaker) or Bougathan the eunuch (the addressee) as candidates. Going back

*6Also see van Otterloo (1988) and Young (1994:199).

’The discourse marker 1800 is not to be confused with its verbal form, idévteg, which does not function like
800 (8:15[4]).

*i800 may also introduce a setting. Examples include the entrance of Aman in the king’s court (6:4), the
announcement of Aman’s entrance in the king’s court (6:5[2]), and E0Aov (7:9[2]).
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one conversation, the marked topic, E0Aov, in 7:9[3], is not the referent because wood is
semantically inanimate and cannot be the object of crucifixion. Going back yet one more
conversation, the third person singular, Aman, in 7:8[6] is the best candidate as the topic

referent.

2.4.2.2 Referential system

The second type of coding for cohesion is the referential system. This refers to the use of
deixis, which has the pragmatic function of linking one section of the discourse with other

sections.
Firstly, deixis may function as an anaphoric referent. For example,

(a) obtog is used in 1:8, 6 8¢ métog ovtog, refers to the description of the drinking party

in the preceding section (1:5-7);

(b) tobto in mvbouévou 3¢ pov TV cuvuPfovAwv &G av dxbein todto énl mépag (3:13c¢)
refers anaphorically to the king’s desire to establish peace throughout the kingdom
(3:13b);*

(c) tabtd in kal tabtd yot oUk &péoket (5:13) refers back to the honors that Aman has
received from the king (5:11) and the fact that Esther did not call anyone to her
banquet except for Aman and the king (5:12);

(d) to pfipa in 5:14, kal fipeoev TO pua T@® Auav, refers to the entire speech of Aman’s

wife and his friends in the preceding context;

(e) t0 mpayuax in 2:4, kai fpeoev T® PaciAel tO mpdyua, points back to the entire

preceding speech of the king’s servants (2:2-4); and
(f) oUtwg in 2:4 has the same anaphoric referent as t6 npaypa in 2:4.

Contrary to Gault (1990), éyéveto may not indicate a “change in participants or location”.
Rather, in 1:1e, kal éyéveto adT@®V QwVN peydAn, the stative clause signaled by éyéveto has
an anaphoric function of describing the attribute of a nominal entity in the preceding

clause, 800 dpdkovteg ueydhor.®

**0Other examples include 4:17d, 8t1 o0k év UPpet 00d¢ £v Umepnavig o0de £v @rhodolia énoinoa tobto, where
to0t0 points back to the theme of not bowing. The to0to in dAAa €noinoa todto (4:17e) points anaphorically
back to the same theme.

Similarly, in 10:3a, tapa tod Beod €yéveto talta, the éyévero stative clause is used to signal the anaphoric
function of the deixis tadta. In 10:3c¢, 1] utkpd TTMYN 1 €yéveto motapdg, N uikpd mnyy refers back to 1:1i. In the
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Secondly, deixis may function as a cataphoric referent. For example, tdde in tdde ypapel

(3:13a) is a marked topic that points forward to the rest of the royal epistle.
o0tog, Todto, and oUtwg may also function as a cataphoric deixis. For example,

(a) in 2:12, obtog 8¢ Av ka1pdg kopaciov eloeAOelv mpdg OV Paciéa, ovtog points

forward to the content of the rest of 2:12;

(b) in 1:1d, xai toGto avtod O évinviov, tolto is a cataphoric demonstrative pronoun
pointing to the dream of Mordecai in the rest of Addition A. to0to functions as a

topical theme, and a0to0 to évinviov is the label of this topical theme;

(c) like o0tog of 2:12, 0Utwe in 2:12, oVtwG y&p dvamAnpodvtar ai fuépat Thg Oepameiag,
also functions cataphorically. Here, the scope of oUtwg is smaller than the scope of
o0toG. Whereas oUtog refers to the entire period leading up to the time that a young
girl goes in to see the king (2:12[1]-[4]), oUtw¢ only refers to the manner of the beauty
treatment that a young girl receives before she sees the king (2:12[3]-[4]).

The marked position of a stative clause may also contain a cataphoric referent. For
example, in 3:13a[1], tfi¢ 8¢ émotoAfig stands in a marked position and cataphorically refers

to the rest of the royal epistle in Addition B.**

A deixis may also function both anaphorically and cataphorically at the same time. For
example, o0toc in 7:5[2], Tig o0tog, refers (a) back to 6 Sidfolog tic avAfic Tob faciAéwe in

7:4, and (b) forward to dotic £téAunocev motfjoat o Tpdypa tovto (7:5[3]).

oUtw¢ may refer to a spatial deixis. For example, oUtwg in oUtwg €otat mavti avOpwnw (6:9)
refers to the hypothetical scene where the person who is honored by the king is wearing

the king’s crown and riding the king’s horse in public.

2.4.2.3 Markers of semantic relations

Some particles are used for textual cohesion rather than for clausal prominence (Porter

and Reed 1991:161; Groom 2003:161).

first part of 1:1i, ano 3¢ tiig fofig avT@V éyévero woavel, the point of departure in the ¢yéveto stative clause
refers to the previous clause, kai £pénocav mpdg tév Bbv (1:1h). In 1:1, kai £yéveto peta tovg Adyoug TovToug
év taig Nuépatg Aptagéplou, the éyéveto stative clause together with tobg Adyoug tovtoug to refer back to
Addition A.

10ther examples include 2:12; 6:9; 8:12a.
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Other than marking for clausal prominence, the particle ®ote may signal semantic purpose
(Moule 1953:143-4; Wallace 1996). For example, ®ote moAepfjoon dikalwv €Bvog in 1:1f

denotes the purpose of the main clause (roudodn nav €0vog eig TéAepov).*

énwg, like Gote, may (a) mark clausal prominence, or (b) signal semantic relationship
(Goodell 1902:271; Goodwin and Gulich 1930:288-9; Arndt and Gingrich 1957:580; Young
1994:190; Wallace 1996). 8mwg signals semantic purpose in 3:13g and 5:5.

2.5 Mainline and non-mainline

A text is usually not a uniformly linear progression from the beginning to the end. Texts
tend to be differentiated into mainline (foreground) and non-mainline. As the name
suggests, a mainline carries the main progression of the text. Non-mainline may be
separated into background and offline. Background provides the temporal background to
the mainline. Offline is a secondary textual thread that progresses alongside the mainline.
Point of view concerns the variation of perspectives between the narrator and the actors in

a story.

2.5.1 Background

Background is a common feature of texts. Background is textual content that may be
“eliminated without drastically obscuring the main message” (Reed 1995:77; Sperber and
Wilson 1995:217). This definition of background assumes that background is explicitly
coded in the text. To define background as including implicitly coded information (Dixon
1987:86-7; Erbaugh 1987:127; Hopper 1995) is overly vague because implicitly coded

information could include anything and everything which is not in the text.

Background may operate in a hierarchy, where a background section may be embedded in
another background section (Reed 1995:81; Talstra 1995:178; Brinton 1996:45-8; Cooper
1998:1285; Levinsohn 2000a:810). Sequential action may be found in a longer background

section as well as in a foreground (Endo 1996:321-2).

The main function of background is to signal non-mainline. But sometimes, a background

section may “strengthen some aspect of the previous material” (Levinsohn 2000a:§5.4).%

2Other examples of this type include 1:22; 3:7.
%Also see Dana and Mantey (1955:242-3).
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This means that prominence may occur in a background section (Longacre 1996:23). 10:3b,
00d¢ yap mapAABev &’ avt@v Adyog, is an example where a clause, signaled as background

by yap, is also signaled as prominent by the discourse marker, o0d¢.

The first major indicator of background is the discourse marker, ydp. For example, the
clause énpabnuev yap €y te kai 6 Aadg pov €i¢ drwAeiav Kal drapraynv kai dovAeiav in
7:4[1] provides the background to the main clause that precedes (Thrall 1962:46-50),
dobrTw 1 Puxn Hov t@® aituati yov kai 6 Aadg pov t@ a€iwuati pov (7:3). It is because
Esther and her people were sold into slavery that prompts Esther to ask the king to spare
the lives of her people.®*

Whereas traditional grammar describes the semantic sense of ydp as causal or explanatory
(Denniston 1932, preface xv; Dana and Mantey 1955:242-3; Arndt and Gingrich 1957:151; Jay
1970:57; Funk 1973:498; Zerwick 1990:159; Porter 1994:207; Wallace 1996; Cooper 1998:1285),
the use of ydp at the discourse level does not simply mean “because”. Otherwise, 9:16, kal
avenavoavto And TOV moAepiwv AmOAecav ydp abTOV pupiovg mevTakioxtAiovg T
tprokatdekdtn tod Adap, would mean that the Jews outside of the city of Susa stopped from
war because they killed 15,000 of their enemies. This interpretation would be absurd, since

killing a large number of enemies does not necessarily mean that the killing will cease.

yap usually occurs without the presence of other conjunctions (Levinsohn 2000a:§5.4). But
sometimes kai and ydp cohere (Denniston 1932, preface lii). One example of this is found in

1:17, kad yap dinynoato adtoig ta pripata thg BactAicong.

d1a yap may also cohere. This occurs in 8:120, d1d yap t@v tpdnwv tovtwv, where (a) ydp
signals that this clause is background, and (b) the prepositional phrase 81 t@v tpdmwv

ToUTWYV is an anaphoric referent pointing back to the preceding mainline section.

The second major indicator of background is the discourse marker wg, as evidenced from
the examples cited from classical Greek (Goodell 1902:268-9; Goodwin and Gulich 1930:290;
Arndt and Gingrich 1957:907; Cooper 1998:1454), and biblical Greek (Wallace 1996).® For
example, w¢ in kal w¢ énoinoev adTOV TPWTEVELY Kal Nyelobat thi¢ factAeiog (5:11) signals

that the clause functions as background with respect to the preceding main clause, kai

Other examples include 7:4[3]; 8:1, 8, 12t; 9:1.
g is also used as a comparative conjunction (Arndt and Gingrich 1957:907; Porter 1994:217; Wallace 1996).
Examples include 3:11; 4:17w; 5:1b, 2a[2]; 8:8, 11.
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nédeiev avtolg tov mhobtov avtod kai thv d6&av. It is because the king had formerly

exalted Aman that Aman was able to display his wealth to his friends and his wife.*

Sometimes, background is signaled by the occurrence of both w¢ and yap. This is shown in

8:12k, w¢ yap Apav Auadabov Makedwv, for example.

The third indicator of background is the discourse marker 81611, as demonstrated by
examples from classical Greek (Goodell 1902:263) and biblical Greek (Wallace 1996)." In 4:8,
d16t1 Apav 6 devtepevwv T® PactAel EAdAnoev ko NUGV €ig Bdvatov functions as the

background to the clause that follows, émkdAeoat tov kOpiov.*

The fourth indicator of background is &ti. Other than its use as an indicator of a
subordinate clause or a complement clause,” 6t1 may also signal a clause as background.
For example, in 2:21, the clause 6t mporxOn Mapdoxaiog is the background to the
preceding main clause, kai éAvmAOnoav ot dVo ebvolxor tod PaciAéwg ol
apxrowpato@UAakeg. The advancement of Mordecai is the precondition that caused the

two eunuchs to be griefed.”

Other than discourse markers, the stative verb may appear in a clause that has a
background function (Levinsohn 2000a:85.3).”" For example, in 2:15, Av ydp EcOnp
€0PLOKOLON XAPLY TTAPX TAVTWV TOV PAemdvtwv avthy, the content of the stative clause is
the background to the preceding main clause, o08¢v f0étnoev. The reason that she did not
set aside anything when she went in to the king was because she found favor before her
supervisors in the first harem. The presence of the discourse marker ydp further highlights
the background nature of this stative clause.”” A stative clause alone, without the presence
of ydp, may also signal background. For example, in 3:7, the stative subordinating clause, 6g
¢otv Adap, is old information that is provided as a background to the preceding main

clause.”

Although the subordinate clause may be mainline (Lowery 1985:319; Porter 1992:295),

sometimes it functions as the background to the main clause (Longacre 1989:82; Dik

Other examples include 1:15, 17; 2:1; 3:12; 4:8, 14; 5:1, 1a; 6:2; 8:11; 9:25.

“Contrary to Porter (1994:209), §16t1 is not a “subordinating conjunction”.

0n the other hand, 81611 may also be interpreted as “because” here. The paucity of data in the study corpus
does not permit a conclusion on this matter.

®For example, &1t £totpudlovoiy tag xeipag émpParelv Aptatépln td PaciAel (1:1n) is a complement clause of
the preceding main clause, é€npedvnoev kai £uabdev.

"*Other examples include 4:17b, 171; 9:26.

"'The stative clause is used as the equative nominal complement in 4:17w; 5:1c; 10:3f.

2Another example of this type is 8:8.

"Other examples of this type include 1:1c; 2:6, 20; 3:7, 13; 8:12; 9:1, 22.
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1997b:124; Levinsohn 2000a:816.1). For example, the subordinate clause, fjv einev EcOnp, in
5:5 is background with respect to the preceding main clause.” A subordinate clause that
functions as background often contains old information that is in focal relation to the

marked topic.”

2.5.2 Offline

Contrary to Buth (1995:88-99), who defines background as “anything not in the
foreground”, there is a difference between background and offline. Offline is primarily
signaled by the asyndeton. For example, in 4:3, cdkkov kai omodov €otpwoav £xvtoig. This
clause is not a background in relationship to the previous clause, kpavyn kal kometog kat
névOog uéya toig lovdaiorg, since the spreading of sackcloth and ashes is not a precondition

to the loud cry and mourning of the Jews.”

The distinguishing characteristic of offline is some type of incoherence between the offline
material and the mainline. This occurs when the topic changes rapidly (Chamberlain
1960:154), or when the material begun with an asyndeton heads off in a new direction in

the text (Smyth 1920:484-5; Cooper 2002:2649).

Although the incoherence of offline has been described by other researchers as vivid (Endo
1996:324), full of “emotional effect” (Denniston 1934, preface xlv-xlvi), climatic (Robertson
1934:428), the use of the asyndeton is in fact pragmatically unmarked (Buth 1992a:157; Reed
1995:89).

Secondly, offline is signaled by the passive voice. For example, in 4:4, kol €tapaxOn, the
passive voice of the verb indicates the shift of this clause from the mainline to offline. This
claim is supported by the syntax, where (a) the mainline (kal dvrjyyethav avtfj) is
syntactically transitive (Hopper and Thompson 1980:251; Martin-Asensio 2000:175) and
semantically visible, and (b) the offline is syntactically intransitive and semantically

invisible and intrapersonal.”

"Other examples include 4:17m; 8:1, 2, 3.

"The subordinate clause in 7:10 is one example.

*Other examples include 9:2, 11.

""However, a verb that is passive imperative does not signal offline. For example, in 5:14 (kai kpepacOfitw
Mapdoyaiog éni tol E0Aov), the jussive passive imperative verb, kpepacOftw, is (a) highly transitive, and (b)
is a visible action.
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2.5.3 Foreground

Foreground (or mainline) refers to the main portion of a text. For the narrative genre, the
mainline refers to the main temporal sequence of the story (Lowery 1985; Neeley 1987:§3;

Sperber and Wilson 1995:217; Brinton 1996:45-8; Endo 1996:324).

The return from a non-mainline section back to the mainline is facilitated by certain coding

devices (Emmott 1999:23).

Firstly, vOv may be used to signal a return from offline to the mainline, which is one of the
non-adverbial usages of viv”® (Goodell 1902:291; Thrall 1962:30-2; Porter 1994:213; Cooper
2002:3058).” For example, after the asyndeton in 4:17n, 8ika10¢ &, signals a shift from the
mainline to offline, and xai vOv (4:170) signals a shift from the offline back to the

mainline.®

The use of viv as a device to signal the return to the mainline often coincides with the
occurrence of a noun in the vocative case. This is shown in 4:17f, kai vOv kUpie, where k0pie
is vocative. The prominence of the vocative is an attentional device that reinforces the

pragmatic function of vov.

Secondly, 1800 may signal the return to the mainline. Contrary to Westfall (2005:66-76),
1d00 is not a marker for clausal prominence. For example, in 10:2, '1d00 yéypamntot €v Al
PaciAéwv Mepo@v kai MRdwV €ig pvnudouvov, 1800 returns the text from the minor break

of 10:1 back to the mainline.

The third means of signaling the return to the mainline is the redundant coding of a topic
(Tomlin 1987:474-5; Levinsohn 2000a:§8.2; Runge 2007:206). For example, in 2:16, kai
glofABev EaOnp mpog Aptalépénv tov Pacthéa t@ dwdekdtw unvi, the nominal coding of
EcOnp is redundant, since the topic of the previous clause (2:15) is also Esther. The identity
of the topic in 2:16 would be clear even if the topic were coded by a verbal suffix. The topic
is redundantly coded by the nominal to signal a transition from the background back to the

foreground.

®The non-adverbial use of viv is attested throughout the Septuagint (Gen 27:8, 43; 31:16, 30, 44; 37:20; 41:33;
44:30, 33; 45:5, 7-8; 47:4; Exod 32:32; 1 Kgs 9:13; 10:19; 15:1, 25; 24:22; 25:17), and the New Testament (Luke
11:39; John 15:22; Jas 5:1).

The adverbial usage of viv occurs in 3:13g; 4:17y; 8:12u[2].

%Another example is vOv in 4:17n.
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A topic may also be coded redundantly at a major boundary. For example, in 2:1, kol peta
T0UG Adyoug tovTovg €kdTacev 6 PactAevg tod Bupod, 6 PBacilevg is redundant, since the
topic of the previous clause (1:22) is the same. This redundant coding coincides with the

beginning of a major boundary and calls attention to it.*

Fourthly, the return to the foreground may be signaled by a change in genre, the
grammatical person, or the verbal tense aspect mood (Neeley 1987:§1.1.1; Porter 1992:301).
Often, several coding devices occur together to effect the pragmatic signal (Reed 1995:83).

2.5.4 Point of view

Point of view refers to the variations that exist between reported speech and narration in

the narrative genre.

Point of view explains the reason that material covered in the narrative is often repeated in
a reported speech. For example, the fact that the king gave Aman the power to exterminate
the Jews is stated in the narration of 3:10, kal mepieAduevog 6 PactAedg Tov daktvAloOV
E0wKeV €l¢ XETpa TQ Auav o@payicat KATd TOV yeypaupuévwy kata tdv Iovdaiwv. Yet, the
pronouncement of this decree in the epistle, Tpostetdyauev 0dv TOUG oNUALVOUEVOLS DUTY
(3:13f), occurs in a comment focus and is new information to the reader (or hearer) of the
royal decree. This creates a double effect where 3:13f is at the same time (a) old information
to the reader of the book of Esther, and (b) new information to the reader (or hearer) of the

decree.

Another example occurs in 6:9, 6v 6 Pacihedg do&dlet, where the comment focus, 6
BaoiAevg do&dlet, is new information to the hearer of the aural proclamation. But this piece
of information is old information to the reader of the narrative, since it is mentioned on

three prior occasions (6:6[3], 6[6], 7).

Point of view also accounts for what seems to be conflicting data in the text. For example,
Aman says that the king had made him first in the kingdom, xai w¢ émoincev avtov
TpwteLELY Kal Nyelobat th¢ PaotAeiog (5:11). This assertion is true in the sense that nobody

in the kingdom had more authority than Aman, except for the king himself. But Aman’s use

1The nominal coding of a topic shift in an extraposition may or may not indicate a return to foreground. 1:11,
kol dieyepBeic Mapdoyaiog, is an example where the topic shift (Mapdoxaiog) in the extraposition coincides
with a return to the foreground from the preceding offline section. However, 3:5, kal émtyvovg Apav, is a
contrary example where the topic shift (Auav) in the extraposition coincides with a shift to offline instead.
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of the word npwtevewv stressed his own importance; while Mordecai noted more correctly
that Aman was only the second in the kingdom, 81611 Auav 6 devtepedwv T PactAel (4:8),

since the king still occupies the highest position in the kingdom.

Point of view creates irony for the reader of the narrative. In 6:1-3, the king is prompted by
God to recall the kindness of Mordecai. Since this information is not available to Aman, he
walks into the palace expecting that the king will grant him the power to put Mordecai to
death (6:4). But the reader of the narrative does not share the expectation of Aman in 6:4,

since the reader is already aware of the information contained in 6:1-3.

Also, within the speech of Aman’s wife, in 6:13, 6t1 8e6¢ {OV pet avtol, Aman’s wife is able
to discern that “a living god” is with Mordecai. The spiritual perspicuity of Aman’s wife at
this juncture contrasts with Aman’s inability to read the workings of God in human affairs.

This is due to his pride, which ultimately caused his downfall.

Point the view is formally coded by reported speech. There are two main types of reported

speech, namely direct speech, and indirect speech (Levinsohn 2000a:§16).

The beginning of the direct speech proper (after the speech orienter) is asyndetic. For
example, andAeoav ol Iovdaiolt év Zovooig tfi MOAel Gvdpag mevtakooiovg (9:12) is

asyndetically connected to the speech frame, einev 8¢ 6 PaciAevg mpog Ecdnp.

A direct speech may be embedded by another direct speech. For example, in 4:10, einev 8¢
EcOnp mpog Axpabaiov is the first direct speech frame. This is followed by mopedOntt mpdg

Mapdoxaiov kal einov 8t1, which is the second direct speech frame.

In an indirect speech, “the pronominal reference of the quotation and the quotative frame
are identical” (Miller 1996:399-407).% Indirect speech is used less frequently than direct
speech (Robertson 1934:442). Indirect speech primarily serves as background (Levinsohn
2000a:816).2 One example of an indirect speech functioning as background is einelv t®
BaociAel (6:4), where Aman comes into the court, intending to ask the king to hang
Mordecai, but never got the chance to say it. This indirect speech is sandwiched in between
two foreground clauses: (a) 6:4 (where the king asked who was in the court), and (b) 6:5

(where the officials answered the king that Aman was in the court).*

82Also see Rohrer (1986:79).
®But, indirect speech that mostly presents sequential information may signal foreground (Lowery 1985).
#0ther examples of indirect speech that indicate background include 1:10-11; 2:20; 6:1[2]; 8:11; 9:25; 10:3L
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An indirect speech may be embedded in a direct speech. For example, in 4:8, kai einev adT®
évtefhacOat a0Th, Mordecai talks to Esther’s servant in a direct speech frame (ginev aUT®),
whereas évteidacBot avtfj that follows is an indirect speech frame refering to the content

that the servant is to tell Esther.

More rarely, an indirect speech may switch to a direct speech in the middle of a clause. In
4:8, uvnobeloa fuep®dv TAMEWVWOEWS oo, the feminine singular form of the participle,
uvnobeioa, accords with the indirect speech frame. But, the following constituent, fjuep®v

TAMEVWDOEWS 60V, in the clause relates to the direct speech frame, kai einev adT®.*

Other rarer forms of reported speech include the hypothetical indirect speech, such as un

einng oeavtfi (4:13), which is not an actual speech performance.

A series of reported speech may function together to form a dialogue. The major
characteristic of a dialogue is the conversational exchange between two or more speakers
(Bonderia 2006:97). Dialogue has many forms, including simple resolved, simple unresolved,
question and answer, proposal and response, remark and evaluation (Longacre 1989:186-

191).

An example of a dialogue is found in 6:6[1] to 6:10, where the king asks Aman a question in
6:6[1] (eimev 8¢ 6 Pacilede @ Auav), and Aman answers the king in 6:7 (ginev 8¢ mpog Tov

BaciAéa). The king then gives Aman an order in 6:10 (ginev 8¢ 6 faciAevg T® Auav).

A more complicated example is the complex dialogue (Longacre 1989:192-7), which is found
in 7:2[1] to 7:6. The first exchange of this complex dialogue begins in 7:2[1] (einev &8¢ 6
BaciAevg EcOnp i devtépq Muépa €v Td mdtw), where the king elicits information from
Esther, to which Esther replies in 7:3 (kai dmokpi0gica einev). The second exchange of this
complex dialogue begins with a question from the king for more specific information in
7:5[1] (einev 8¢ 6 PaciAeds). In 7:6 (einev 8¢ EcOnp), Esther gives the specific information

requested.

Compared to direct speech, which is usually signaled by einev, éxfipuooev, and éAdAncav in

the speech frame,®* the speech frame of indirect speech may be signaled by a greater

%This reported speech structure is similar to a semi-direct speech “where the personal forms switch to those
appropriate to the actual speaker of the matrix sentence, but whose all other traits are like a direct
quotation” (Goldenberg 1991:92).

%The one instance of é\dAncav in a speech frame occurs in a stand alone direct speech (3:3), rather than a
dialogue. The lack of data in the study corpus does not permit an evaluation of the claim that "EAeye (or its
cognates) is “primarily used in opening discussions” (Dik 1995:136).
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variety of speech verbs, including einev (1:10; 6:1, 4), dnfjyyethav (1:15; 6:2), énétatev (8:11),
gveteilarto (2:20; 4:8), bnéder€av (3:4; 4:7), and £pn (10:31).

Similar to narration, point of view may be marked. In contrast to the unmarkedness of
speech frames that have only one verb (Meier 1992:325; Miller 1996:405), a direct speech

that has more than one speech verb in the speech frame is marked. For example,

(a) the addition of the redundant Aéywv at the end of the direct speech frame in 3:8,% kai
gAdAnoev Tpog tov PaciAéa Apta&épEnv Aéywv, signals the pragmatic markedness of

the accusation of Aman against the Jews;®

(b) the pragmatic markedness of a speech frame may be signaled by the addition of the
verb mopevOntL. For example, 4:13, mopevbntL Kat €indv avtij, is the second time that
Mordecai asked Axrathaion to go and talk to Esther. Compared to the first instance in
4:8, which began as an indirect speech (having a background function), the speech
frame in 4:13 signals a marked direct speech. The urgency in the second speech frame

is also corroborated by the imperatival mood of the verb mopet0nrti; and

(c) the pragmatic markedness of a speech frame may be signaled by the addition of the
verb dmokpiBeion or its cognate to the speech frame (Levinsohn 2000a:814.1). In 7:3,
kol dmokp10elona einev, the addition of dmokpiBeica to the speech frame is a means of
pragmatically highlighting the answer to a pragmatically salient question. In this
case, the question that the king posed to Esther in 7:2[1], einev 8¢ 6 PaciAebc EcOnp T
deutépa Nuépa €v TQ TOTw, is highly marked, since (a) the redundant encoding of 6
BaociAevg is marked, (b) the question itself, ti, is coded as a marked focus, and (c) the

question is highlighted by vocative, EcOnp pacidicoa.

The markedness of a speech frame is also promoted by the redundant coding of the speaker
or the addressee.*” Contrary to Longacre (1989:184), the “explicit mention of a speech act

participant” is not restricted to specific forms of dialogue, but is related to prominence. For

This does not include cases where Aéywv (or its cognate) is the only speech verb in the speech frame, which
takes place in 4:15 (Aéyovoa), and 9:25.

80ther examples of this type include 6:9, kai knpvocétw dix thg TAateiog Th¢ TéAswg Aéywv (which marks
the proclamation that Aman wants the king to bestow on him), and a little later in 6:11, xai ékfjpvooev Aéywv
(when Aman had to proclaim the conferral of the king’s honor on Mordecai instead).

®0ther examples include npog EoBnp in 5:6, tpdg avtov (referring to Aman) in 5:14; 6:13; @ PaciAel in 9:13. In
8:7, mpog EoBnp is redundant because the king and Esther are in a closed conversation and the identity of
Esther is clear even without the coding of tpog EaOnp. In an open conversation, on the other hand, the coding
of the addressee is not redundant because more than one referent is possible for the identification of the
addressee. The coding of the addressee in an open conversation occurs in the speech frames of 1:16; 3:8; 4:10,
13; 6:7.
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example, the fact that the coding of both the speaker and the addressee is present in the
dialogue from 6:6[1] to 6:10 signals that there is considerable tension at this juncture of the

narration (Longacre 1989:178).

2.6 Prominence above the clause

A comparison between texts of the same genre, such as the narrative genre, shows that the
sequencing of episodes is often a conscious choice made by the author (van Dijk 1981:4,
186-191; Lambrecht 1994:90; Sanford and Moxey 1995:184; Longacre 1996:310). Narration
often follows the pattern of “setting, successive episodes, complications, resolutions, and
evaluation” (van Dijk 1980:112-115).” The resolution of the story is often marked by peak

structures that are uniquely identifiable.

Other than clausal markedness, prominence may occur above the clausal level (Dik
1997b:388-400). There are classes of prominence above the clause, each having its own
“associated operators” (Hengeveld 1989). The three major types of prominence above the

clause are: (a) episodic prominence, (b) global prominence, and (c) didactic prominence.

2.6.1 Episodic prominence

Contrary to Lambrecht (1994), a thetic clause is not prominent in and of itself (Talstra
1995:178). Rather, event focus is only an “unmarked way of reporting” an event (Hopper

1995:147).

However, a consecutive sequence of clauses that only contain new information (such as
thetic clauses) speeds up the action of an episode, and constitutes an episodic prominence.
For example, the six consecutive right extrapositions of 4:170, (a) é€apat 6piopov oTdOUATOG
oov, (b) kal agavisar kAnpovouiav cov, (c) kai uepdéar otdua aivovvtwv oot, (d) kal
oPéoor 36Eav oikov cov kal Buciaotripdv cov, (e) kai Gvoifar otéua EOVOV €ig ApeTag
pataiwv, and (f) xai Oavpacdfivar Pacidéa odpkivov eig ai®va, only contain new
information. This forms an episodic prominence, highlighting the fact that the enemies of

God are doing their utmost to remove the people of God from the face of the earth.”

®Also see Longacre (1999a:140-1).
“"Another example are the three imperatival thetic clauses in 5:1f, (a) 8&pozt, (b) 00 un drobdvng, and (c)
npdoelbe that occur consecutively to highlight the king’s acceptance of Esther.
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2.6.2 Global prominence

Whereas episodic prominence concerns the prominence of a group of clauses in proximity
to each other, global prominence deals with the prominence of certain textual elements
that are operative throughout the text. The term global means that the scope of global
prominence may cross discourse or episodic boundaries. Global prominence is also coded
by the structure of the text (van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:203-4; Givon 2007:270-6). The
cognitive basis for global prominence is that a “representation” (or a referent) becomes
more accessible to a reader’s mind when it occurs more often in the text and is processed
more by the reader (Reed 1995:78; Sperber and Wilson 1995:77). The repetition and
redundancy of global prominence also contributes to the coherence of a text (Goodell
1902:296; Muraoka 1985:165-6; Young 1994:254; de Regt 1999b:72; Levinsohn 2000a:§17.2;
Heimerdinger 2002:37).

The first means of signaling global prominence is the repetition of certain constituent
elements or propositions in the text (Goodell 1902:296; Nida 1983:46). For example, the
month of Adar is a globally prominent theme because it is a formula that the narrator uses
frequently throughout the text. After its first mention in 2:16, 6 €éotiv Adap t@® B30 £tet

i PactAeiog avtod, it is repeated in 3:7, 13; 8:12; 9:1, 22.%

The downfall of Aman is foreshadowed when Aman, in 6:11, ov 6 Pacidevg BéAer dodoat,
repeated word for word the same phrase in 6:9. Whereas Aman thought he would be

honored, Aman is ordered by the king to honor Mordecai instead.

Even though global prominence usually operates across a long distance across a text, global
prominence may also occur across a short span. For example, kai alpiov motjow t@ adtd
(5:8) is a repeat of the preceding subordinate clause. The repetition of the marked focus,

avpiov, shows that the second banquet of Esther is a prominent event.

The signaling of global prominence by repetition is not equal to the repeat of any surface
form. For example, kai o0d¢v dijpracav in 9:16 has exactly the same surface form as 9:15.
Yet, the clause in 9:16 is neither a real repeat of 9:15, nor does it signal global prominence
because the topic in 9:16 (the Jews outside of Susa) refers to a different group of people

from the topic of 9:15 (the Jews in Susa).

20ther examples include (a) the repetition of edppocOvnc (8:16) in 8:17; 9:19, 22; 10:3k, (b) &yabrv in 9:19, 22,
and (c) the repetition of God in 10:3f[5], 3f]6].
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Focal relation (Lambrecht 1994; Shimasaki 2002) is the second way of signaling global
prominence. This occurs when old information stands where new information normally
appears (the comment focus position). The old information is in focal relationship to the
topic. This is a globally prominent form of pragmatic focus. For example, in 7:10, 0
froipacev Mapdoxaiw, nroipacev Mapdoxaiw is old information (mentioned before in 6:4)
that is in focal relation to the marked topic, 0. It is repeated in the form of a focal relation
to highlight a reversal, where the wooden gallow that was designed to kill Mordecai will

now be used as the instrument for Aman’s own execution.

The third means of signaling global prominence is the redundant coding of a topic (Givon
1983:219; Porter 1992:303). In 8:8, ypdate Kai DUEIS €k TOD OVOUATOC HoL WG doKeT LTV, the
independent pronoun (kai Oueig) is redundant because the grammatical number of the
verb, ypayare, already makes clear that the topic refers to Esther. This redundancy marks
the topic, Esther, as globally prominent. The prominence of the pronoun, Upeig, is also

highlighted by the kai which precedes it.

In ki énétaev 0 PaoiAevg Mapdoxaiw Beparnevelv €v T aOAf (1:1q), the nominal coding (6
BaoiAevg) of the topic is redundant because there is no topic shift from the previous clause.
This is a signal that the king is a globally prominent topic,” which highlights his
authority.”

The global prominence of a redundant topic is often further highlighted by the locally
prominent use of 3¢ For example, 6 Pacidelc in 6:6, einev 8¢ 6 PactAeds T Auav, is
globally prominent because (a) it is a redundant coding of the topic, and (b) it is not used to
signal a return to the foreground. At the same time, the function of 8¢ is to make this

speech frame locally prominent in order to further highlight its importance.*

Redundancy of a topic may be marked by an adverb. For example, in 5:5, kal mapayivovrat
audtepot €i¢ tv doxryv, the identity of the third person plural topic does not need
clarification because the preceding context is clear that it refers to the king and Aman. But

the adverb, dugdtepor, is redundantly added to make the topic globally prominent.

*This phenomenon also occurs in 2:23; 3:11.

*The prominence of the authority of the king is also signaled by the fronting of a nominal constituent, such
as toic To0 PaciAéwg Adyorg (3:4), before a participle.

*This does not mean that all occurrences of the nominal coding, 6 PaciAevg, is redundant. In 8:4, é€étetvev d¢
0 PaciAevg Eabnp thv papdov trv xpuofiv, for example, the coding of the nominal, 6 faciAevg, is necessary in
order to make clear that it is the king, rather than Esther, who extended the golden rod.

*Other examples include einev 8¢ npdg OV PactAéa in 6:7, and einev 8¢ 6 Paciheds Eobnp T Sevtépa Auépa év
TQ MOt in 7:2.
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A non-topic may be marked by redundancy as globally prominent. For instance, the default
encoding for Esther in 2:17, kai Npdodn 6 PaciAedg EcOnp, is a feminine pronoun, since
Esther is the only feminine referent available in the immediate clausal vicinity. But, the
more explicit proper noun is used because the writer wishes to highlight the fact that it is

Esther whom the king loves.”

Fourthly, global prominence occurs in an inclusio.”® In contrast to Wyckoff (2006), an
inclusio is defined in this study to be a global structure where a section of material begins
and ends with the same surface coding. Contrary to Levinsohn (2000a:81), inclusio signals
global prominence rather than the existence of a discourse boundary. For example,
4:17b[4], kai o0k €oT1v 6 dvtido€®V oo, begins an inclusio that is ended by kal oVk €0ty 0¢
avtitdéetai oot @ kupiw (4:17¢). The end of this inclusio is globally prominent because it is
a repeat of the surface structure of the beginning of the inclusio. But the two ends of an
inclusio do not necessarily coincide with a discourse boundary. In this case, the beginning
of the inclusio is not a discourse boundary or an episodic boundary, and the end of this

inclusio coincides with a transition to an offline of the same discourse section.

2.6.3 Didactic prominence

The plot of a story does not necessarily contain only one peak (Easley 1994:120). But a story
may have more than one peak, such as an “action peak” or a “didactic peak”, where each
peak is a high point in the story (Longacre 1985b:173). An action peak (Longacre 1985a:96-
97; 1999a:143) is coded by episodic prominence or global prominence, whereas a didactic
peak is usually near the end of a discourse (Neeley 1987:§2.3; Reed 1995:82) and is coded by

special structural devices.

Contrary to Goodwin and Gulich (1930:289), di1a todto is not just the semantic “final” of a
clause.” Rather, the discourse marker d1x todto signals the didactic prominence of a

narrative (Reed 1995:90; Longacre 1996:23-47). This is supported by the claim that d1& toGto

“Another example of the redundancy of a non-topic is found in 7:10, kai ékpeudodn Apav €nt tod E0Aov,
where to0 £0Aov is redundant because ¢’ avtod of the previous clause already makes clear that the referent
is the crucifix.

*The literature commonly discusses chiasm and inclusio together (Young 1994:252). The main problem with
the usual definition of chiasm is that it is often treated as semantically, where any pair of semantic structure
that may be contrasted in a parallel fashion may be considered as a chiasm. The looseness of this definition
sometimes causes a reader to assume the existence of a chiasm where none could be proven.

*The plural form (816 Tadta), however, does not signal the didactic peak. Rather, it has a referential function.
For example, in 9:26, d1& taGta kai Soa adToig £yéveto, dia tadta is an anaphoric referent.
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is an intensification (marked form) of o0v (Westfall 2005:66). For example, in 9:18, 81 to0to
o0V oi Tovdaiot oi dieomapuévorl év mdon xwpa tfi #€w dyovoiy Trv Teccapeokatdekdtnv Tob
Adap fuépav &dyabrv uet’ ed@pooivng, S1d tobto is used in addition to odv to signal

didactic prominence.

The certainty that a textual location is the peak of the story is strengthened when multiple
devices of textual prominence cooccur, such as when global prominence and local

prominence or episodic prominence occur together.

2.7 Discourse boundaries

A text may be separated into sections that are relatively distinct from each other. Although
some discourse sections are less distinct than others (Guthrie 1995:38-9; Unger 1996:430),
textual boundaries do exist. They are sometimes coded by structural features and may be

recovered through textual analysis (Dik 1997b:386).

This view is an improvement upon notions of discourse boundaries that arise from
theological insight. This is illustrated by 5:1e, kai yetéPadev 6 0£0¢ T0 mvedua To0 PactAéwg
ei¢ mpaiditnta, which is supposed to be one of the most important verses in the book of
Esther in the Septuagint and is therefore a discourse boundary (Dorothy 1997). This
intuition is based on the theological argument that God’s intervention at this moment is
critical. Without the supernatural agency of God, (a) Esther would be put to death, (b)
Esther would not be able to act as an advocate on behalf of the Jews, (c) the plan of Aman
would prevail, and (d) the Jewish race would be exterminated. The problem with this
analysis (from the perspective of information structure) is that the structure of the text
does not support this theological claim. The unmarked topic, 6 6€0¢, is a temporary shift of
the topic, which indicates a minor break. The fact that God occurs for the first time here in
the articular form in the unmarked position is consistent with the onset of a minor
character. The most remarkable thing about the structure of this clause is the fact that it is

totally unremarkable. Hence, this clause does not signal a discourse boundary.

Information structure leads to an informed judgment on the pragmatic status of kai
d1eyepBeic Mapdoxaiog in 1:11. Dorothy’s (1997) claim that there is a discourse boundary
here because the discourse genre shifts from the apocalyptic to the narrative is tenuous

because this claim is not supported by the information structure.
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A similar example is found in 1:1m, kai nodxacev Mapdoxalog év tf aOAf petd FaPabda kai
@appa, where there seems to be a distinct shift in genre and content at this point that
divides Addition A into two parts. The section prior to 1:1m describes the content of
Mordecai’s dream, and the section beginning at 1:1m is about Mordecai’s discovery of the
plot of the two eunuchs to kill the king. However, there is no structural evidence that 1:1m
is a discourse boundary because (a) there is topic continuity, and (b) the shift in content at

this point is not signaled by a temporal or locative indicator, or any discourse markers.
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2.7.1 Boundary types

Discourse boundaries often coincide with discontinuities in time, topic (Reed 1995:82), and
location (Grimes 1975:82-3, 94-5; van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:44-5, 204; Young 1994:252;
Brinton 1996:41-4; Levinsohn 2000a:§1; von Herrmann 2004:172). Of these, the discontinuity

of topic is the most important in the study corpus.

2.7.1.1 Major boundaries

A major discourse section is defined in this study as an aggregate of episodes and minor
breaks within episodes. Both major boundaries and episodic boundaries are cognitive
realities that are coded by textual structure. But a major discourse section superordinates
over an episode in cognition. This reality is revealed by the fact that the coding structures

of major boundaries occur less frequently, which is therefore more cognitively salient.

Firstly, a major boundary is signaled by a marked topic that is a topic shift. This is an
optimal structure to signal discontinuity in the discourse because it seldomly occurs.
Hence, it is a cognitively salient signal that there is a major shift in the discourse (Lowery
1985:317; Bandstra 1992; Lambrecht 1994:201-2; Buth 1995:89; de Regt 1999b:95; Schmid
1999:45-6; Floor 2004:352) that persists for some textual distance (Dik 1995:229;
Heimerdinger 1999:102). This claim is supported by the crosslinguistic finding that in a
“strong verb-subject language” (those having over 60% of the word order as verb-subject),
such as septuagintal Greek, “the verb-subject word order is statistically correlated with
temporally sequenced clauses” (Myhill 1992b:265), and “the subject-verb word order is
correlated with temporally unsequenced clauses”. Since the subject is normally the
pragmatic topic, this means that a fronted (marked) topic is a signal for discourse
discontinuity. This type of major boundary occurs in locations such as 2:5, 12, 20, 23; 3:13a,

14; 4:1, 7,17, 17k; 5:1c; 6:12[2]; 8:17[5]; 9:16, 18; 10:3.

Secondly, a major boundary is signaled by a temporal or a locative indicator (Robertson
1934:443-4) that occurs in a point of departure or a left extraposition (Levinsohn
2000a:817). This claim is supported by cognitive studies that children “as young as 9 years
old” use temporality to signal narrative discontinuity (Bestgen and Costermans 1997:213-5).

A major boundary signaled by a temporal indicator is found in locations such as 1:1, 5, 10;
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2:1, 15; 3:1; 5:1, 2b, 6; 8:1. A major boundary signaled by a locative indicator occurs in places

such as 1:1i; 4:3; 9:6.

Thirdly, major discourse sections of the study corpus may be signaled by the use of the
asyndeton (Turner 1963:341; Grimes 1975:328; Cooper 1998:924). For example, the
beginning of the study corpus in 1:1a as well as the beginning of the epilogue (10:31) start

with an asyndeton.'®

2.7.1.2 Episodic boundaries

In this study, an episode marked by an episodic boundary equates to a stretch of text that is
united by some type of textual cohesion. But this does not mean that a discourse section
marked by a major boundary is not characterized by textual cohesion. A major boundary or
an episodic boundary are just different forms of a cognitive episode. The difference
between the two is that (a) compared to the cohesion of an episode, the cohesion of a major
boundary may be less tight and unified by fewer cohesion devices, and (b) an episode is
hierarchically nested under a major discourse section. Major boundaries are
terminologically distinguished from episodic boundaries in order to reflect the reality of

this nesting in cognition.

Whereas a topic shift coded as a marked topic signals a major boundary, a topic shift coded
as an unmarked topic also signals a discourse boundary. For example, in 1:21, kai énoinocev
0 BaotAevg, the unmarked topic, 6 PaciAevg, (a) is a shift from the previous topic, and (b)
has cataphoric persistence. But since an unmarked topic is in a structural position that is
pragmatically less salient than the marked topic, the discourse boundary that is signaled by
the unmarked topic (an episodic boundary) is also less salient than the boundary signaled
by the marked topic (a major boundary). Therefore the two function hierarchically, where

the episodic boundary is embedded within the major boundary. The fact that the episodic

The structural signals of major boundaries may all be objectively mapped to their corresponding narrative
realities. A locative indicator (the surface structure) correlates with a certain textual location, which is a
textual reality that can be assessed independently from the surface form. Similarly, a temporal indicator
correlates with textual time, a marked topic that persists as a topic with an actor in focus, and an asyndeton
with a redactional juncture of the text. While any number of other narratological features of the text may be
boundary features, this study finds that the three types of major boundary structures listed above are the
only ones that show a consistent correlation between form and narratological function.
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boundary is less salient than the major boundary is also attested by the fact that it occurs

more frequently.'”

The second means of signaling a discourse boundary (or transition to something new) is the
particle o0v (Smyth 1920:665; Denniston 1932:425-6; Robertson 1934:1191; Dana and Mantey
1955:252-6; Arndt and Gingrich 1957:597; Reimer 1985; Levinsohn 1987:139; Porter 1994:305;
Young 1994:191; Cooper 1998:1408; Levinsohn 2000a:§5.3; Cooper 2002:3082).

In the study corpus, o0v primarily occurs in reported speech. Semantically, it signals a call
to action or states a conclusion at the end of an exhortation (Goodell 1902:291; Denniston
1932, preface xxix; Chamberlain 1960:152; Jay 1970:58; Funk 1973:499). Since, reported
speech is subsumed under major boundaries, a discourse boundary signaled by o0v is
necessarily nested under the major boundary. For example, in 3:13f, mpootetdyauev odv
TOUG oNUAtVOUéVOUG DUTV £V TOIG yeypauuévolg vmd Auav, the presence of o0v signals a
transition within the epistle from the recognition that the Jews are a threat to the
kingdom’s stability to the call for their extermination. This transition is an episodic

102

boundary.

Thirdly, the particle 8¢ may be used to signal a shift in the thematic content within a
reported speech. Like oDv, the use of & in this context signals a boundary that is lower
than a major boundary. One example is 3:13c, TvBopévouv d€ pov TOV cUUPOLAWV TG &V
axOein tobto émt mépag, which begins a new stage in the hortatory speech. After going
through the epistolary preliminaries, Aman is introduced as being the key person who

keeps the administration in running smoothly.'*

Fourthly, the sections of an epistle are marked by the asyndeton (Funk 1961:240-2). This is
another form of the episodic boundary. For example, the royal epistle of Addition E begins

with an asyndeton in 8:12a, Gv £otiv dvtiypagov T émotoAfi T& Umoyeypappéva,®

2.7.1.3 Minor breaks

Either a marked topic or an unmarked topic that is a temporary shift (a shift that does not

last beyond the sentence in which it is in) signals a minor break in the discourse. A minor

1t occurs in places such as 1:8, 16, 21; 2:2, 7, 18; 3:3, 11; 4:4, 10, 12, 13, 15; 5:1d, 3, 4, 5, 9; 6:2, 3[1], 3[3], 4, 5[1],
5[3], 10, 11; 7:1, 5, 6, 8, 9[1], 9[6]; 8:2, 7; 9:12[1], 13, 15, 20, 29; 10:3f, 3i.

20ther examples include 1:19; 3:13e; 5:4; 8:12r, 12u; 9:12[5], 19.

10ther examples include 8:12e, 12g, 12m.

190ther examples include 4:171; 6:13; 8:12b[1], 12b[2], 12c.
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break is not a discourse boundary, but an interruption or a pause. For example, in 8:13, t&
d¢ avtiypaga éktifécbwoav o@BaApopavdg év mdon tfj PaociAeiq, the marked topic (ta
avtiypaga) does not last beyond one sentence. The topic of the next sentence in 8:14 shifts

and begins an episodic boundary.'*

The previous example shows that a marked topic that is a temporary shift may signal a
minor break (Shimasaki 2002:179). But, a minor break is dependent on the temporary shift
of the topic rather than the markedness of the topic. This means that a minor break may
also be signaled by an unmarked topic that is a temporary shift. This is exemplified by 5:1e,
Kol petéfadev O Bedg T Tvedua tod PactAéwg eig mpaiditnta, where the unmarked topic (6

0e0¢) only lasts for one clause.

2.7.2 §¢ and xai

The usage of particles is not only limited to the clausal level (Funk 1961; Hewett 1986;
Porter 1992:204-5; Porter 1994:301; Wallace 1996:667-78; Rouchota 1998:121-2). Particles
may also indicate the transition between two macropropositions (van Dijk 1980:102-3; Louw
1982:116-7; van Dijk and Kintsch 1983:202-4; Larsen 1991b; Reed 1995:89; Brinton 1996:36-9;
Kroon 1997:19). There is not a one to one correspondence between the occurrence of a
particle and a paragraph break. Rather, a particle or a discourse particle facilitate the
transition “between utterances” where an unusual level of change in context occurs

(Schiffrin 1987:320; Unger 1996:431).

Although the use of particles varies across the biblical authors (Levinsohn 2000a:§5), the
two major particles that signal discourse boundaries across many biblical authors are &¢

and kad.

2.7.2.1 kal

kal has a wide range of usages. In contrast to some particles, the function of kai has
remained stable throughout the history of the Greek language (Denniston 1932, preface Iv-

lvii). kai primarily signals the continuation of a topical theme in a discourse (Robertson

150ther examples include 1:8, 9; 2:19, 22; 3:2, 7, 15; 4:4, 9, 11, 16, 17i; 5:1e, 2b[1], 2b[2]; 6:1, 4, 12[1]; 7:1, 6, 7[1],
7[2], 8[1], 8[2], 8[6], 10; 8:2, 4[1], 4[2], 12p[1], 12x, 14, 15[1], 15[4], 16; 9:28; 10:3d.

82



1934:1180-1; Dana and Mantey 1955:250-1; Arndt and Gingrich 1957:392-4; Turner 1963:334-
5; Buth 1992a:157; Young 1994:187-8; Levinsohn 2000a:85). It includes:

(a) linking “items of equal status” (Funk 1961:227-9);

(b) confirming an earlier proposition, and functioning like an adverbial clause

(Levinsohn 2000a:86.2);

(c) conjoining with subordinating conjunctions, such as 6ti, iva, dote, 8te to denote

subordinating clauses (Titrud 1991); and even
(d) having an adversative sense.

The second major usage of ka is to signal the transition of the topical theme in a text (Dana

and Mantey 1955:250-1).

Both of these usages of kai are illustrated in 5:1, kai €yevnOn €v tfj Nuépa tf tpitn WG
gnavoato mpooevyxopévn €€edvoato Tt lpdtia thg Oepameiag kai mepiePdieto v d6&av
avtiig, where (a) the first kai marks the discourse boundary that is between the end of
Addition C and the beginning of Addition D, and (b) the second kai conjoins mepiefdAeto
v d6&av avtiig and é€edvoato ta pdtix thig Oepaneiag as two equal comment foci of the

same sentence.

2.7.2.2 6¢

The primary discourse usage of &¢ is to signal a transition (Smyth 1920:644; Denniston 1932,
preface xix, xlviii-xlix; Robertson 1934:1183-5; Dana and Mantey 1955:244; Arndt and
Gingrich 1957:170; Chamberlain 1960:150; Jay 1970:56; Zerwick 1990:157; Cooper 1998:924;
Cooper 2002:2935), or a shift in the topical theme (Levinsohn 1987:96; Buth 1992a:157;
Young 1994:183, 187-8; Reed 1995:89; Levinsohn 1999:333; 2000a:85.4). This is supported by
the fact that 8¢ is never associated with y&p (Denniston 1932, preface lii)."” Contrary
evidence offered by Thrall (1962:50-65) are limited to specific incidences from the gospel of
Mark (1:30; 6:19; 15:6; 15:16), which merely show that there are a variety of usages for 8. It,
however, does not rule out the possibility that ¢ may be used as a transition of the topical

theme.

%kat, on the other hand, is often associated with ydp.
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Secondly, 8¢ may be used to show contrast between clauses (Arndt and Gingrich 1957:170;
Chamberlain 1960:151; Funk 1961:231-2; Turner 1963:331; Funk 1973:497-8). For example, 8¢
in 8:12p, dikatotdroig 8¢ moAitevouévoug vopolg, signals an oppositional contrast with the

preceding clause (00 kakoUpyoug Gvtag).”

Clausal contrast involving 8¢ is sometimes accompanied by the use of uév in the first
element of the contrastive pair (Porter 1994:212; Dik 1995:48; Levinsohn 2000a:810)."® For
example, in 8:14, oi uév ovv inmneic é€fABov (the first element of the pair) is contrasted with
¢€eté0n d¢ 10 mpdotayua kal €v Tovooig (the second element of the pair). The contrast
concerns the location of the proclamation. Whereas the proclamation is sent to places far
away, it is also publicized in the city of Susa. The importance of the location is also
reflected by the fact that kai év Zovooig stands in the position of the dominant focal

element.'”

2.7.2.3 Interchangeability of &€ and kal

A shift in the discourse topic that is signaled by 8¢ is illustrated by 4:10, ginev 8¢ EcOnp mpdg
Axpabaiov, where the unmarked topic (EcOnp) signals a topic shift, which is accompanied
by the occurrence of 8¢.""° But in fact, the usages of kai and 8¢ overlap (Denniston 1932:162,
173, 199; Porter 1994:208). This is illustrated by the fact that an unmarked topic that is a
topic shift may also be signaled by kai, which is shown in 8:2, kai katéotnoev Ecbnp

Mapdoxaiov Enl TAVTWV TOV Apav.

0¢ and kal are often used interchangeably. For example, both are used to signal:

£111

(a) a major boundary, where the particle 8¢ {112

or the particle kai''? may cooccur with a

marked topic that is a topic shift;

170Other examples include (a) dnwAeoav oi Tovdaiotl év Tovooig tfj ToAet dvdpag mevtakooiovg (9:12) and the
clause that follows, év 8¢ tfi mepixwpw TRC olel éxpricavto, (b) ol 8¢ Iovdaiol oi &v Tovooig Tf moAet
ouvhxOnoav kal tfj tecoapeokaldekdtn Kal ovk dvenavoavto in 9:18 marks a contrast between the actions of
the Jews in the city of Susa versus the Jews in the countryside, (c) in 3:13b (émekéotepov 8¢ kal peta
Amdtnrog Gel), 8¢ has an extraclausal function of signaling a contrast with the previous clause (¢éfovAROnV un
Q) Opdoer thic €ovaiag Ematpduevog), (d) in 8:12s, T0 8¢ dvtiypagov thc émotoAflg TavTng EkOévteg v mavti
Témw petd Tappnolag, O¢ is a signal that this right extraposition contrasts with the first right extraposition,
U Tpooxpnoduevor toic Umo Apav Apadabov drootadeion ypdupaoty, of the same sentence.,

"®Whereas pév and 8¢ “does not occur once in all the books between Deuteronomy and Proverbs nor in
Ecclesiastes, the song, the bulk of the Minor Prophets, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel”, it does occur with higher
frequency in the book of Esther (Conybeare and Stock 1995:50).

“Another example is 3:11.

100ther examples include 5:4; 6:2, 3, 4, 10, 11, 12; 7:5, 6, 8, 9; 8:2, 9; 9:12, 20.

Wn 2:12, 20, 23; 3:13a, 14; 4:1, 7; 6:12[2]; 9:16, 18; 10:3.

"In 2:5; 4:17, 17k; 5:1¢; 8:17[5].
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(b) a major boundary, where the particle 3¢ or the particle kai'* may cooccur with a

locative indicator;

(c) a major boundary, where the particle 6¢'*° or the particle kai'*® may cooccur with a

temporal indicator;

(d) an episodic boundary, where the particle 8¢"7 or the particle kai'®* may cooccur with

an unmarked topic that is a topic shift; and

(e) a minor break, where the particle 8¢ or the particle kai'® may cooccur with a

marked or an unmarked topic that is a temporary shift.

This confirms the claim that many usages of 6¢ and kai overlap, even though &¢ retains its
distinctive in marking (a) clausal contrast, and (b) episodic boundary in reported speech.
The textual variants (Rahlfs and Hanhart 2006) also show that there is a tendancy to flatten
the discourse contour by converting 8¢ to kat in Codex Alexandrinus. This change is observed

in the conversion of:
(a) kad ekaotnv d¢ to ka1 kab ekaotnVv in 2:11;
(b) ovtoc b¢ nv to kat otav 1 in 2:12;
(c) eimev 8¢ to kot emev in 7:2;
(d) e€etervev 8¢ to ka1 e€etervev in 8:4; and

(e) eypagn d¢ to ka1 eypapn in 8:10.

2.8 Conclusion

This chapter showed that the pragmatic functions of discourse are coded by information
structure. At the clausal level, this is separated into (a) the topic, (b) the focus, and (c) the
peripheral elements. Based on typological comparisons, the positioning of nominal

constituents before the verb is judged to be cognitively marked. This phenomenon occurs

H3n 1:1i.

141 4:3; 9:6.

15Tn 1:5, 10; 2:15; 3:1; 5:2b, 6.

1181 1:1; 2:1; 5:1; 8:1.

WIn 1:8; 5:4; 6:2, 3[1], 4, 10, 11; 7:1, 5, 6, 8, 9[1], 9[6 ] 12[1],20
181 1:16, 21; 2:2, 7, 18; 3:3, 11; 4:4, 10, 12, 13, 15;

T 1:8; 2:19; 3:2, 15; 4:4, 9, 16; 6:1, 4, 12[1];
15[4], 16; 10:3d.

12011 1:9; 2:22; 3:2, 7; 4:11, 171; 5:1e, 2b[1], 2b[2]; 7:10; 9:28.

2, 7; 9:13, 15, 29; 10:3f, 3i.
1], 4[2], 12p[1], 12x, 13, 14, 15[1],
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at different clausal levels, such as main clauses, subordinate clause, as well as participial
extrapositions. In addition, a clause may be marked by (a) the present tense, as well as (b)
other discourse markers of clausal prominence. The marked topic is comparatively more
salient than the unmarked topic, which leads to the differentiation of a major discourse
boundary as opposed to an episodic discourse boundary. Contrastive topic is sometimes

coded by markedness in topic, although this is not always the case.

Clauses cohere together to form episodes within the discourse. One episode differs from
another episode in that there is a high level of coherence within an episode. Coherence in
turn is achieved through the coding of cohesion devices. The cataphoric persistence of a
topic is the most important means of achieving cohesion in an episode. The tracing of the
topic referent is aided by the principles of topic animacy, grammatical number,
grammatical person, and semantic deduction. In reported speech, the first and second
grammatical persons correspond to the speaker and the addressee respectively. Major and
minor characters are coded by distinct coding devices. Episodic cohesion is also achieved

by the referential system and markers of semantic relations.

Episodes are not all on the temporal sequence of a narration. The mainline of a narration is
on the temporal sequence. But the mainline may branch off into non-sequential sections
that are offline or background with respect to the mainline. Alternatively, a non-mainline
clause, such as an offline or a background, may return to the mainline. There are structural
mechanisms that signal these changes. Point of view refers to the variation of perspectives
between narration and reported speech. The speech frame of reported speech may be

marked by redundancy or the coding of the speaker or the addressee.

Other than local prominence at the clausal level, episodes or sections of the discourse may
be judged to be (a) episodically, (b) globally, and/or (c) didactically prominent. This

provides the basis for evaluating the main purpose for the authorship of the study corpus.

The last section of chapter two provides a classification of the different boundary types
that exist in the study corpus. It is discovered that a major boundary is highly correlated
with (a) a marked topic that is a topic shift, (b) a temporal or locative indicator, and (c)
asyndeton that relates to the main narration. An episodic boundary is signaled by (a) an
unmarked topic that is a topic shift, (b) the particle o0v or §¢ within reported speech (or an
epistolary genre), and (c) an asyndeton in a reported speech (or an epistolary genre). A

minor break is signaled by a temporary topic shift. Although the particle 8¢ signals one of
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the subtypes of an episodic boundary, kai and 8¢ overlap in terms of their cooccurrence
with the various boundary types. The ability to classify discourse boundaries through a
clear typology enables the researcher to identify the discourse boundaries of the study

corpus intelligibly and unambiguously.

In chapter three, the application of these methodological results on the study corpus leads
to (a) a consistent evaluation of the discourse structure, and (b) a clear translation of the

study corpus.
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Chapter 3

The book of Esther in the Septuagint and information

structure

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the theory of information structure outlined in chapter two will be
systematically applied to the book of Esther in the Septuagint. This will result in:

(a) a break down of the study corpus into its clausal information components;

(b) a clarification of the translation of the study corpus into English;

(c) a clear delineation of the textual boundaries;

(d) the identification of marked clausal information;

(e) the identification of global, episodic, and didactic prominence; and

(f) the differentiation of the study corpus into mainline and non-mainline sections.

3.2 The coding conventions

The following conventions are observed in the coding of chapter three.

Each clause of the study corpus consists of three lines: (a) the first is the Septuagint text, (b)
the second is a literal translation in English, and (c) the third contains the information
structure labels. The clausal hierarchy is indicated by block indentation, where a clause

that is lower in the clausal hierarchy is indented to the right of its head clause.

Comments on the location of a major textual boundary is given immediately below the
major boundary heading. Other types of comments usually follow the text that is being

commented.

In addition,
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(a) local prominence is indicated by underlining;
(b) global prominence is indicated by boldface;

(c) the three indicators of a major boundary (a marked topic which is also a topic shift, a

temporal indicator, or a locative indicator) are indicated by italics;'*

(d) the end of a sentence is indicated by a period,;

(e) the end of a chunk of information (except for the end of a sentence) is indicated by
the slash. The placement of the slash is sometimes problematic for the Greek text
because (1) the verbal suffix alone may be the topic, in which case it is not possible to
structurally separate the topic from the comment with a slash, and (2) the unmarked
topic follows the verb, in which case putting a slash between the verb and the
unmarked topic interrupts the continuity of the comment focus. The slash is

therefore omitted in both these instances in the Greek text;
(f) a passive verb is indicated by the dashed underline;

(g) minor boundary breaks, such as offline, background, and minor break are indicated

by three dashes;
(h) major boundary breaks are indicated by three equal signs;
(i) episodic boundary breaks are indicated by three tilde signs;

(j) brackets are used in the English translation to indicate the implicit information of the

Greek text;
(k) the square bracket beside a verse indicates the clausal numbering within a verse; and

() a double underline is placed beneath a textual signal that indicates a return from

non-mainline material back to the mainline.

Unless specified, all scriptural references in chapter three refer to the Septuagint.'*

This translation strives to be literal in order to show the pragmatic structure of the Greek

text. But on occasions, idiomatic expressions that would make no sense when translated

literally are converted to their dynamic equivalents. This allowance is intentional and

1A major boundary may also begin asyndetically. But an asyndeton may not be italicized, since it is an
absence of surface feature.
ZEvery textual variant that occurs at a boundary or a minor break is indicated in the text.
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avoids imposing unnecessary semantic ambiguities in the translation which might distract

the reader from trying to understand the pragmatic structure of the text.

3.3 The information structure of the book of Esther in the
Septuagint

Altogether, there are 32 major discourse sections.

3.3.1 Discourse section 1:1a-1:1h

The first discourse section is 1:1a-1:1h of Addition A. Structurally, Addition A opens with an

asyndeton and a point of departure of time. The theme of this discourse section can be

summarized as Mordecai’s dream of the struggle between two dragons.'®

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

ASYNDETON 1:1a[1] &rovg Sevrépov Paoidevovrog Aptaépov tob ueyddov tij

ui@ tod Nioo/

In the second year of the reign of Artaxerxes the great, on the first (of the

month) of Nisa/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/

1:1a[2] évonviov/ €18ev Mapdoxaiog/
a dream/'* Mordecai/ saw/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/

The content of the dream does not begin until 1:1d. Here, évOnviov is a cataphoric referent.
It is placed in the marked preverbal position to signal that this dream is a salient theme in

this discourse section. The introduction of the very important participant, Mordecai,

ZA theme may be given to the different levels of textual coherence, namely, a theme may be assigned to (a) a
major discourse section, or (b) an episode. For this study, only the themes of the major discourse sections are
given in this study.

With the exceptions of 5:7 and 6:7 (where the theme of a reported speech is explicitly stated), theme
is normally implicit. The implicit themes of the study corpus are based on the researcher’s intuition. A more
rigorous approach of arriving at the themes should result from mapping the semantic fields of all the words
in each thematic section. This could be a study all by itself. But, this is not within the scope of this study.
2"Mordecai’s dream resembles apocalyptic literature (Omanson and Noss 1997, introduction).
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occurs here for the first time in the text. The three following right dislocation clauses

explicate his origin and situate him in the text.
1:1a[3] 6 oD Iaipov tob Zeyueiov Tob Kisatov €k @UARG Beviautv/
the one (born) of Tairou of Semeiou of Kisaiou, from the tribe of Benjamin/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/
1:1b[1] &vOpwmog Iovdaiog oik®V £v Zovooig Th oA/
amale, a Jew, living in the city Susa/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/
1:1b[2] &vBpwmog uéyag Bepanedwv év tfj avAf} tob PactAéwg.
a great man serving in the court of the king.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
1:1c Qv ¢ ék thg aiypaAwoiog/
(Even though) he/ was among the captives/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

This clause is in contrast with the preceding right dislocation clause. Mordecai’s humble
origin highlights the extant of his greatness in the kingdom. Structurally, this contrast is
indicated by &¢.

1:1c fi¢/ Nxpad@tevoev Nafovyodovocop 6 Pacideds Bafuldvog &€

IepovoaAny petd Iexoviov Tod PactAéwg tiig lovdaiag.

whom/ Nabuchadnezzar, the king of Babylon, captured from
Jerusalem with Jeconiah, the king of Judah.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
1:1d kai tobto/ avtod T évimviov.
And this/ (is) his dream.

COMMENT/TOPIC.
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10 évimviov is topic because it is old information that was activated in 1:1a[2]. The
comment, to0to, cataphorically refers to the content of the dream that immediately

follows.
1:1d kat idov ewval kal B6pvPog Ppovtal Kal oelopdg Tdpaxog £mi THG YAG.

Behold, voices and thundering noises and trembling earthquake (were) upon

the earth.
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.

1800 is often used in speech events to give a sense of vivacity to the event, and to invite the
reader to engage more intimately with the speaker. This device is used multiple times in
the recounting of Mordecai’s dream. It enumerates a list of the things that Mordecai saw in

his dream.
1:1e kai 180V dvo dpdkovteg peydAot Etotpot/ mpofiAbov/
And behold, two large dragons (that were) posed/ came forward/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

The minor characters, d0o dpdkovteg peyddot, are coded as a marked topic. The identity of
the two dragons (namely Mordecai and Aman) is not revealed until the end of the book in

10:3d.
1:1e au@dtepor maAaiety.
they (were) struggling (with each other).
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
1:1e Kol €YEVETO AUTOV PWVT) UEYAAN.
And their voices/ were great.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The pronoun avt®@v is fronted before its head noun ¢@wvr because the identity of the
genitive pronoun is taken as a given. The head noun @wvr and the nominal complement
ueyaAn is postposed to the end of the comment focus. This information is the most

irrecoverable and, hence, of most interest to the reader.

---[MINOR BREAK]---
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The passive voice of the verb shifts the mainline to offline. The minor character, nav £€0vog,

is introduced by a thetic focus.
1:1f kod T QwVH a0T@®V/ NTowdoedn nav €0vog gig ndAepov/
At their voices/ every nation was prepared for war/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/ PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS/
1:1f Ghote moAeuficat dikaiwv £€0vog.

in order to war with a righteous nation.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

-—-[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle 1800 is used here primarily to indicate a shift from offline back to the mainline.
1:1g kai 1oL Nuépa okdTOUG Kal yvopov OATPIG Kal oTevoxwpia KAKWOLG Kl
Tdporyog pEyag emi ThG YA,

Behold, dark days, gloomy affliction, grave suffering and great commotion

(were) upon the earth.
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The passive voice of the finite verb, étapday0n, indicates a shift from the mainline to offline.
And the entire righteous nation/ was troubled/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
1:1h @oPoluevor ta EavT®V Kakd.
fearing their own suffering.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
1:1h ol Nrowdadnoay anoAécbal.
And they/ expected to die.

TOPIC/COMMENT.
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The use of the passive voice of the finite verb for non-mainline, and the use of the particle
id00 to shift the non-mainline back to the mainline allows the author to keep mainline and
non-mainline distinct. In this case, the mainline is about the two dragons, and the non-
mainline concerns the reaction of the righteous nation towards the imminent war that will

be waged against it.
1:1h kai €Bonoav mpog Tov Bedv.
And they/ cried to God for help.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

3.3.2 Discourse section 1:1i-1:1r

There is a major boundary here. Structurally, it is signaled by a locative indicator, &no6 d¢
tfi¢ Pofi¢ abt®v, in a point of departure. This point of departure may be classified as a
locative indicator because tfi¢ Pofi¢ avt@v is metaphorically likened, woavel, to a small
spring; and it is from the location of this small spring that a great river flows. Although the
semantic structure of this locative point of departure is unusual, its usage is acceptable
within the norms of the apocalyptic genre. The theme of this section is the initial
presentation of the two dragons, namely Mordecai and Aman. Mordecai is introduced again

in the body of the narration in 2:5, and Aman in 3:1.
===[MAJOR BOUNDARY ]===

1:1i dmo d¢ ¢ Pofi¢ avT@V/ EYEVETO WOAVEL ATIO UIKPAG TNYAG TOTAMOG UEYOG

UOwp TOAD.

And from their voices/ it was like there was, from a small spring, a great

river of much water.
POINT OF DEPARTURE/ PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The asyndeton signals an offline here. This is reinforced by the passive voice of the verb
UPwbnoav in the clause that follows. The clause begins with kat in Codex Alexandrinus,

which would delay the start of this minor break to the beginning of 1:1k[2].

ASYNDETON 1:1k[1] @&c¢ kai 6 fjAo¢/ dvéteiAev.
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Light and the sun/ arose.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
And the humble/ were lifted up.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
1:1k[3] ki katépayov Tovg évbEouc.
And they/ devoured the nobles.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

1:11 kai dieyepbeic Mapdoxatog/
Then Mordecai woke up/
EXTRAPOSITION/

The word dieyepbeig signals that there is a switch here from the content of the dream to
the narrative genre. This corresponds to a shift from the preceding offline section back to
the mainline. The coding of the proper noun, Mapdoxaiog, is used here because Mordecai is

an inactive participant at this point, and he is being reactivated as the main topic.
1:11 6/ wpakwg T Evonviov Tobto/
the one/ who saw this dream/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
1:1] kai ti 0 6edg PefovAevtan morficar/
and what God purposed to do/
DISLOCATION/

This dislocation clause specifies the content of the direct object, a0t0, in the main clause.
The interrogative pronoun, ti, in this dislocation is preverbal and therefore locally
prominent. The dislocation clause cataphorically points to the rest of the narrative as being

the fulfillment of what God had purposed to do.

1:1] eixev aUTO v T} Kapdiq.
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he/ had it in (his) heart.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

1:1] kai év mavti Adyw />

Concerning the whole matter/

DISLOCATION/

1:11 fjBeAev émyv@dval adtd/ wg ThH VUKTSG.
he/ tried to understand it/ until the night.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The structure of this sentence mimics that of the previous sentence. It repeats and
reinforces the fact that Mordecai was mulling over the meaning of the dream. This
repetition is globally prominent. The only piece of new information in the main clause is

£w¢ Tfig vuktdg, which is placed in the position of the dominant focal element.
1:1m kai novxacev Mapdoxaiog év tfj avAf peta Fafaba kai Oappa/
Mordecai / stayed in the court with Gabatha and Tharra/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

Structurally, a boundary does not exist between 1:11 and 1:1m because there is no topic
shift. On the other hand, there might be some kind of a break here (TEV 1976; NRSV 1991,
apocrypha 55; Dorothy 1997:52; Jobes 2009)," since the coding of the proper name,
Mordecai, is redundant. Nonstructural evidences supporting this possibility include the
fact that (a) the time changes from the night of Mordecai’s dream to Mordecai’s
investigation of the two eunuchs’ treachery, (b) the location changes from the place of
Mordecai’s dream (probably his bedroom) to his presence in the king’s court, (c) the change
of genre from the apocalyptic dream to narrative, and (d) the introduction of two new

minor characters (Gabatha and Tharra).*’

15t appears that the definition of old information needs to be relaxed sometimes. Whereas the assumption in
chapter two is that old information needs to be a repeat of previous information, kai év mavti Adyw and its
main clause in 1:11 seems to be considered as old information, even though it is not a literal repeat of the
preceding sentence. The focus presupposition clause in 1:16 is another example.

2TEV (1976) and Jobes (2009) are electronic resources. Hence, page numbers are not cited.

271f 1:1m were taken to be a major boundary, it would be an exception. But that does not detract from the
central claim that the text can be broken down into discrete sections based on the objective criteria of
matching form and function for the rest of the text. One weakness of narratology in practice is that it lacks an
overall definition for what constitutes a discourse boundary. Narratology presupposes that a text may be
divided by the convergence of any number of narratological factors, which means that discourse boundary is
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1:1n t@v d00 €0volxwV T0D PACIAEWG TOV PUAAGEOVTWY THV AVATV.
the two eunuchs of the king who were guarding the court.

RIGHT DISLOCATION.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

Asyndeton is used to begin both this clause and the next to signal this section as offline.
This offline section concerns the internal state of Mordecai as he investigated the two
eunuchs who were plotting to kill the king. te is replaced by yap in Codex Alexandrinus,

which would make this a background section instead.

ASYNDETON 1:1n fkovcév te avT@®V/ TOUG AOoylopoUG Kai TAG uepiUvag

a0TQV.

He/ heard them/ (both) their reckonings and their sorrows.

TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

ASYNDETON 1:1n £€npeodvnoev kai Euadev/

He/ searched and learned/

TOPIC/COMMENT/
1:1n 611 €totpdlovoty Tag xelpag EmParelv Aptalépén td PaotAel.
that they/ prepared to lay hands on Artaxerxes the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

1:1n kol véder€ev @ PactAel tepl abTOV.

And he/ made known to the king concerning them.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The unmarked topic, 0 BaciAevg, that is a temporary topic shift signals a minor break. In

this case, this minor break corresponds to a shift from the offline back to the mainline.

1:10[1] kai €€ATacev O PaciAevg Tovg dVo ebvoUyoUC.

seen as a wave concept rather than a discrete concept. This in turn implies that it is virtually impossible to
divide a (biblical) text into paragraphs or sections, or to give headings to them, since any attempt would yield
multiple solutions, according to how one subjectively weighs the relative importance of the narratological
factors involved.
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And the king/ searched the two eunuchs.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The passive voice of the main verb signals a shift from the mainline to offline.
1:10[2] kai dpoAoyricavreg/
Having confessed/
EXTRAPOSITION/
1:10[3] &rixOnoay.
they/ were led away.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The redundant coding of the king signals a shift from the offline back to the mainline.
1:10[4] kai &ypapev 6 Bacthevg Tovg Adyoug TovToug gig pvnudouvvov/
And the king/ wrote these words in (the) chronicles/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
1:10[5] kal Mapdoxatog.
(that which pertains) to Mordecai.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.'*
The right dislocation explicates the referent of tovg Adyouvg tovtoug of the main clause.
1:1p €ypaev mepi TOV AOYWV TOUTWV.
He/ wrote about these matters.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

2The suggestion that kai Mapdoxaiog may be the subject of the following clause is structurally possible. In
this scenario, Mapdoyaioc would be a marked topic that indicates a minor break (1:1p), and the mainline topic
(the king) is resumed in 1:1q.

However, this is semantically improbable because this interpretation assumes that the king writes
“these words” concerning the assassination plot through the agency of Mordecai (1:1p), and Mordecai does so
(1:1p) before he is formally commissioned by the king to serve in the court in 1:1q.

The current interpretation mitigates this problem. Here, it is assumed that the scribes in the king’s
court are given the task of recording the deeds concerning Mordecai in the chronicles.
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The phrase t®v Adywv tovtwv is a repeat of Tovg Adyoug tovtoug of the preceding clause.
This is globally prominent. It is this account which will be read to the king when God
caused him to be sleepless (6:1-2).

1:1q kai €énétaev 0 PaoiAedg Mapdoxaiw Bepaneverv €v T aOAT.
And the king/ ordered Mordecai to serve in the court.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The nominal coding for the topic, 0 faciAevg, is redundant here. The global prominence of
the king highlights his authority. There is no contradiction between the fact that the king
orders Mordecai to serve in the court here, even though he was in the court with the two
eunuchs back in 1:1m. The word fjouxd{w in 1:1m only means “to be quiet”, or “to be at
rest” (Liddell and Scott 1996),'” and does not infer that Mordecai already had an official

appointment in the king’s court.
1:1q Kati £dwkev avT® dduata el TOUTWV.
And he/ gave him decrees concerning these (matters).
TOPIC/COMMENT.
1:1r kai Av Apav ApadaBouv Bovyaiog £vdo€og évidmiov tod PactAéw.
And Aman, of Amadathou of Bougaios (was) honored before the king.
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.

The introduction of Aman, is signaled by a thetic focus. Here, in Addition A, the two

dragons are initially presented prior to their re-presentation in the main narration.

1:1r kal é{Ntnoev kakomotfjoal tOV Mapdoxalov kai tov Aadv avtod Umep

TV 600 0VOUXWV TOD PactAéwc.

And he/ sought to mistreat Mordecai and his people on behalf of the two

130

(deceased) eunuchs of the king.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

2L iddell and Scott (1996) is used as the main dictionary for identifying the lexical usages of the book of
Esther in the Septuagint. This lexicon is superior to other lexicons, such as BAGD (1957), due to its wider
coverage of Greek sources and finer distinctions in the shades of meaning.

°Aman’s desire to take revenge may be due to the fact that he was allied with these two eunuchs.
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3.3.3 Discourse section 1:1-1:9

There is a major boundary here between the end of Addition A above and the main body of
the narration. This is signaled by a temporal indicator coded as a point of departure. TEV
(1976), NRSV (1991, apocrypha 55), Dorothy (1997:58), and Jobes (2009) agree that this is a
discourse boundary. The theme of this discourse section is the great banquet given by

Artaxerxes, and the drinking party that is for the Gentiles.
===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===
1:1 kol €yévero ueta tovg Adyoug Toutous év taic nuépais Aptacépéov/
And after this matter, in the days of Artaxerxes/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
1:1 oUtog/ 6 Aptatép&ng amod thg TviikAg/
this/ (is) the Artaxerxes from Indikei/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

1:1 £KaTOV €1KOOL EMTA XWP®OV/ EKPATNOEV.

over 127 regions/ he/ ruled.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The local prominence of the marked focus, éxatov eikoor €énta xwp®v, highlights the

authority of the king.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

Here, the use of the asyndeton in the two point of departure clauses and the use of the
passive voice for the verb €0povicOn shifts the mainline to offline. The redundancy of the
nominal coding, 6 Bacilevg, for the king here is globally prominent and highlights his
authority.

Aptaéping v Zovooig Tfj TOAer/
In the days when king Artaxerxes was enthroned in the city of Susa/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/
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ASYNDETON 1:3 év t® tpitw £tel PaciAevovtog abtod/ ™!

in the third year of his reign/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/

1:3 doxnv/ €moinoev to1g @iloig kai toi¢ Aotnoig €0veoty kal Toig Mepo®v Kal
MRdwv €v86€oic kal Tolg dpxovotv TV catpan®v/

a banquet/ he/ gave to (his) friends, the other nations, and to the nobles of

Persia and Medes, and to the rulers of the armies/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/

The banquet is coded as locally prominent because it is a theme of this discourse section.
The banquet material is intentionally placed in an offline section to contrast the banquet as
being not as important as the drinking party (which is on the mainline). It is during the
drinking party, rather than the banquet, that Astin the queen provokes the king to anger.

This leads to the need to elect a new queen, a role which Esther assumes.

1:4 kol petd tadta et 1o deion avtolc tov mAodtov tfi¢ PactAeiag avtod
kol v d6&av Thg €0@pPooivNg ToD TAoUTOL alTOD £mi NUEPAC EKATOV

oydonkovra.

and after these, (he) showed them the wealth of his kingdom and the
exultant glory of his wealth for 180 days.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

In contrast to Dorothy’s (1997:61), 1:4 is not a discourse boundary. 1:4 is in fact a right
extraposition of the main clause in 1:3, and belongs to the same sentence as 1:3. The king’s

display of his wealth in 1:4 is merely the postlude to the great banquet.

When the days of the wedding feast'* ended/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/

Since the first asyndeton of an offline section already signals offline, the function of a second or a third
asyndeton in the same offline section is not clear. It could be a device that highlights the presence of offline.
The fact that this is a wedding feast is more certain when a comparison is made between 1:5 and 2:18.
Elements that are in common between both the wedding feast of Astin and of Esther include the words: (a)
ydpoug, and (b) énoinoev 6 faciAevg mdtov.
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The passive voice of the verb dverAnpdBnoav is a continuation of the offline section began
in 1:2. The contrast between the non-mainline of the feast and the mainline of the drinking

party (beginning at 1:5[2]) cuts across this sentence.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The redundant coding of the king, 0 BaciAevg, signals a switch from the offline of the

preceding clause (the point of departure) back to the mainline of the main clause.
1:5[2] €moinoev 6 Bacidevg mdtov Toi¢ €Bvectv tolg evpebeio ei¢ TV TOALY
el Muépag € €v aOAR oikov ol PaciAéws/
the king/ threw a drinking party for the gentiles, who were found in the
city, for six days in the court of the king’s palace/

TOPIC/COMMENT/

1:6 kekoounuévn Puooivolg kal Kapmaocivolg TeTAUéVolg £mi o6XOlviolg
Puocivolg kal mop@uLPOlg Eml KOPOIG XPULOOIG KAl APYLPOIG €ml OTUAOLG

napivoig kai Aibivoig/

which was decorated with fine linen, even fine flax was laid out at the edge
of the fine linen; and with purple on golden cubes; and with silver on marble

and stone pillars/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

KATvat xpuoal kol apyvpal €nt Atbootpwtov ouapayditov Aibov kai mvvivov

kal mapivov AiBov kal otpwuval dra@avels motkidwg dinvOiopéval KOKAW

p6da memacuéva/

golden and silver couches on (which are) tessellated emerald, even pearl and
marble; strewned with beddings of various (shades of) transparency, that are

embroidered with roses all around/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

1:7 motfpla Ypuod Kai apyvpd kal avOpdkivov KUAIKIOV TPOKEIMEVOV GO

TaAdVTWYV TPIopLpiwV 0ivog ToAUG kai 180g/
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golden and silver cups, and smaller carbuncle cups lying before 30,000

133 a great quantity and sweet/

talents of wine,
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION /

1:7 0v/ a0to¢ 6 PactAevg Emvev.

which/ the king himself drank.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The usage of the words in 1:6-7 is consistent with usage in the early Hellenistic period
(Liddell and Scott 1996). mpokeiuevov plus the genitive (dnd taAdviwv tpiopvpiwy) means
“to lie in front of” (s.v. II). The nominative noun phrase oivog moAb¢ kai 180¢ is a right
dislocation of the right extraposition. kai nd0¢ is in the dominant focal element position of
that right dislocation. The clause that follows is a subordinate clause explaining that the
quality of the wine which was served to the guests was of the highest quality, such that
even the king himself drank from it. This fact is highlighted structurally by (a) the use of
the reflexive pronoun avtog, and (b) the fronting of the nominal phrase in the comment

before the verb.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
This marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.

1:8 6 8¢ mbtog 00TOg/ 0V KATK MPOKEiuEVOV VOOV éyéveTo.

And this drinking party/ is not according to (the) existing law.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This unmarked topic that is a topic shift signals an episodic boundary. The yap reading in
Codex Alexandrinus would instead remove this episodic boundary. This textual variant is
probable because oUtwg is a cohesion device that anaphorically points to the preceding
clause and pairs the two clauses together. In this reading, the use of 3¢ here is contrastive.

It asserts that the authority of the king is even greater than the law itself.

1:8 oUtwg/ 8¢ NOEANoev 6 PaciAeng.

%The use of taAdvtwv as a general unit of measurement for weight (other than for gold or silver) is attested
by Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. II) for post-Homeric Greek.
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But thus/ the king/ desired.
POINT OF DEPARTURE/TOPIC/COMMENT.

1:8 kal é€métaev TOIG oikovdupolg moificar tO OEANUa avtod Kol TOV

avOpdTWV.

And he/ ordered the servants to do his will and (that) of the people.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

This marked topic that is a temporary shift indicates a minor break. Contrary to NRSV
(1991) and Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse boundary.

1:9 xai Aotwv 1 Pacidiooa/ €noinoe métov taig yovai€iv v toig PaociAeiog/
And Astin the queen/ hosted a drinking party for the women in the palace/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

1:9 8mov/ 6 Pacidevg Aptaépéng.

where/ king Artaxerxes (was).

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

3.3.4 Discourse section 1:10-1:22

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This is a major boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 56; Dorothy 1997:62; Jobes 2009) signaled
by (a) a temporal indicator in a point of departure, and (b) the marked topic, 6 PaciAelg,
which is the primary topic of this discourse section. The theme of this discourse section is

the king’s punishment of queen Astin because of her refusal to attend the king’s drinking
party.

1:10 &v 8¢ tfj nuépa t1j £RSdun/

And on the seventh day/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/

Nndéwg yevduevog/
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being (very) glad/
EXTRAPOSITION/

The fronting of ndéwc before the (stative) verb makes it marked. Not only is the king glad,

the pragmatic structure shows that he is very glad.

1:10 6 Paocihedg/ eimev 1@ Apav kal Balav kal Oappa kal Bwpaln kai
ZaBoABa kai APatala kai Oapafa tolg enta €0VOUXOLG TOIG dtakdVOLG TOD

BaciAéwg Aptaépouv/

the king/ said to Aman and Bazan and Tharra and Borazei and Zatholtha and
Abataza and Tharaba, the seven eunuchs who were the servants of king

Artaxerxes/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

This is a speech frame that opens an indirect speech, which is coded by a series of right

extraposed clauses. The indirect speech begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 1:11 eioayayeiv thv Pacidicoav npdg avtov/
to bring in the queen to him/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
1:11 BaotAevety avtnv kal epideivat avtf To dtddnua/
to give her reign and to place the crown on her/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

In light of the fact that the banquet preceding the drinking party was a wedding party, the
statement here means that Astin, who is referred to as queen in 1:9, has not yet been
granted the formal symbols of her queenhood publicly. The drinking party may be

designed purposely for such an occasion.
1:11 kai €€t abThV Aoy To1g &pxovotv Kai Tolg €0veotv Td kKAAAog avthic/
to display her to all the rulers and the nations, (namely) her beauty/

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
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Within this right extraposition, to k&AAog avrtfig, is the dominant focal element. The
subordinate clause that follows reinforces this information, as signaled by the fronting of

the marked comment.
1:11 811 xaAn/ Av.
for beautiful/ she was.
COMMENT’/®* TOPIC.
1:12 kol 00K giofkovoev abTtol/
And she/ did not listen to him/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

The identity of the topic is postponed to the right dislocation. The lack of the nominal
phrase in the main clause to indicate the switch of the topic from the king to Astin means

that this topic switch is not significant.

Aoty 1) Paciliooa/

Astin the queen/

RIGHT DISLOCATION/

1:12 ¢éAO€TV peta TOV EOVOUXWV.
to come with the eunuchs.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The shift from the mainline to offline is signaled by the passive voice.
And the king/ was griefed.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

1:12 kat wpyisdn.
And he/ was angry.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

3Comment which is pragmatically marked is coded as “COMMENT"” in the text.
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---[MINOR BREAK]---

The offline section returns to the mainline, where the king is the main topic. This is not a
discourse boundary (Dorothy 1997:63), but a minor break. einev is followed by o faciAevg in
Codex Alexandrinus and the Hexapla.” This would be a redundant coding that explicitly

signals the return to the mainline.
1:13 kai einev to1g piloic avtod.
And he/ said to his friends.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This clause begins a direct speech frame. The direct speech begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 1:13 katd tadra/
In relation to these things/™
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
gANdAnosv Aotiv/
(that) Astin/ said/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

This subordinate clause lacks a subordinating conjunction. It is asyndetically connected,

which may mean that it is parenthetical.
1:13 moifioate o0V Tepl TovTOov/ VLoV Kal kpioty.
take action concerning this/ (according to) law and court.™”
EVENT FOCUS/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

o0V in the main clause signals a call for action. ToUtov precedes the nouns which it
modifies, vopov kai kpiotv, not because it is marked, but because it is anaphorically

referential to kata tabta in the point of departure.
1:14 kai TpoofiABev adT®/

They/ came to him/

All textual variants that are cited are without the accent marking because the original manuscripts
(codices) do not contain them.

The usage of katd with the accusative case conforms with Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1V.2).

37See BAGD (1957: s.v. 2).
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TOPIC/COMMENT/

The switch from the direct speech back to the narration is indicated by the switch from the
second person of the direct speech to the use of the third person here. The postponement

of the identity of the topic to the right dislocation avoids making this an episodic boundary.
Apkeoatog Kai Zapoabaiog kai MaAnoeap/
Arkesaios, Sarsathaios and Maleisear/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/
1:14 o1 &pxovteg [Mepo®dv kai MARdwv/
the rulers of Persia and Medes/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/
1:14 ot &yyUg to0 BactAéwg/
the confidants of the king/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/!38
1:14 ol Tp@TOL TapakaONUEVOL TR PaGIAEL.
the leaders seated beside the king.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

1:15 kai GmAyyethav adt® katd tovug VOuoug/ w¢ el moificar Aotiv T

BaciAicon/

And they/ announced to him in relation to the laws/ of (what) is required to

do to Astin the queen/
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/

The coding of ¢l in the present tense highlights the determination of the high officials to

depose Astin from her position as queen.

1:15 611 oUK €moinoev ta LMo t0d PactAéwg mpootaxdévta dx TdV

g0OVOUXWV.

*The translation of o1 £yyvg as “confidants” is supported by the idiomatic sense of “those who are near” cited
in BAGD (1957: s.v. 3).
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because she/ did not do the things ordered by the king through the

eunuchs.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The fronting of the prepositional phrase, 0o o0 PaciAéwg, before the head nominal
phrase makes the prepositional phrase marked and raises the issue that the king’s
authority is being affronted by queen Astin. This is a psychological tool used by the officials
to prod the king to punish Astin severely.

~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The shift of the topic to the unmarked topic, 6 Movxatog, makes this an episodic boundary.
1:16 kai ginev 6 Movyatog mpdg Tov PactAéa kai Tovg dpxovTag.
And Mouxaios/ said to the king and the rulers.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The content of the speech belongs to the hortatory genre. The

speech begins with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 1:16 o0 tov Bacidéa uévov/ fdiknoev Acotiv 1 Bacilicoa/

(It is) not only the king/ (that) queen Astin injured/***
FOCUS[MARKED]/PRESUPPOSITION/

The construction of this sentence is highly marked. This is a focus presupposition clause.
The end of the main clause, ndiknoev Acotiv 1 BaciAooq, is the presupposition. It signals
global prominence because it is a repeat of old information. The front part of the main
clause is a marked focus. This is being contrasted with the content of the right

extraposition.
1:16 GAAX Kal TAVTAG TOVG &pXOVTAG KAl TOUG NYOUHEVOUG TOD PactA£wC.
but also all the rulers and those leading the kingdom.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The translation of Adiknoev as “injured” is supported by BAGD (1957: s.v. 2.b). This is hence not a dynamic
equivalent translation.
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The particle ydp signals a shift from the mainline to a background section. yap is deleted in

Codex Alexandrinus and the Hexapla, which would make this an offline section instead.
1:17 kai yap dinyroato avtoic/
For it is described fully to them/
EVENT FOCUS/
T pruata thg pactAioong.
the words of the queen.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
1:17 kol WG GvTelnev T@ PactAel.
(Since) she/ contradicted the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

‘Qg, which is another device that signals background, occurs twice to refer back to the
deeds of Astin.

1:17 ¢ o0V dvteinev T® PaociAel Apra&ipén.

She/ contradicted king Artaxerxes.
TOPIC/OLD.

This clause is globally prominent because the phrase dvteinev t® PaciAel of the previous
clause is repeated here. The name of the king 'Apta&épén is not required to identify the
king. Its presence is therefore redundant and locally prominent. The particle odv is added
here to enhance the level of prominence in this clause. Like the previous speakers, the
three rulers of Persia and Medes, Mouxaios emphasizes the insubordination of Astin in

order to persuade the king to punish her.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

Here, the marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break, which coincides

with a shift from background to mainline.
1:18 oUtwg orjuepov/

Thus, today/
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POINT OF DEPARTURE/

1:18 ai tupavvideg ai Aol TV dpxévtwy Mepo®v kai MAdwv/
the rest of the baronnesses of the rulers of Persia and Medes/
TOPIC[MARKED]/

akovoaoatl Td T@ PactAel AexBévta OTU adThg/

hearing the things spoken by her to the king/

MEDIAL EXTRAPOSITION/

The fronting of the indirect object, t@® PaciAel, before the governing nominal participle

makes it marked. This again highlights the authority of the king.
1:18 ToAuficovoty Opoiwg dtipdoat Tovg Avopag adT®Vv.
shall dare likewise to dishonor their husbands.
COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

Here, oOv signals the switch to the exhortation proper of a hortatory speech. This
constitutes an episodic boundary. The present tense of the verb dokel further highlights

the importance of this clause.
1:19 €1 00V Sokel @ PaoiAel/
So, if it pleases the king/
EXTRAPOSITION/
1:19 tpootadtw PactAtkov.
let him order a royal decree.
EVENT FOCUS.

This series of event focus clauses introduces new information onto the discourse at a high

rate. This is episodically prominent.
1:19 kai ypa@rtw Katd tovg vopoug MNdwv kai Mepo@v.
And let it be written according to the laws of Medes and Persia.

EVENT FOCUS.
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1:19 kai ur GAwg/ xpnododw.
And in a different way/ let it not be inquired.'*
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS.

This is an exhortation to write the royal decree unambiguously, so that there should not be

any loopholes. The marked focus reinforces this sense.

1:19 unde eioeA0dtw €111 Baoidicoa TpdC avTdV.

And let the queen no longer come into him.**!

EVENT FOCUS.

The particle undé makes this clause prominent negatively. This is the main request asked of

the king in this exhortation section.
1:19 kai v PaciAeiov adtig/ §6tw 6 PactAedg yuvaiki kpeittov avTiG.

As for her queenhood/ let the king give (it) to a woman (who is) better than
her.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

1:20 kai dxovodrtw O véuog/ 6 UTO tod PaciAéws/

And let the law be heard/ that which is by the king/

EVENT FOCUS/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/

The dominant focal element stresses that law is issued by the authority of the king.

1:20 6v/ €&v mot év tfj PaciAeia avtod.
whatever/ he should do in his kingdom.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

This subordinate clause further highlights the king’s power. The law is whatever the king

wants to do in his kingdom.

"The middle voice of xpnodoBw means “to be inquired” like one would seek for a divine revelation from an
oracle (Liddell and Scott 1996: s.v. C.A.III).

“IThe rapid flow of information due to the consecutive use of thetic clauses occurs in 1:19; 2:3; 4:8, 16; and 6:8-
9. (Although 4:8 is not globally prominent, since there is no literal repeat, the semantic ideas of the
consecutive thetic clauses are close to each other.) The labeling of these locations as episodic prominence is
supported by (a) the local prominence of 1:19 (und¢ eloeAddtw #t1 1| Pacilioon Tpog adTdv), 4:16 (Unde winte
mil fuépag Tpeig vOkTa Kol fuépav), 6:9[5] (knpuocétw), and (b) the global prominence of 2:3 (¢émAsldrwoav
Kopdolx mapBevikd kaAd t@ £18er).
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---[MINOR BREAK]---

The anaphoric referent, oUtwg, is a cohesion device to link what is discussed so far in the
exhortation with the result envisaged from the advised course of action. The marked
coding of the topic, td@oat ai yvvaikeg, in the main clause is a temporary shift and signals a

minor break.
1:20 kai oUtwc/
Thus/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/**

naoatl al yovaikeg/ meptbroovoty Tiurv toi¢ avdpdotv Eavt®v/ amd ntwyod

£w¢ mhovoiov.

all women/ shall bestow honor to their husbands/ from the poor to the rich.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

Contrary to Dorothy (1997:64), this is not a discourse boundary. This is a minor break

signaled by an unmarked topic that is a temporary shift.
1:21 kati fpecev 6 Adyog T® PactAel kal Toig &pxovat.
And this word/ pleased the king and the rulers.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
There is an episodic boundary here, since there is an unmarked topic shift to 6 faciAevg.
1:21 kol €moinoev 6 PactAevg kabBa EAaAncev 6 Movxatog.
And the king/ did just as Mouxaios said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

1:22 Kal Gréoteilev gig maoav v PactAeiav katd xwpav/ katd v A&y

avt®v/

2A cohesion device, such as kai oUtwg in 1:20, may stand in a point of departure. The incongruency between
the terminology of cohesion and point of departure is a problem. Perhaps a new pragmatic label should be
created for a cohesion device that stands in a left extraposition.
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And he/ sent (the decree) to all the kingdom according to their regions/

according to their dialects/

TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/

1:22 ote givar @OPov adTolc év Talg olkiaig abT@v.

so that there should be respect for them in their households.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

3.3.5 Discourse section 2:1-2:4

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This is a discourse boundary (TEV 1976, NRSV 1991, apocrypha 57; Jobes 2009) that is
signaled by a temporal indicator in a point of departure. The theme of this discourse

section is that the king decides to find a new queen.
2:1 kol ueta tovg Adyoug tovtovg/
And after these matters/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/**
ékomaocev 6 PaciAedg tod Buuod.
the fury of the king/ subsided.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

As indicated in §3.2, the coding device that indicates the beginning of a major boundary is italicized.

"“The textual indicators normally allow the reader to conclude rightly even when there is a deviation from
the normal discourse boundary typology. 1:2, for example, is not a major discourse boundary even though the
temporal indicator, év abtalg Taic fuépaig, occurs in a point of departure because (a) the asyndetons in this
and the next point of departures, and (b) the passive voice of é8povicBn clearly indicate a shift from the
mainline to offline. The continuance of the topic, 0 faciAebg, also supports this conclusion.

Sometimes, however, there is a true conflict between the signals of a discourse boundary. For
example, 2:1 is considered to be a major boundary because of the temporal indicator in a point of departure.
On the other hand, the continuance of the topic, 6 faciAelg, indicates that this is not a discourse boundary of
any type. Likewise, it is difficult to determine whether the asyndeton in 4:17d[1] (a) indicates an episodic
boundary in a reported speech, or (b) signals the start of an offline section. (In this case, the asyndeton in
4:17d[2] signals the continuance of the offline begun in 4:17d[1].)

Only the consideration of a wider corpus of materials both in the Septuagint and in the New
Testament can enable the researcher to resolve these issues.

This type of ambiguity may be unraveled in future research by refining the relative weight of the
discourse boundary indicators. This might also help to resolve the issue of whether 1:1m, kai fjeOxacev
Mapdoxalog €v tfj aOAf petd Fafaba kal Oappa, qualifies as a major discourse boundary or not.
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The presence of a discourse boundary is further highlighted by the redundant nominal

coding of the king, 6 faciAevg.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The foreground shifts to offline here. Structurally, this is coded by the passive voice of the
verb €uvnodn, and the presence of the particle w¢, which is another device that signals
non-mainline. ka1 ovkett to the end of the verse is replaced by euvnobn yap tg aotiv kaba
EMOLNOEV KA1 00X QLT KatekplOn in Codex Alexandrinus, which would mean that this section

is background instead.
2:1 kol oUKETL Uvofn Thg Aotiv/
And he/ was no longer mindful of Astin/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
2:1 uvnuovedwv ola EAdAnoev.
remembering whatever (wrong that) she said.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The identity of the subject of this right extraposition is ambiguous. The act of speaking,
¢\dAnoev, could either (a) refer to the king’s decree, or (b) refer to the queen’s refusal to
respond to the king’s request. The latter is more probable, since the very next clause refers
to the king’s decree. This assumes that the flow of information is iconic to the original

sequence in the narration.
2:1 Kal WG KATEKPLVEV AVTHV.
And (how) he/ condemned her.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This is an episodic boundary indicated by an unmarked topic shift. The offline also returns

to foreground here, picking up from where éxénacev 6 facidedg tod Ovpod (2:1) left off.
2:2 kal glnav ol didkovor Tod PactAéw.
The servants of the king/ said.

TOPIC/COMMENT.
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This is

the direct speech frame of a hortatory speech. The beginning of the direct speech

proper starts with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 2:2 {ntndftw t® PaciAel/
Let it be sought out for the king/

EVENT FOCUS/

This series of event focus clauses constitutes an episodically prominent section.

Kopaola ApBopa KaAd T@ eldet.

young virgins (who are) good looking.

RIGHT DISLOCATION.

2:3 Kal KaTaoTAoeL O PAcIAeDE KWUAPXAG £V TACKIG TATG XWPALS THG PactAeiog
a0TOD.

And the king shall set village chiefs in all the regions of his kingdom.

EVENT FOCUS.

2:3 kal émAe€dtwoav kopdora mapBevika kaAd td €ider eig Zovoav

v éAv/ €ig TOV yovaik®dva.

And let young virgins (who are) good looking be selected for the city Susa/

into the harem.

OLD/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The selection of young virgins is a rewording of 2:2. This constitutes old information and is

globally prominence. This foreshadows the importance of Esther’s eventual ascension as

queen.

2:3 kal tapadodntwoav T 0VoUXw T0D PACIAEWG TG PUAAKL TOV YUVAIKOV.

And let them be entrusted to the eunuch of the king, the guardian of the

harem.
EVENT FOCUS.
2:3 ko 900nTwW oufypa kai 1) Ao Emuéleia.

And let soap and other attentiveness be given (to them).
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EVENT FOCUS.

2:4 kol 1) yovi/

And the woman/

TOPIC[MARKED]/
i/ av &péon t® PaciAel/
who/ pleases the king/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

PactAevoet avti Aotiv.

shall reign in place of Astin.

COMMENT.

The direct speech of the king’s servants stops here.

2:4 xai fipecev t@ PactAel/

And it/ pleased the king/

TOPIC/COMMENT/

This is not an episodic boundary even though there is a topic change because the topic is

pushed down to the right dislocation.
TO TPayHA.
this matter.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

Both 16 mpayua (of this clause) and oUtwg (of the following clause) are cohesion devices

that are used to tie the exhortation of the direct speech to the result of the direct speech.

2:4 Kal €moinoev'®

oUTWG.
And he/ did thus.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

The topic of énoinoev refers to the animate verbal argument of the preceding clause, 1@ PaociAel, rather
than the implicit subject of the verb fjpecev.
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This is not an episodic boundary even though there is a topic change, since no nominal

coding is used here.

3.3.6 Discourse section 2:5-2:11

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===

This is a major boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 57; Jobes 2009) because of the presence of
a marked topic that is not a temporary shift. While 2:5 may be called a “flashback” (Dorothy
1997:65) because the chronology of 2:5 precedes that of the previous discourse section, the
structural coding indicates that this is a major boundary rather than an offline section. The
theme of this discourse section is that Esther, the foster daughter of Mordecai, enters the

harem.
2:5 kol dvOpwmog/ Av/
A man/ there was/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

Mordecai needs to be reintroduced here, even though he was already introduced in 1:1a,
because the attentional status of the participant Mordecai has become inactive and needs

to be reactivated. This is not a redundant introduction of Mordecai.
Iovdaiog év Zovoo1g Tff moAeL.
aJew in the city of Susa.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

Much of the semantic content of 2:5-2:6 parallels 1:1a-1:1c. This constitutes global
prominence, which is another structural device used to highlight the importance of

Mordecai in the narration.
2:5 Kal Gvopa avt® Mapdoxalog.
And his name was Mordecai.
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.
0/ tod Iaipov tod Zepeiov tod Kioatov ék @uAfig Beviaprv/

The one/ (born) of Tairou of Semeiou of Kisaiou, from the tribe of Benjamin/
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TOPIC/OLD/
2:6 66/ Av aixpdAwrtog €€ IepovoaAnu/
who/ was a captive from Jerusalem/
TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD/

226  fv/ fAxpaAotevoev  NaPovxodovooop  PaciAevg
BapvAdvog.

whom/ Nabuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, took captive.
TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD.

2:7[1] ko v ToUTR TAlg/

And there was to him a girl/

PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS/

Another reason for repeating the biographical information of Mordecai is that the author
wishes to introduce Esther as being a foster daughter of Mordecai. So the author has to first
remind the reader about who Mordecai is before going on to talk about the ancestry of

Esther.
2:7[2] Bpermth Buydtnp Aptvadaf GdeA@od matpdg avTod.
a foster daughter (born) of Aminadab, the brother of his father.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
2:7[3] kai Svopa avtfi Eodnp.
Her name (was) Esther.
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.
2:7[4] év 8¢ T® petaAAG€at adThg Tovg yoveig/
And when her parents died/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/

1The word petaAAd€x means “to die” (Liddell and Scott 1996: s.v. I1.2). It could also mean to be “transferred”
(s.v. IV), as in being transferred by the Babylonian empire to another location, hence being separated from
Mordecai and Esther. But this second meaning is less likely because the only example cited by Liddell and
Scott involves tiva €ig, which is lacking in this clause.
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2:7[5] énaidevoev avtnv £avtd £i¢ yovaika.'*

he/ raised her up by himself into adulthood.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift. The topic is

continued at the beginning of 2:9, after the intervening offline section.
2:7[6] xai Av 10 kopdolov kaAdv td eidet.
And the girl/ was good looking.
TOPIC/OLD.
The fact that Esther is beautiful echoes the selection criteria for the new queen (2:3).
---[MINOR BREAK]---
This series of three verbs in the passive voice signals a shift from mainline to offline.
2:8 kai 8te fkovafn t6 T0d PaciAéwg tpdotaypa/
When the declaration of the king was heard/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/

The genitive modifier tod faciAéwg is fronted before the head noun npdotaypa. This makes

the modifier locally prominent and highlights that the king is authoritative and respected.
many young girls/ were gathered into the city of Susa by the hand of Gai.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
2:8 kal 1x0n EoBnp mpog F'at tov @UAAKA TOV YUVALKQV.
And Esther/ was taken to Gai, the guardian of the harem.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

"“The reflexive pronoun £avt® implies that Mordecai was either a single man or a widower. Nobody helped
him when he raised Esther.
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The shift of the verbal voice from the passive to the active signals the return of the offline
section back to the mainline. The topic of the last foreground clause, Esther, continues as
the topic of this clause. The nominal coding of Esther is delayed to the right dislocation to

alert the reader that there is no topic shift in the return to the mainline.
2:9 Kol fipeoev avT®/
And she/ pleased him/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
TO KOPAGLOV.
the young girl.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
2:9 Kal e0PEV XApLV EVOTILIOV aOTOD.
And she/ found favor before him.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

2:9 xal €omevoev avT So0val TO ouffypa Kal TNV uepida Kal Td ENTa Kopdola

Ta arodederyuéva avtii €k PactAikod.

And he/ hastened to her to give the soap and the alloted portion and the

seven girls assigned to her from the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The topic shift here from Esther to Gai is not coded by a nominal because the author does

not want to make this an episodic boundary.
2:9 Kai €xprioato avt KAA®OG/ kol Taig ABpatg avTAG €V TO YOVAUIKOVL.
And he/ treated her well/ also to her maids in the harem.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The dominant focal element highlights the degree to which Esther was favored by Gai.

2:10 kai o0y Unéder€ev Eabnp to yévog avtiig 00de thv matpida.
And Esther/ did not reveal her race nor her nativeland.

TOPIC/COMMENT.
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The nominal coding of Esther indicates a return to the main topic, after a brief section
where the topic deviated from Esther to Gai. This is not a chronological “flashback”
(Dorothy 1997:66); rather, this is a narrator’s comment on the character of Esther during
her time in the harem. Here, the placement of o0d¢ just before tv matpida means that
o0d¢ is signaling the local prominence of only this last noun phrase constituent. This means
that Esther not only refrained from telling others about her ancestry, but she did not even
reveal her nativeland, which is a piece of information that might allow others to deduce

her ancestry.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle ydp indicates a shift to background. This explains Esther’s behavior in the

previous clause.
2:10 6 y&p Mapdoxaioc/ éveteilato avtii ur dnayysilat.
Since Mordecai/ ordered her to not tell.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The background shifts to offline. This is indicated by an asyndeton. The temporal phrase
Ka®’ ekdotnv Nuépav is not a boundary indicator. Rather, it has an aspectual function,
strengthening the habitual sense of the imperfect aspect of the main verb nepiendrer. The
deletion of 8¢, and the addition of ka1 at the beginning of this clause in Codex Alexandrinus,

58, and 93 would make this a minor break instead.
ASYNDETON 2:11 kaf’ ékdotnv d¢ nuépav/
Day after day/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
0 Mapdoxalog/ mepiendtel KATA THV aOAV THV yuvaikeioav/
Mordecai/ was walking near the court of the harem/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

The translation of xata as “near” is supported by Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. B.1.3). This
preposition could also mean “opposite to” (s.v. B.I.3), or “down to” (s.v. B.I.1). kata does not

necessarily mean that Mordecai has already assumed his service in the court.
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2:11 ¢mokon®v ti Ecbnp cvuProetat.
watching what will happen to Esther.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

3.3.7 Discourse section 2:12-2:14

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===

This is a major boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 57; Jobes 2009) signaled by a marked topic
that is a topic shift. The replacement of o0tog 8¢ Av with ka1 otav 1 in Codex Alexandrinus
would change this clause into a temporal indicator in a point of departure, which would
still be a major boundary signal. This discourse section is unique because the marked topic,
oUtog, is a cataphoric referent, rather than a topic that persists cataphorically. The time
when a girl in the harem is ready to go to see the king is the theme of this discourse
section. This is not a “flashback” (Dorothy 1997:66); rather, this general description of the
beauty treatment process tells the reader what Esther has to go through before she sees the

king.
2:12[1] o0rog/ 8¢ Av ka1pdg Kopaciov eloeAOeTV oG TOV PaciAéa/
And this/ was the time of a girl to go to the king/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
2:12[2] 8tav avamAnpdon ufvag déka dvo.
when a twelve month (period) was completed.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The foreground switches to the background. This is signaled by the particle ydp.
2:12[3] oUtwg/ yap avamAnpobvrat al fjuépat tig Oepaneiog/
Thus/ are the days of therapy completed/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
This discourse section is unique in that the present middle verbal form occurs five times.

This codes the gnomic aspect of the description of the beauty treatment procedure.
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2:12[4] ufvag €€ dAerpduevar €v ouvpvivw Aaie kal ufjvag €€ év tolg

ApWUAOLY KAl £V TOTC OUAYHAOLY TOV YUVALKDV.

six months anointed in oil of myrrh, and six months in the scents and soaps

of women.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

2:13 kol tdte eiomopeveTal mpdc TOV factAéa.

Then, she/ goes to the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
2:13 kai 0 €av einn/ mapaddoet avtii/
and whatever she says/ he will handover to her/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
2:13 ovveloépxeabat avTfi Ao Tod YUVaIK®VOG £WG TV PactAgiwv.
to go with her from the harem to the king’s residence.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The asyndeton signals a switch from the background to offline.
ASYNDETON 2:14 d¢iAnc/
In the evening/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
€10TIOPEVETAL.
she/ goes in.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
2:14 xal po¢ Nuépav/
And towards daybreak/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/

GTOTPEXEL €1C TOV Yuvaik@Va TOV devtepov/
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she/ goes off to the second harem/

TOPIC/COMMENT/
2:14 00/ Ta1 6 €bvobY0G ToD PactAéwg O @UAAE TOV YUVAIKQV.
where/ Gai, the eunuch of the king, the guardian of the harem (is).
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This means that Gai is the guardian of both the first harem (outside the king’s residence)
and the second harem (inside the king’s residence). But he himself resides in the second

harem.

—————

And she/ no longer goes to the king/ unless called by name.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The dominant focal element in the clause below is the main point of the clause, telling the
reader that the girl has a chance to see the king again. But, the passive voice of the
subjunctive verb, oddly, backgrounds this phrasal element. This hints that the chance for a
girl to see the king again is actually slight. This explains why Esther is apprehensive of
approaching the king when she is asked by Mordecai to do so in 4:11.

3.3.8 Discourse section 2:15-2:19

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This major boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 58; Jobes 2009) is coded by a temporal
indicator in a point of departure. This is not a “flashback” (Dorothy 1997:66). The
sequencing of the previous discourse section and the present one is iconic because the
author first tells the reader the general case of what happens to all the girls before the
author proceeds to the specific instance of what happens to Esther. The theme of this

section is the selection of Esther as the queen.

2:15 €v 8¢ 1) avamAnpodabut tov xpdvov Eabnp tii¢ Buyatpog Auvadof adedpos

natpos MapSoxaiov eloeAOeiv mpog tov faoiAén/

51jg Buyatpog Apvadap adeAgod matpdc Mapdoxaiov is missing in Codex Sinaiticus.
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And when the time was up for Esther, the daughter of Aminadab, the brother
of Mordecai’s father, to go in to the king/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/

2:15 o0d¢v/ nBétnoev/

nothing/ she/ set aside/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/

The markedness of 00d¢v probably stresses the uniqueness of Esther among the girls in the

harem in that she is not greedy.
2:15 @v/ a0t éveteilato 6 ebvobxog 6 UAAE TV YUVAIKQV.
which/ to her the eunuch, the guardian of the harem, instructed.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The fronting of avtfj follows the rule of information flow, where old information prcedes

new information. The fronting of avtfj does not signal local prominence in this case.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The use of ydp shifts the foreground to the background.
2:15 v yap Ea@np'* ebpiokovoa xdptv mapd ndviwyv TdV PAendvtwv abThv.
Esther/ found favor from all who were watching her.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The redundancy of the proper noun, EsOnp, indicates a shift from the background section

above to the foreground below.
2:16 kal iofiAOev EaOnp mpog Aptaépénv tov BaciAéa T dwdekdtew unvi/
Then Esther/ went in to Artaxerxes the king on the twelfth month/

TOPIC/COMMENT/

2:16 8¢/ €otiv Adap T® £POSUW Etel TG PaciAeiag adTod.

The redundancy of the proper noun Ecfnp is unusual. This is probably motivated by the desire to avoid the
ambiguity in the identity of the third person singular stative verb fv, which by itself could be interpreted to
refer to Gai the eunuch instead of Esther.
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which/ is the (month of) Adar, on the seventh year of his reign.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The use of the passive voice for the verb signals a shift to offline.
The king/ loved Esther.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

Esther is again redundant, since using an accusative feminine pronoun would
grammatically suffice. This again highlights the centrality of Esther in this discourse

section.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The offline returns to the foreground here. Because the topic here is a continuation of the

topic of the previous foreground section, namely Esther, no nominal coding is required.
2:17 kol 0pev xdptv mapd mdoag Tag mapOévou.
She/ found favor above all the virgins.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
2:17 ol €nEONKeV avTH TO dN&adNpa TO yuvaikeiov.
And he/ placed on her the queen’s crown.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The topic shift from Esther to the king is not coded nominally in this clause because there

is not a minor break here.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The presence of the nominal coding 6 BaciAevg is delayed to this clause in order to make

this the beginning of an episodic boundary.

2:18 kai €moinoev 0 PaciAelg moétov mAot toOl¢ Pilog avtol Kail Talg

duvdpueoty €mi NUEPAG EMTA.
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And the king/ made a drinking party for all his friends and the high officials

for seven days.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

2:18 ka1 UPwoev ToLg yauoug Ecbnp.

And he/ exalted the wedding feast of Esther.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

2:18 kai deeowv/ €noinoev toig Uid TV PactAeiav avToD.
And an amnesty/ he/ granted to those under his kingdom.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The prominence of the marked focus, dpeotv, means that the granting of an amnesty is not

a frequent event in the kingdom.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break. Contrary to Dorothy
(1997:67), this is not a “digression”. Both 2:18 and 2:19 denote the consequences of Esther’s

ascension as queen: (a) the king gives a party, and (b) Mordecai gets to serve in the court.
2:19 6 8¢ Mapdoxaiog/ £0epdmevev €v Tij aOAR.
And Mordecai/ served at the court.'®

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

3.3.9 Discourse section 2:20-2:22

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This is a major boundary (TEV 1976; NRSV 1991, apocrypha 58; Jobes 2009) signaled by a
marked topic that is not a temporary shift. The theme of this discourse section is that
Esther (and Mordecai) thwarts the plot of two eunuchs to assassinate the king. Since this

event is on the narrative mainline, this is not a “digression” (contrary to Dorothy 1997:67).

2:20 1) 8¢ Eobnp/ oy vnéderev trv matpida avTiG.

“*Whereas Mordecai was given the decree to serve in the court in 1:1q, there is no indication in the text that
he actually did so until here.
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And Esther/ did not disclose her nativeland.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle yd&p signals the shift from the foreground to background. oUtwg is both an
anaphoric referent (pointing to the previous clause) and a cataphoric referent (pointing to

the right extraposition).
2:20 oUtwg/ yap éveteilato avtf/
For thus/ he instructed her/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
Mapdoxaiog/
Mordecai/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/
2:20 @ofelobat ToV BedV Kal moLETV T& TpoosTdypata avtod/
to fear God and to do his commandments/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
2:20 kaOwg AV et adToD.
just as she/ was with him.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The nominal coding of the marked topic signals the shift from the background to the

foreground.
kol EoOnp/ o0 puetAAAagev thv dywynv adthg.
And Esther/ did not change her upbringing.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---
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The foreground shifts back to offline (Dorothy 1997:67). This shift is signaled by the
series of three passive voice verbs. Contrary to NRSV (1991) and Jobes (2009), this is

not a discourse section boundary.
And the two eunuchs of the king, the chief bodyguards/ were griefed/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

These two eunuchs are different from the two eunuchs mentioned in 1:1n. The incident
here occurs when Esther is already in the court (2:22), whereas Esther could not have been
in the court during the incident of 1:1n, since 1:1 (petd toUg Adyoug TOUTOUG)
chronologically follows 1:1n and is chronologically prior to the deposing of queen Astin,

and the search for the new queen.
2:21 6t mponxAn Mapdoxaiog.
because Mordecai/ was advanced.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
2:21 kai €{rtovv dmokteival Apta&éplny tov PaciAéa.
And they/ sought (several times) to kill Artaxerxes the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
And It was made known to Mordecai/
EVENT FOCUS/
0 Adyog.
this matter.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
2:22 kal éonpavev Eadnp.
And he/ notified Esther.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---
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The fronting of the independent pronoun provides a temporary topic shift back to the main

topic of the discourse section, Esther. This constitutes a minor break.
2:22 xai avth/ éve@dvioev T® PactAel T ThG EmPovAfg.
And she/ revealed to the king the matter of the conspiracy.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

Together, the three foreground clauses in this discourse section (a) 11 8¢ EoOnp ovx
onédeiev v matpida avtiig, (b) kal Eobnp ov petiAaev v dywyrv avtfig, and (c) the
current clause under discussion, give the reader a window into the psyche as well as the

action of Esther after she became queen.

3.3.10 Discourse section 2:23

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This major boundary is signaled by a marked topic that is not a temporary shift. The theme
of this short discourse section is that the king records the deeds of Mordecai in the imperial

records.
2:23 6 8¢ Paoidedg/ fitacev ToLE dVo DVOVXOUG.
And the king/ examined the two eunuchs.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
2:23 Kal EKpEUaceV aLTOVG.
And he/ hung them.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

2:23 xal mpooétalev O PaociAevg kataxwpical €i¢ pvnudéovvov év T

Baciikf BipA1oOrkn Unep Thg edvoiag Mapdoxaiov/ €v Eykwuic.

And the king/ ordered to register in remembrance, in the king’s library,

concerning the goodwill of Mordecai/ in praise.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The redundant coding of 6 BaciAevg highlights the centrality of the role of the king in this

discourse section.
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3.3.11 Discourse section 3:1-3:13a[2]

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===

Codex Alexandrinus appears to be uncertain whether this is a discourse boundary. This is
evidenced by the textual variant of the omission of 8¢. However, this major boundary does
exist (TEV 1976; NRSV 1991, apocrypha 58; Jobes 2009). It is signaled by the temporal
indicator in a point of departure. This is reinforced by the redundant nominal coding, 6
PaciAevg. There is a change in the cast of characters in this discourse section. Whereas the
previous discourse section involved the king and Mordecai, this discourse section is
primarily about the king and Aman. The theme of this discourse section is that the king

allows Aman to exterminate the Jews.
3:1[1] pera 8¢ tadrar/
After these events/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
3:1[2] €86&acev 6 Paocihedg Aptatépéng Apav Apadadov Bovyaiov.
king Artaxerxes/ exalted Aman of Amadathou of Bougaion.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
3:1[3] ki GYwoev avTdVv.
And he/ exalted him.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
3:1[4] kal énpwtoPfddpet TdvTwV TOV @iAwv avToD.
And he/ placed (Aman’s seat) above all his friends.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
3:2 Kol TTvTeG ol €V T aLAf/ TpocekOVoLY abT®.
And all those in the court/ would bow to him.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
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---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle ydp signals a shift from foreground to background. The marked topic, o0twg, is

an anaphoric referent.
3:2 oUtw¢/ yap mpocétadev 6 PactAevg motfioat.
For thus/ the king ordered to do.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary topic shift signals a minor break. The marked topics
in the two minor breaks are in contrast with each other. The response of Mordecai (a
marked topic) to Aman contrasts with the response of the others serving in the court (also

a marked topic) to Aman.
3:2 6 8¢ Mapdoxaiog/ ol mpooekOveL aAUTQ.
(But) Mordecai/ would not bow to him.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
3:3[1] kal EAdAnoav oi €v tfj adAf T00 PaciAéwg T® Mapdoxaiw.
And those in the court of the king/ spoke to Mordecai.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This clause is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton

and the local prominence of the vocative, Mapdoxaie.
ASYNDETON 3:3[2] Mapdoxaie /
Mordecai/
DISLOCATION/

3:3[3] 2 /mapakovelg ta 1o tod Pacthéwg Asydueva.

why/ do you disobey the statutes ordered by the king.

FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.
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The markedness of the interrogative particle is normal usage. The present tense of the verb
napakovelg is locally prominent and highlights that the courtiers are surprised by
Mordecai’s refusal to act like them. The local prominence of the fronted prepositional

phrase 0no 00 PaciAéwg highlights the authority of the king.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The asyndeton of the following clause signals offline. The point of departure has an
aspectual function, strengthening the habitual sense of the imperfect aspect of the main

verb éAdAovv.
ASYNDETON 3:4 kaf’ €kdotnv nuépav/
And everyday/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
gAdAoLV aUTQ.
they/ spoke to him.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
3:4 Kal o0y UINKOVEV AUTQV.
But he/ would not obey them.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The offline returns to the foreground. The courtiers resume as the topic, but the topic is

not coded nominally to avoid making this an episodic boundary.

3:4 kal Onédei€av t® Apav Mapdoxalov ol tob PaciAéwg Adyoig

GVTITAGOOUEVOV.

And they/ showed to Aman that Mordecai was rebelling against the words of
the king.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

The indirect object, t® Apav, is not fronted. Rather, the longer direct object clause has
been postposed in accordance with the principle that more complex information stands at

the end of a clause. The dative phrase, toig 00 PaciAéwg Adyoug, is locally prominent by
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being fronted within the direct object phrase. This highlights that Mordecai is disobeying

none other than the king himself.

3:4 kai vnédeilev avToic/

And he/ showed them/

TOPIC/COMMENT/

0 Mapdoxaiog/

Mordecai/

RIGHT DISLOCATION/
3:4 611 lovdaid¢/ €otiv.
that a Jew/ he is.
COMMENT’/TOPIC.

The revelation that he is a Jew is signaled by the preverbal position of the complement,
which is locally prominent. This is a profound revelation because this triggers Aman’s
anger toward the Jewish race and his desire to exterminate them. In addition, this
revelation is a surprise to the reader because this act is opposite to Mordecai’s previous

instruction to Esther that she should not reveal the identity of her nativeland (2:10, 20).
---[MINOR BREAK]---

There is a shift from foreground to offline here. This is signaled by the passive voice of the

verb €0vuwon in the main clause.
3:5 kai €myvoug Apav/
And Aman knew/
EXTRAPOSITION/
3:5 6T10D MPOOKUVVET aOTH/
that he/ did not bow to him/
TOPIC/OLD/

The content of this subordinate clause is a repeat of 3:2. This is globally prominent. This
global prominence is further highlighted by the present tense of npookuvvel. This structure

shows that Aman is highly displeased at the disrespect shown to him by Mordecai.
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Mapdoxaiog/

Mordecai/

RIGHT DISLOCATION/
he/ was exceedingly furious.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

3:6 kai €BovAevoato dgavicar Tdvtag tovg Lo v Aptagépfouv PaciAeiav

Tovdaiouvg.
And he/ wanted to get rid of all the Jews in the kingdom of Artaxerxes.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The middle voice of the verb éfovAedoato continues to discuss the inner disposition of
Aman. This clause, therefore, does not belong to the foreground. The fronting of the
prepositional phrase Um0 v Aptagéplov Pacileiav before the head noun Iovdaiovg is
locally prominent. This highlights that the genocide envisioned by Aman is extensive and is
to cover all the Jews within the jurisdiction of the king. Further, the genitive 'Aptaép€ou is
fronted within the noun phrase within the prepositional phrase. This highlights the
authority of the king.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The shift of the verbal voice from the passive (and the middle) to the active means that the
background section returns to the foreground here. But, the beginning of 3:7 is not a

discourse boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 58; Jobes 2009)."*!

'When a non-mainline section returns to the mainline, the topic may (a) continue from the non-mainline, or
(b) return to the topic referent of the mainline (prior to the intervening non-mainline section).

On the one hand, the topic of a return to the mainline may continue from the preceding non-
mainline section. For example, in 3:7, kal €énoinoev Prigiopa v £ter dwdekdtw thg PactAeiag Aptatépiov,
continues from the topic Apav of the preceding offline section. The same phenomenon occurs in 3:12 (the
scribes), and in 3:13 and 3:13a[1] (the letter).

On the other hand, the topic of a return to the mainline may pick up from where the mainline left off
(prior to the intervening non-mainline section). For example, the topic of kai éAdAncev mpog tov PaciAéa
AptaépEnv Aéywv (3:8) does not refer to the topic (6 kAfjpoc) of the immediately preceding clause, which is
offline; rather, the identity of the topic is found in the last clause of the foreground prior to the minor break,
namely Aman. This phenomenon is also found in 2:17, where the identity of the verbal suffix of ebpev does not
refer to the topic (6 faciAevg) of the preceding clause (kai fipdodn 6 Pacidevg EsOnp), which is offline. Rather,
the identity of e0pev continues from the last clause of the foreground (kai elofiA@ev EcOnp mpdg Apta&épénv
1oV PactAéa @ dwdekdty unvi in 2:16) prior to the offline.

There is also a third possibility. In 5:1e, where the topic of kai dywvidoag dvennidnoev &mod tod
Bpévou avtod refers neither (a) to the topic of the minor break (6 8gd¢), nor (b) to the topic of the last clause
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3:7 kal énoinoev Prigiopa év €tel dwdekdtw tig Paciieiag Aptatépéov.
And he/ made a (legislative) motion in the twelfth year of king Artaxerxes.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

3:7 kal EBadev kAfpoug Nuépav €€ NUEPAG Kal uAva €k unvog/

And he/ cast lots (to choose) a day and a month/

TOPIC/COMMENT/

3:7 hote amoAéoat €v pid Nuépa o yévog Mapdoxaiov.

in order to wipe out, on one day, the race of Mordecai.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

Here, the temporary shift to the unmarked topic, 0 kAfjpog, indicates a minor break in the

foreground.
3:7 kal €mecev 0 KOG €1 TV TEGOAPETKALdEKATNV TOD UNvog/
The lot/ fell on the fourteenth of the month/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
3:7 8¢/ €éotiv Adap.
which/ is (the month) of Adar.
TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD.

Esther went in to see the king in the month of Adar (2:16). The repeat of this piece of old
information is globally prominent and signals that the timing of the lot is significant in the

narrative.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

prior to the minor break (katenéxvev), namely Esther. Rather, it refers to the first topic of the discourse
section, namely the king. This interpretation is supported by the textual information. The topic does not refer
to Esther because the noun phrase, to0 6pdvov adtod, is coreferential with the topic, dvenfidnoev, and the
pronoun avtod is masculine in gender. The topic also does not refer to “God” because tod 8pdvou refers to a
physical throne from which the topic struggles to get up. This leaves the king as the only viable alternative as
the identity of the topic. Similarly, the topic in 6:1[2], kai einev @ SidackdAw avtod, refers to the first topic
of the discourse section. In 2:7, énaidevoev avtnv €avtd eig yovaika, the identity of the topic énaidevoev
refers to the first topic of the discourse section, namely Mordecai, which takes precedence over the referent
introduced in the immediately preceding clause, kai Svopa a0tfj EcOnp.

137



The topic resumes to the topic, Aman, of the foreground before the minor break. This is not

a major or an episodic boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 59; Jobes 2009).
3:8[1] xai EAGAncev pog oV Pacidéa Aptalépinv Aéywv.
And he/ said to king Artaxerxes, saying.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The direct speech frame is locally prominent. This is signaled by the addition of the

redundant Aéywv. The content of the speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 3:8[2] Omdpyet €0vog/
There is a nation/
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS/
3:8[3] dieomapuévov v toig €Bveotv v mdon tfj PactAeia cov.
scattered among the nations in all of your kingdom.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
3:8[4] ol 8¢ vopot avt@v/ EEaAot Tapd mdvTa Ta £0vn.
Their laws/ (are) quite different from all the nations.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The &€ of this clause and the next signal a contrast pair. The topic of this clause contrasts

with the marked focus of the following clause.

3:8[5] Vv 8¢ véuwv t0d Pacidéwg/ mapakovovoiv/

The laws of the king/ they/ disregard.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The marked focus as well as the present tense of the verb signal the local prominence of
this clause. Here, Aman presses his main charge against the Jews that they are a danger to

the king because they are not law-abiding.
3:8[6] kai o0 cvuEépet @ PactAel é&oat adToUC.
So it is not advantageous for the king to tolerate them.

EVENT FOCUS.
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The present tense of the main verb in this clause highlights the allegation that the

disobedience of the Jews as being harmful to the king.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

This asyndeton is used in a reported speech to mark a minor break. Here, it coincides with

the beginning of the main exhortation of this hortatory speech.

ASYNDETON 3:9 i Sokel™” t® PaciAel/™™

If it seems good to the king/
EXTRAPOSITION/
The present tense of dokel highlights the commencement of this main exhortation.
3:9 SoyHaTIOATW ATTOAECAL AUTOVG.
let him make a decree to get rid of them.
EVENT FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary topic shift signals a minor break at the end of this
direct speech.
3:9 kayw/ Sraypdpw eig T0 yaloguAdkiov tob PaciAéwg dpyvplov TdAavta
uopia.
And 1/ shall pay a debt into the treasury of the king ten thousand talents of
silver.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The transition from the end of the direct speech to the narrative is signaled by a shift of
topic from Aman to the king. But since the nominal coding of the topic appears in the
extraposition rather than in the main clause, this clause does not signal an episodic

boundary.

3:10 kad epreAduevog 6 PactAevg tov daktoAtov/

2The verb dokel means “to seem good to” (Liddell and Scott 1996: s.v. 11.3).
This clause reads as €1 ovv Tw Pacider doketl in Codex 58 and Codex 93, €1 ouv dokel tw PaciAet in the
corrector of Codex Sinaiticus, and €1 okel ovv Tw Paciet in Codex Alexandrinus.
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And the king, taking off the ring/
EXTRAPOSITION/

3:10 €dwkev €i¢ Xelpa t@ Apav/

he/ gave (it) into the hands of Aman/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

3:10 o@payicat Katd TOV YEYPAUUEVWY KaTa TOV [ovdaiwv.
to seal what has been written against the Jews.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

3:11 kai einev 6 PaciAed T® Auav.

The king/ said to Aman.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The content of the direct speech begins with an asyndeton.
The nominal coding of the king is redundant is stresses that the king is in control of this

situation. The king is not being manipulated against his will.
ASYNDETON 3:11 10 pev Gpyvplov/ €xe.
The silver/ you have (it).
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
The marked topics are being contrasted in the pév... 8¢ clause pair.
3:11 @ 8¢ €0vel / xp®d w¢ PovAer.’™
This nation/ treat as you wish.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

A shift from the foreground to offline is signaled by the passive voice of the main verb
¢kAriOnoav. Contrary to NRSV (1991: apocrypha 59), and Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse
boundary.

**The interpretation of xp® as meaning “to treat” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. C.III).

140



TPLOKALOEKATT).

And the scribes of the king/ were assembled on the first month, on the
thirteenth (day).

TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The shift of the verbal voice from the passive to the active corresponds to the shift from

offline back to the foreground.
3:12 kad Eypapav/
And they/ wrote/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

3:12 wg énétalev Apav TOIG 6TPATNYOIC KAl TOIG &PXOLOTV KATA ROV
xwpav arno ‘Tvikfic €w¢ th¢ Aiboming, Tal¢ €katov €ikool £mTa
XWPALG, TOlg TE dpxovol TtV £0vQRV kata TV avt@v AE&v O
Aptaépou to0 PactAéwd.

as Aman/ ordered the generals and the rulers of all the regions, from
Indikei to Ethiopia, to the 127 regions, and to the rulers of the nations

according to their languages, through Artaxerxes the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The verbal voice shifts from the active to the passive. This corresponds to a shift from the
foreground to offline. There is an implicit topic shift here (to the letter), which is not
explicitly coded by a nominal. Ellipsis is used here because the letter being issued is not a

character in the narration, but only a setting device.

And it/ was sent through the letter carriers to the kingdom of Artaxerxes/

TOPIC/COMMENT/
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The authority of the king is highlighted by the fronting of Apta&épouv before its head
noun. This shows that the king is not a puppet of Aman. This decree is proclaimed because

he agrees with Aman. The king wants to do this. The kingdom is still his.

3:13 d@avicar 1o yévog t@v Iovdaiwv év nuépg md pnvog

dwdekdrtov/

to wipe out the Jewish race in one day of the twelfth month/

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

This right extraposition is a repeat of 3:7 and is globally prominent.

3:13 8¢ / éotiv Adap/
which is/ (the month) of Adar/
TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD/

3:13 kai drapmdoat Ta UAPXOVTA AVTOV.

and to plunder their possessions.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

Addition B begins here. Since the referent of tfjg émotoAfi¢ is the same as the subject of the
previous main clause, dneotdAn, there is no topic shift here. Therefore, this is not a
discourse boundary, contrary to TEV (1976), NRSV (1991, apocrypha 59), and Jobes (2009),
nor is this an offline (JB 1966:644). Rather, the nominal coding is used to signal a return

from the offline back to the mainline.
3:13a[1] =fig 8¢ EmotoAfig/ oty TO dvtiypagov.
Of the (original) letter/ is this copy.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The temporary shift of topic to the king signals a minor break at the end of this discourse

section.
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3:13a[2] t68e PaoiAevg uéyag Aptagépéne/ toic amo thg Tvdikig £wg tig

Aifomiag  €katov  €lkool  €mTa  Ywp@V  dpXOust KAl  TOTAPXALG

vmotetaypévolg.*

The great king Artaxerxes/ to the rulers and prefects who have been

appointed over the 127 regions from Indikei to Ethiopia.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
The two adjunct phrases (4o tfig ‘Tvdikfi¢ €wc th¢ Aiboniag, and £katov eikool £mTd

Xwp®v) are both preposed before their head nouns, and hence locally prominent. They

highlight the vast extant of the empire of king Artaxerxes.

3.3.12 Discourse section 3:13a[3]-3:13g

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

The placement of the cataphoric referent, tdde, in the marked position is a signal for the
beginning of a major discourse boundary. The theme of this discourse section is the

content of the royal epistle.
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3:13a[3] tdde/ ypdoel.
These things/ he writes.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

This is an epistolary frame, similar to a speech frame. The local prominence signaled by the
present tense of the main verb ypdet highlights that this epistle is authoritative because it

comes from the king himself.

ASYNDETON 3:13b moA®v éndpfag £0vdv kal ndong EmKpatrioog

oikovuévng/

(Though) governing many nations and prevailing over all the world/*”

510 in t6d¢ is deleted in Codex Sinaiticus.

5sAlthough the subject of this clause is the same as that of the previous clause, the subject of this clause
belongs to the pragmatic comment. Hence, there is no topic continuity for “the king” between this clause and
the previous clause at the pragmatic level.

’The use of “though” in the parenthesis of the translation indicates that the extraposition is in contrast to
the proposition of the main clause. Here, it is saying that the king is reluctant to exercise the full extant of his
power even though he controls all nations. This contrast is a textual device which highlights the king’s
benevolence.
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EXTRAPOSITION/

This clause begins the content proper of the epistle. Contrary to NRSV (1991, apocrypha
59), and Jobes (2009), 3:13b is not a discourse boundary. The epistle proper begins
asyndetically, similar to the beginning of a speech proper. The adjectives moAA®V and
ndong are fronted before their respective governing verbs. The fronting signals local
prominence and highlights the absolute power and political dominance of the empire over

other nations.

3:13b €BovAnOnv™®® un & Bpdoet tig e€ovoiag énatpduevoc/

I/ resolved to not lift up power in rashness/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

The fronting of t® Bpdoetr and tfig é€ovoiag as locally prominent anticipates the objection

from the reader of the epistle that the king’s treatment of the Jews is too heavy-handed.

3:13b émeikéotepov 8¢ kal uetd Amdtnrog del die€dywv TOUG IRV

vnoteTaypévwy dkvudtovg/

but striving for, always reasonably and with gentleness, the wavelessness of

those who have been subjugated/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

The particle 8¢ signals a contrast between this clause and the main clause. Local
prominence is signaled by (a) the fronting of the adjuncts émeikéotepov and ueta

nmdtnrtog aei, and (b) the fronting of t®v notetaypévwv before its head noun.
3:13b d1& mavtog kataotiioot Plovg tv te Paciieiav fuepov/
to establish forever a way of life and a civilized kingdom/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

The fronting of dia mavtog foreshadows that the reform which the king seeks is to be long

lasting.

3:13b kal mopevtrv uéxpl mepdtwv mapetduevog/

and to provide a passable (way) until the edge (of the kingdom)/

*The parsing of éBovAriOnv may be interpreted as middle as it is used by Herodotus (Liddell and Scott 1996:
s.v.B).
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RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

The fronting of mopevtrv uéxpt tepdtwv again highlights the good intention of the king to

provide security throughout the entire kingdom.

3:13b dvavewoacbal te TV moBovuévny Toi¢ naolv dvBpwmoig iprivnv.

and to renew the longed-for peace for all men.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The fronting of toig naowv avOpwmorg highlights that the beneficiaries of the reform will be

all people.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 59; Jobes 2009) within the epistle is signaled
by 8¢ and a change in the episodic theme.

3:13¢ nuBouévou &£ pouv TV ouuPoVAWY TG av dxOein tolto &mi népag/

While I consulted my advisors how this might be undertaken to the ends (of
the kingdom)/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/

3:13¢ sw@pocvvn map’ Nuiv dievéykag/

one excelling in wisdom among us/
EXTRAPOSITION/

The main topic, Aman, is preceded by three dislocations. The nominal participles of all
three dislocations are postposed to the end. This functions to prepose the rest of the
clauses as locally prominent. These preposed elements list the qualities of Aman that are to

be admired. This is Aman’s way of self-aggrandizement as he dictated this epistle himself.

3:13¢ kol £v T evvoia drapaAAdkTwg kai BePaia miotel anodederyuévog/

and one who has exhibited unchangeable goodwill and steadfast

trustworthiness/™
EXTRAPOSITION/

3:13¢ kai devtepov TOV PactAei®v yépag drevnveypévog/

*The interpretation of miotel as “trustworthiness” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.2).
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and one who has obtained the second rank in the kingdom/
EXTRAPOSITION/

3:13¢ Apav/ 3:13d énédeilev Nuiv év mdoaig TAlC KOTA TRV OIKOUUEVHV

@UAXIG dvapepelyBot duopevii Aadv tiva/

Aman/ showed us that among all the tribes throughout the world is mixed in

a certain hostile people/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

The fronting of xata tnv oikovuévnv has the same function as before of highlighting the
scope of the problem confronting the kingdom. This main clause is followed by two

subordinate clauses that describe the nature of this hostle people.
101¢ vouoig dvtibetov mpdg mav €0vog/
(whose) laws (are) opposed to every nation/
(TOPIC)/COMMENT/

The fronted element, toig véuoig, of the first subordinate clause is contrasted with the
fronted element, td t@v PaciAéwv, of the second subordinate clause. Aman insidiously

persuades the audience that the two are pitted against each other.
3:13d td te 1OV PaciMéwv mapanéumovtag Sinvek®g datdypata/
and (who) continually dismiss the edicts of the kingdoms/
(TOPIC)/COMMENT/

3:13d mpog o un katatiBecbat TV L’ NUAV KatevOLVOUEVNV

QUEUTTWG cuVapxiay.

so as to not lay in memory the administration that has been
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made blamelessly straight by us.
EVENT FOCUS.
The fronting of 0¢’ UGV is another instance of Aman’s self-aggrandizement.

~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

1°The interpretation of katatifesbat as “to lay in memory” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 11.6).
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This is not just a “transition” (Dorothy 1997:94). This is an episodic boundary (JB 1966:644),

which is signaled by oDv.
3:13e d1e1An@dTeG 00V TOdE TO EBvoc/
So, having recognized this race/
EXTRAPOSITION/
3:13e HOVWTATOV £V AVTINAPXYwYH TarvTi d1d Ttavtog avBpdmw/
(which) is unique in (its) hostility to all man always/
(TOPIC)/COMMENT/

The (a) fronting of the adjunct 816 mavtog, and (b) the use of preverbal elements (kelpevov
daywynv véuwv and ta xeipiota) in these four subordinate clauses are locally prominent

and highlight the extant of the problem facing the empire.

3:13e keipevov Sraywynv véuwv/ Eevilovoav/

(who) consider the established ways of law as strange/
COMMENT’/TOPIC/
3:13e mapalAdooov kal duevoolv TOIg NUETEPOLG TTpdyUaoty/

1! our public affairs/

avoiding and ill-affecting
TOPIC/COMMENT/

3:13e 1d yeipiota/ cvvtedobv kakd/ kal mpog to ur v Pactieiav

gvotadeiog tuyxdverv/

perpetrating the worse evil/ so that the kingdom may not obtain

stability/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/

It is unlikely that mpog to un v Pacidelav edotabelag tuyxaver is a subordinate clause

because the kai which precedes it signals that it is a dominant focal element.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This forms the main part of the sentence begun in 3:13e. This, the main part of the

sentence, is signaled by a second o0v because (a) the actual exhortation takes place in this

'The interpretation of napaAldocov as meaning “to avoid” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.3).
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episode, and (b) there is long intervening textual distance from the first odv to this
location.’®® This is not just a “transition” (Dorothy 1997:94), but is another episodic

boundary (JB 1966:644; NRSV 1991, apocrypha 59; Jobes 2009).

3:13f mpootetdyauev odvV TOUC onuatvouévoug DUlv/ €v Tolg YEYPAUUEVOLQ

o Auav/'

(So,) we/ have decreed the things being announced to you/ in what has been

written by Aman/

TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/
3:13f 1ol tetaypévou £mi TV mpayudtwv/ kai devtépov maTPOg
nudv/
who has been appointed over this affair/ (who is) our second father/
(TOPIC)/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/

The repeat of Aman’s title of being the second-in-command of the kingdom is globally
prominent.’* The use of the dominant focal element in the main clause and the

subordinate clause, consecutively, highlights the importance of Aman in the kingdom.

3:13f mdvtag obv yvvanéi kai tékvoig drmoAéoat OAoppilel tailc T@V ExOpdV

paxaipalg &vev TAvVTOG OIKTOL Kal @e€1d00¢ Tff TECOUPECKALOEKATY TOD

dwdekdtov unvog Adap tob Evest®rog £Toug.

to wipe out entirely all, with women and children, by swords of enmity,
without any sympathy or sparing, on the fourteenth of the twelfth month,
(the month of) Adar, of this year.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The fronting of mavtag obv yuovai€l kai tékvoig indicates that the destruction is to be
without any survivors. Under this scheme, the Jews will not have any chance of revival. The
fronting of t@v €x0p&v highlights that this destruction is to be executed with force. The

mention of Adar is old information and is globally prominent. The name of the nation that

12The first o0v is in 3:13e.

1©The lengthy sentence in 3:13e-f is divided between two episodic sections, each signaled by o0v. Whereas
3:13e belongs to the extraposition part of the sentence, 3:13f contains the main clause and the right
peripherals. This supports the assumption of this study that the syntactic notion of a sentence and the
pragmatic notion of discourse vary from each other. But this finding needs to be confirmed by the
consideration of a larger corpus.

1*The first instance is in 3:13c.
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is to be exterminated, namely the Jews, is never mentioned in this speech. This is a way of

playing down the atrocity of the proposed holocaust.

3:13g Snw¢ ol mdAar kai vOv duoueveic év Nuépa wa Praiwg eic Tov ddnv

KateAOovTeg/

So that those who formerly and are even now (our) enemies, on one day, by

force, descending into Hades/
EXTRAPOSITION/

The particle énwg signals the extraposition as locally prominent. This is not a “transition”

(Dorothy 1997:95) in the sense of a major or an episodic boundary.
€1¢ TOV yeténeita xpdvov e0oTabd.
(there is) quiet thereafter.
EVENT FOCUS.

3:13g kal ardpaya/ mapéywotv Nuiv S téAovg/

And it would afford us the lack of disturbance forever/
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS/

Aman highlights the desired result of this royal decree by a marked focus and the present

tense of the verb.
T TPAYUATA.
these affairs.

RIGHT DISLOCATION.

3.3.13 Discourse section 3:14-3:15

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This major boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 60; Jobes 2009) is signaled by a marked topic
that is not a temporary shift. The theme of this discourse section is regarding the reception

of this decree.

3:14 ta O¢ avriypaga TV Emotoddv/ €€etiBeTo Katd XWpav.
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The copies of the letter/ was published throughout the regions.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The passive voice of the verb in the following clause signals a shift from the foreground to

offline.'®

And it was commanded to all the nations to be ready for that day.
EVENT FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

Contrary to BLM (1999), the parsing of €ome0deto could be middle as well as passive.
Therefore, this clause does not belong to the offline section. to mpaypa is not a topic shift.
It is an anaphoric referent to the main topic, which signals a shift from offline back to the

foreground.
3:15 ¢omedeTo 8¢ TO IMPdAyua/ Kal €ig Zovoav.
And this matter/ was hastened/ even in Susa.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
3:15 6 8¢ Pacidedg kai Apav/ ékwbwvilovro.
The king and Aman/ were getting drunk.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
3:15 £tapdooeto d¢ 1] mOALG.
(Meanwhile) the city/ was in turmoil.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The 3¢ signals a contrast between this clause and the previous clause. The recipients of the

royal decree were in turmoil, while the originators of the decree were enjoying themselves.

The shift from the mainline to offline is usually accompanied by a topic shift. But this is not necessarily the
case. For example, there is topic continuity in 3:14 when the mainline changes to offline.
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Alternatively, this could be a minor break signaled by an unmarked topic that is a

temporary shift.

3.3.14 Discourse section 4:1-4:2

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===

This major boundary (JB 1966:644; TEV 1976, NRSV 1991, apocrypha 60; Jobes 2009) is
signaled by a marked topic that is not a temporary shift. The theme of this discourse

section is Mordecai’s mourning.

4:1 0 8¢ Mapdoyaios/

And Mordecai/

TOPIC[MARKED]/
€myvoug t6 cuvtelovuevov/
knowing what was happening/
MEDIAL EXTRAPOSITION/

4:1 S1éppnéev T ipdtia avToD.

ripped his clothes.

COMMENT.

4:1 Kal €vedUoATO GAKKOV.

And he/ put on sackcloth.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

4:1 Kol KATEMACATO 0TI000V.

And he/ sprinkled ashes.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

4:1 kai éxknndnoac d1a thg mAateiog thg TéAewc/

And running wildly through the (main) street of the city/**

*The interpretation of éknndricag as running wildly is based on the meaning of “to leap” in Liddell and Scott
(1996: s.v. 1). Leaping is not used here because it has a connotation in English of being joyful, which is the
opposite of the meaning here.
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EXTRAPOSITION/

4:1 €Bda VT peydAn.

he/ cried out (repeatedly) in a loud voice.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame for the shortest direct speech in this book. The direct speech
is preceded by an asyndeton. Just as the royal edict drafted by Aman is filled with phrases
that highlight the pernicious nature of the Jews, Mordecai fronts undév here to make the

opposite point that the Jews have not done a thing wrong.
ASYNDETON 4:1 aipetat €0vog undev ndiknkag.
A nation that has done nothing wrong is destroyed.
EVENT FOCUS.

The end of the direct speech and the beginning of the narration is signaled by the shift of

the verbal aspect from present to the aorist, which is the default aspect of narration.
4:2 xai AAOeV €w¢ ThG TOANG oD PactAéw.
And he/ came until the gate of the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
4:2 Kai €0t
And he/ stood.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The particle ydp signals a shift from the foreground to background.
4:2 00 yap v €0V adT® eloeADelv gic Thv adAnV/
For it was not permitted for him to go into the court/
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS/
4:2 0AKKOV €XOVTL KAl omoddv.
having sackcloth and ashes (on).

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
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The fronting of sakkov identifies the exact reason that Mordecai could not enter the court.

3.3.15 Discourse section 4:3-4:5

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===

This major boundary is signaled by a locative indicator in a point of departure. The theme

of this discourse section is that Esther wants to know the cause of Mordecai’s mourning.
4:3 Kal v mdon xwpe/
And in all the regions/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
where/ the decrees had been publicized/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
4:3 KpavY™ Kal KOTETOS Kal mévOog péya toig lovdaiolg.

(there were) cries, and beating of the breast in lamentation, and great

sorrow for the Jews.
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The asyndeton signals a shift from the mainline to offline.

ASYNDETON 4:3 gdkkov kai cnodov/ €otpwoav €xvtoic.

Sackcloth and ashes/ they/ spread on themselves.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The marked focus highlights the extant of the Jew’s mourning upon hearing this news.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.

4:4 kai elofiABov ai aPpot kai ot ebvodyot Thg factAioong.

’The passive voice of the verb in this subordinate clause makes it offline. This is not shown in the text itself
to avoid clutter.
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And the trusted maids and the eunuchs of the queen/ went in.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

4:4 kai avnyyeltlav aoti.

And they/ announced (this) to her.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The passive voice of the verb indicates a shift from the foreground to offline. The
grammatical number of the verb indicates a switch of topic from the maids and eunuchs to

Esther.
And she was troubled/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
4:4 GKOVOAGN TO YEYOVOG.
hearing what had happened.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The switch from the passive voice to the active signals a switch from the offline back to the

foreground.

4:4 kal anéotellev otolicar TOv Mapdoxalov kal apelécbar avtod Tov

OAKKOV.
And she/ sent to clothe Mordecai and to remove his sackcloth.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

a0tod is fronted so that tov odkkov is pushed to the end of the comment focus. avtod is

therefore not locally prominent.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break. The passive voice signals

that this minor break is a switch from the foreground to offline.
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But he/ was not willing.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break. The switch from the

passive voice to the active signals a switch from offline back to the foreground.

4:5 1) 8¢ EoBnp/ mpooekadécato Axpadaiov Tov ebvolyov avtiic/
And Esther/ summoned Axrathaion, her eunuch/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

4:5 8¢/ mapeloTAKEL AUTH.

who/ attended her.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
4:5 xai gréotethev pabelv avtii mapa tod Mapdoxaiov/ to dkpifEs.
And she/ sent (him) to learn for her from Mordecai/ the details.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The order of to dxpiPfég has been postposed to the dominant focal element since it is the

most unpredictable element of the sentence.

3.3.16 Discourse section 4:7-4:16

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This is a major boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 60; Jobes 2009) signaled by a marked topic
that is not a temporary shift. The theme of this discourse section is that Mordecai

convinces Esther to see the king for a repeal of the decree.
4:7 0 8¢ MapSoyaiog/ vTEdeEev abT® TO yeyovog Kal TV énayyeAiav/
And Mordecai/ revealed to him what had happened and the promise/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

4:7 v/ énnyyeilato Apav t@ PaciAel/
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which/ Aman promised to the king/

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

glg v yalav taddvtwyv pupiwv/

into the treasury, ten thousand talents/

RIGHT DISLOCATION/
4:7 tva amoA€an toug lovdaioug.
so that he/ should wipe out the Jews.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---
The marked topic that is a temporary shift indicates a minor break.

4:8 kai TO avtiypagov to €v Zovoolg éktedev Umep ol amoAéobat avtovg/

£dwkev avt® 1€t tfj Eabnp.

And the copy which was publicized in Susa concerning their destruction/ he

gave to him to show Esther.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
Since the topic returns to Mordecai here, the narrative also returns to the mainline.
4:8 kai einev adT® évreilaocOat adthi/
And he/ said to him to tell her/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
4:8 eloe \Bovon mapartioacdat tov PactAéa kai GEi@oat avTOV Tepi ToD AaoD.
to go in to beg the king and to plead with him on behalf of the people.'*®

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

%The causative interpretation of &&idoat is based on the meaning of “to demand that” (Liddell and Scott
1996: s.v. I1.2).
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There is a shift to the offline here, which is signaled by (a) the asyndeton, and (b) a main

verb in the passive voice.
ASYNDETON 4:8 puvnofeioa NUep®OV TATEIVWOOEWDS cov/
Remembering the days of your lowliness/
EXTRAPOSITION/
4:8 G £Tpdeng/ €v xeipt pov.
as you/ were raised in my hand(s).
TOPIC/COMMENT.
4:8 31611 Apav 0 devtepedwv T PactAel/ EAdAnoev kad NuUAV gig Odvatov.
Because Aman, the second to the king/ spoke against us onto death.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
The particle 81611 is understood in a causal sense (81 1) by Codex Alexandrinus.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The background shifts to the foreground. This is signaled by a shift of the verbal mood to

the imperative.
4:8 EMKAAESAL TOV KUPLOV.
Call on the Lord.
EVENT FOCUS.

This series of event foci has a high rate of the presentation of new information, making

these clauses episodically prominent.
4:8 kol A\aAnoov t@ PaciAel mepi NUOV.
Speak to the king on behalf of us.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:8 kol pOoat NUAG €k Bavdtou.
And deliver us from death.

EVENT FOCUS.
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---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary shift indicates a minor break. This is not a discourse

boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 60; Jobes 2009).
4:9 eioeN\Owv ¢/
So going away/
EXTRAPOSITION/
0 Axpabaioc/ EAdAncev albTh Tdvtag Tovg Adyoug ToUTou.
Axrathaios/ spoke to her all these words.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This is an episodic boundary signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
4:10 einev 8¢ Eobnp mpdg Axpadaiov.
And Esther/ said to Axrathaion.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 4:10 mope0Bntt mpog Mapdoxaiov.
Go to Mordecai.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:10 Kal eimov Ot
And say.
EVENT FOCUS.

This is an embedded speech frame within the first speech frame. The embedded speech

proper also begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 4:11 ta £0vn ndvta th¢ faciieiag/ yvwoker 8t/
All the nations of the king/ know that/

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
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The present tense of the main verb highlights the content of this sentence as being
common knowledge. This may be interpreted as Esther’s refusal to follow Mordecai’s

request because it is tantamount to committing suicide.
Tag avOpwrog i yuvn/
any man or woman/
TOPIC[MARKED]/

4:11 0¢/ eloeAevoetal mpodg tOV PactAéa €ig TV adAfV TV

gowtépav dkAntog/

who/ will go to the king, into the inner court, without being
called/

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
4:11 oUK €oT1v aUT® cwTnpia.
has no salvation (for him/her).
COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The asyndeton with a marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a shift from the

mainline to offline within the embedded reported speech in Esther’s direct speech.
ASYNDETON 4:11 nAfv @/ éxteiver 6 factAevg thv xpuoiiv papdov/
Only to whom/ the king extends the golden scepter/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

This marked topic is contrastive with the previous marked topic, nag &vbpwmog fj yvvr|. The
present tense of ékteiver highlights this sentence. Presumably, it is rare for the king to
grant such amnesty to those who would dare to infringe on his privacy, which is the cause

of Esther’s fear.
4:11 obtog/ cwbAoeTal.
this one/ will be saved.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
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4:11 x&yw/ ol kéxAnuar eloeAOelv mpog tov PaciAéa eloiv adtar fuépat

TPLAIKOVTA.
And 1/ have not been called to go to the king these thirty days.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The marked topic kdyw is in contrast with the previous marked topic, TAf|v ¢. Based on the
evidence that Esther has not been called by the king for a month, there is no reason for her

to assume that the king will show favor to her if she were to barge in.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

Contrary to NRSV (1991, apocrypha 60) and Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse boundary.

The unmarked topic that is a temporary shift indicates a minor break.
4:12 kati annyyeilev Axpadoaioq Mapdoxaiw mavtag tovg Adyoug Ecbnp.
And Axrathaios/ told Mordecai all these words of Esther.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
4:13 kai etnev MapSoxaiog Tpog Axpadaiov.
And Mordecai/ said to Axrathaion.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 4:13 mope0Onrt.
Go.
EVENT FOCUS.
Kal einov avTt].
And say to her.

EVENT FOCUS.
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The embedded speech frame parallels Esther’s embedded speech frame, except that this
embedded speech frame does not have a 6t1. The embedded speech proper begins with an

asyndeton and a proper noun in the vocative case, which is locally prominent.

ASYNDETON 4:13 EcOnp/

Esther/

DISLOCATION/

4:13 yn) einng oeavtfi/

you should not say to yourself/

EVENT FOCUS/
6t owbnon uovn v tfj PactAeiq mapa mtavrag tovg lovdaiovg.
that you alone will be saved in the kingdom, above all the Jews.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:14 ¢ 6T Qv TAPAKOVGNG £V TOUTW TQ Kalpd/
(Since), even if you should take no heed of this occasion/
EXTRAPOSITION/

The consecutive use of the particle 6t indicates that this extraposition is on the same
clausal level as the previous 6ti clause. Both 6ti clauses relate to Esther’s presumed

intrapersonal state.

4:14 GAoBev PoriBera kai okénn/ Eotan toig lovdaiorg.

there shall be help and protection from elsewhere for the Jews.
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS.

The marked focus shows Mordecai’s confidence (in God) that even if Esther does not rise up

to act on behalf of the Jews, the Jews will be delivered through another agency.
4:14 o0 8¢ kai 6 oikog T0D TaTpdg cov/ dmoleiobe.
But you and your father’s house/ will perish.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
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The use of 8¢ indicates a contrast between this clause and the previous clause. If Esther
does not act in the interest of the Jews, the Jews would still be saved, but she and her
household will perish (as a punishment for her disobedience to the will of God). The
contrast between this clause and the previous clause is further strengthened by the

insertion of 8¢ after &AAoOev of the previous clause in Codex Alexandrinus.

4:14 kai tic 01dev £ glc TOV ka1podV Tobtov éRaciAevsac.

And who knows if for such an occasion you became queen?
EVENT FOCUS.

The use of the rhetorical question is locally prominent. This is a strong exhortation for
Esther to rise to action. It causes Esther to ponder on the fact that God has appointed her to
rescue the Jews, even though the Jews would be saved by another agency were she to

refuse.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.

4:15 kal €€améoteidev EoOnp tov fikovta mpog¢ avtnv mpo¢ Mapdoxaiov

Aéyovoa.

And Esther/ sent the attendant who has come to her to (go to) Mordecai

saying.'®

TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 4:16 Padicag/
Go/
EXTRAPOSITION/
4:16 éxkAnoiaoov ToLg lovdaiovg Tovg €v LovoolC.
Assemble the Jews in Susa.
EVENT FOCUS.

The succession of event foci here constitutes an episodic prominence.

“The nominal participle tov fikovta literally means “the one coming to her”. This has been translated as a
dynamic equivalent “attendant” to increase the intelligibility of the translation.
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4:16 Kal vnoTeDoTE €T EUOL.
And fast on behalf of me.
EVENT FOCUS.

4:16 Kal pur Qaynte.

And you should not eat.
EVENT FOCUS.

unde minte émi Nuépag tpelc/ vokta kol NUépav.

Nor should you drink for three days/ night and day.
EVENT FOCUS/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

Although fasting does not do serious damage to the body, not drinking for three days and
nights tests the extreme limits of the human body. The local prominence of this clause,
indicated by pndé, stresses that the Jews are to show utmost seriousness when they are
praying for Esther.

4:16 K&y O¢ Kal ai dPpat pov/ GorTrcouev.

(Meanwhile) I and my trusted maids/ will go without eating.'”

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The use of the particle 6¢ and the marked topic indicates a contrast between what Esther

will do on her end and what she asks Mordecai (and the Jews) to do on their end.

4:16 xai tOTe gloeAevoopat TPOG TOV PactAéa AP TOV VOUOV.

Then 1/ shall go to the king in contravention of the law.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The local prominence of the clause, indicated by tdte, is noteworthy because this is the first

indication in the narrative that Esther decides to go in to see the king.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The fronting of éav before kai creates an asyndeton, which signals a shift from the

mainline to offline. This may indicate an intrapersonal speech of Esther.

"The use of doitfioopev as a verb is without parallel. But it is probably derived from 1 doitia (lack of
appetite) or doitoc (without eating, or fasting), which have the same lexical stem (BAGD 1957).
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ASYNDETON 4:16 £av kal droAécOat pe/
And if I perish/

EXTRAPOSITION/

4:16 1.

let it be.

EVENT FOCUS.

3.3.17 Discourse section 4:17-4:17i

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This major boundary is signaled by a marked topic that is not a temporary shift. The theme
of this section is that Mordecai and Israel entreats the Lord for deliverance. The fact that
Addition C (4:17a) begins with a pronominal form for the main topic is a sign that Addition
C was originally part of the composition of the Septuagint.

4:17 xai Padicag/

And going forth/

EXTRAPOSITION/

MapSoxaiog/ énoinoev Soa éveteihato avt®/
Mordecai/ did whatever she told him/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

EcOnp.

Esther.

RIGHT DISLOCATION.

[Addition C]

Contrary to JB (1966:645), TEV (1976), NRSV (1991, apocrypha 61), Jobes (2009), the

beginning of Addition C is not a discourse boundary.'”*

"IThe alternate reading of Mapdoxatog preceding £8e1i0n (as witnessed in Codex Alexandrinus and the Hexapla)
would only emphasize the presence of the discourse boundary at 4:17, but would not create another discourse
boundary.
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4:17a kai £6enOn'” kupiov/
And he/ begged the Lord/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
UVrHoveDwYV TdvTa Ta £pya Kupiov.
remembering all the works of the Lord.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
4:17a ol imev.
And he/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 4:17b[1] kUp1e kUpie PaciAed/

Lord, Lord, King/
DISLOCATION/
The series of vocatives is locally prominent.

4:17b[2] mdviwv kpat®OV/

everything controlling/

EXTRAPOSITION/'7
4:17b[3] 611 év €€ovoia cov/ TO v €oTiv.
because in your power/ everything is.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The fronting of ndvtwv and t6 nav are locally prominent and highlights the theme of God’s

omnipotence.
4:17b[4] kal 0Ok £oT1v 6 dvTidoEv oot/

And there is none who shall oppose you/

172¢8¢n0n is a deponent, and does not signal a shift to offline.

"This extraposition could be interpreted to be a periphrastic construction where the finite stative verb is
ellipsed, which would make this the main clause of the sentence.
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PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS/

This clause is the beginning of an inclusio.
4:17b[5] &v t@® BéAe1v og oot TOV Iopand/
when you desire to save Israel/

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

4:17¢ 6t ov/ énoinoag TOV oVpavOV Kal TNV YAV kKai TAv

Bavpadopevov év tfj T oVpavoV.'*

because you/ made the heaven and the earth and all that is wondrous

under the heaven.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

Contrary to JB (1966:645), it is unlikely that 4:17c begins a discourse boundary because (a)
this is a subordinate clause, and (b) this clause is within an inclusio. The independent
pronoun, o0, is redundant and signals global prominence. It highlights the importance of

God as the central character in this prayer.
4:17¢ kal x0p10¢/el mavTwy.
And Lord/ you/ are of everything.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The importance of God is again highlighted by the marked focus, k0piog, which is locally

prominent.
4:17c kai ovxk &otiv 6¢ dvtitd€etai oot/ @ kupiw.
And there is none who shall resist you/ Lord.
OLD/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

This is the end of the inclusio. This clause is a repeat of the beginning of the inclusio, kal
ovk £otv 6 avtido®v oot (4:17b[4]), and is globally prominent. The dominant focal
element is also globally prominent, since it is old information. It is placed at the end of the

inclusio because it summarizes the main point: that God is Lord of everything.

"The markedness of a redundant topic is a coding device that signals the centrality of a character. This
occurs in Addition C for God (4:17¢c, 17d[1], 17d[2], 17], 17m, 17w), and Esther (4:17m), and adds to the
intensity of the prayers of Mordecai and Esther.
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~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within a reported speech.

The marked topic, 60, does not signal the beginning of a major discourse boundary because
there is no topic discontinuity. The redundant marked topics, o0, in 4:17d[1-2] are globally

prominent, which indicate that God continues to be a central character here.

ASYNDETON 4:17d[1] 60/ mévta yiviokelc.

You/ know everything.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

This clause is locally prominent because (a) mdvta is preverbal, and (b) the main verb

yivokelg is in the present tense. This highlights the omniscience of God.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
This asyndeton signals the shift from the mainline to offline.
ASYNDETON 4:17d[2] 60/ oidac/
You/ know/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
4:17d[3] kopie/
Lord/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/

The local prominence of the vocative noun in the right extraposition adds to the urgency of

Mordecai’s prayer.

4:17d[4] S8t1 ovk év UPper ovde év vmepneavia ovde év @iAodolia/

¢noinoa todto/
that not in insolence, nor pride, nor vainglory/ did 1/ do this/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/

The topic shifts from the second person (God) to the first person (Mordecai). The marked
focus in this subordinate clause states the humility of Mordecai, which is the main point of

this offline section. The double use of 00d¢ adds to this local prominence.
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4:17d[5] t6 un mpookuvelv TOV LnepriPavov Auav/
(namely), to not bow (before) the arrogance of Aman/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/

4:17d[6] 6t1 nOSSKOLY PIAETY EAUATA TOdWV avTOD TPOC owTnpiay

IopanA.

(you know) that 1/ would agree to kiss the soles of his feet for the

salvation of Israel.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This second 6t clause parallels the first 6t1 clause. Both are complement clauses of ¢U
oidac.
4:17e GAAa émoinoa tobto/
But I/ did this/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
A& continues the offline section and states the piety of Mordecai.
4:17e Tva pn) 00 36&av dvOpwmov vrepdvw 86Eng OoD.
so that I should not place the glory of man above God’s glory.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:17e Kal 00 TTpookLVHow oVdEéva/ ARV 600 ToD Kupiov pov.
1/ shall not bow to anything/ except for you, my Lord.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
4:17e Kal oL TOINow avTA £V UIEPNPaAViq.
And 1/ shall not do these (things) in arrogance.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

vOv signals a return from offline back to the mainline. Contrary to JB (1966:646), this is not

a discourse boundary.

4:17f kai vOv kUp1e/

168



And now Lord/
DISLOCATION/
The vocative, which is locally prominent, coincides with the shift to the mainline.
4:17f 6 006G 6 PaorAevg 0 Oeog APpaary/*
the Lord, the King, the God of Abraham/*"
EXTRAPOSITION/

0 PaociAedg was mentioned in 4:17b, and is globally prominent. The scope of this

extraposition extends over the next two event focus clauses.

4:17f @eioo to0 Aaob cov/

spare your people/

EVENT FOCUS/
4:17f 8t émPAémovory Nuiv eig katagdopav/
for they/ are keeping an eye on us for destruction/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
4:17f kai éneBOunoav aroAéoat tnv €€ dpxfig kAnpovouiav cov/
and they/ desire to wipe out your ancient inheritance/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

4:17g ur) Onepidng v uepida oov/

Do not neglect your portion/

EVENT FOCUS/

4:17g fijv/ oeaut® EAvTpwow £k Yiig Alyomrov.

7The title 6 0d¢ ABpaap probably derives from God’s covenant with Abraham to make him into a father of
nations (Gen 12:2-3).

"The suggestion that this clause is vocative (in continuity with the vocative case in the previous clause) is
possible because the declension of vocative (in Attic Greek) is mostly identical with the nominative case (Funk
1973:711; JACT 1978:322). However, it is unlikely that the three consecutive noun phrases in this clause are
vocative because:

(1) in the singular masculine vocative, the final sigma of the -og stem often becomes -¢ (Funk 1973:157; JACT
1978:322; Carson 1985:29), such as 0¢é in 2Sam 7:25; Ezek 4:14, which is not the case here;

(2) PaoiAetg becomes PaciAed (Funk 1973:158), such as in Acts 26:2 (UBS), which is not the case here; and

(3) the vocative is often preceded by & in Attic Greek (Funk 1973:711; JACT 1978:322). This is also found in the
New Testament, such as ® &v0pwne (Rom 2:1, UBS) or & 0edpi)e (Acts 1:1).
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which/ you ransomed for yourself from Egypt.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The local prominence signaled by the present tense of émiPpAénovolv and the fronting of €€
apxfic and oeavt® highlights the will of the enemies to destroy the Jews on one hand, and

the fact that God had redeemed the Jews as His own people on the other.
4:17h éndkovoov tiig deNoeWS Hov.
Hear my supplication.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:17h kal iAdoBntL @ KANpw cov.
And be gracious to your portion.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:17h kai otpéPov 0 mEVOoG MUV €ig edwxlav/
And turn our mourning into feasting/
EVENT FOCUS/
4:17h tva {Gvteg/
so that living/
EXTRAPOSITION/
OUVOUEV ooL To Svoua/
we/ may praise your name/

TOPIC/COMMENT/

7

KUP1E.

Lord.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

The local prominence of the fronted pronoun, cov, and the vocative, xUpie, agains

highlights the sincerity of Mordecai’s prayer.

4:17h kal un aeaviong otéua aivovtwy oot.
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And do not remove the mouths of those praising you.
EVENT FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic, na¢ IopanA, that is a temporary shift signals a minor break. In this case,
this minor break coincides with a switch from the direct speech back to the narrative
genre. But this is not a discourse boundary, contrary to JB (1966:646), NRSV (1991,
apocrypha 61), and Jobes (2009).

4:17i xai nag IopanA/ ékékpalav €€ ioxvog adTdOV/
And all Israel/ cried out with all their strength/
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT/
4:17i 811 Oavatog avt@v/ £v OPOaAUOTC adTOV.
because their death/ (was) before their eyes.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

3.3.18 Discourse section 4:17k-4:17z

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This discourse boundary (JB 1966:646; TEV 1976, NRSV 1991, apocrypha 61; Jobes 2009) is
signaled by a marked topic that is not a temporary shift. The theme of this discourse

section is that Esther makes her plea before the Lord.
4:17k kai EoOnp 1) faoiMooa/ katépuyev €mi TOV KUpLov €v ayQOvi Bavdtov.
And Esther, the queen/ fled to the Lord in deadly anguish.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The asyndeton signals a switch from the foreground to background.
ASYNDETON 4:17k katetAnupévn kai deelopévn ta ipdtia thg 86&ng avthic/
Having taken and removed the garments of her glory/

EXTRAPOSITION/

171



4:17k évedvoato tudrtia otevoywplag kai mévOoug.
she/ put on garments of distress and sorrow.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

4:17k kai GVl TOV OIEPNEAVWY Ndvopdtwv/ omodod kai kompiwv/ EmAncev

TNV KEQAATV QUTHG .
And instead of arrogant spices/ with ashes and dung/ she/ filled her head.
FOCUS[MARKED]/FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The first marked focus contrasts with the second marked focus. These are coded as locally

prominent because of the contraexpectation.
4:17k kai t0 o@pa avtiic/ étaneivwoev o@ddpa.
And her body/ humbled exceedingly.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

4:17k kol mdvta témov kbouov dyaAMduatog avtiic/ €mAnce otpemt@®v

TPIXOV aVTAG.

And all the places of her delightful ornaments/ she filled with the twists of

her hair.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The switch from offline back to the mainline is signaled by the change of the verbal aspect

from the aorist to the imperfect.
4:17k kai €d¢eito kupiov/ B0 IopanA.
And she/ (kept on) pleading (with) the Lord/ (the) God of Israel.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
4:17k ko eimev.
And she/ said.

TOPIC/COMMENT.
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This clause is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton. Contrary

to JB (1966:646), this is not a discourse boundary.
ASYNDETON 4:171 k0pié yov/
My Lord/

DISLOCATION/

0 BaciAebg udv/ ob/ €1/ udvoc.
our King/ you/ are/ alone.

FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL
ELEMENT.

The centrality of God in this reported speech is highlighted by (a) the vocative, k0pié pov,
in the dislocation, (b) the redundant marked topic, o0, and (c) the marked focus

complement, 0 BaciAevg NUQV.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within a direct speech. This is also the

beginning of an inclusio, which ends in 4:17t.
ASYNDETON 4:171 BorjOnodv pot/ tfj uévn/*”
Help me/ (who is) alone/
EVENT FOCUS/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/
4:171 xai pr) €xovon Pondov el un o€/
(who) has no help except you/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
4:171 61 kivduvdg pov/ €v xeipt pov.
Because my danger/ (is) at hand."”

TOPIC/COMMENT.

177

i uévn should be interpreted as modifying pot (rather than the addressee, God) because both are dative.
The point is not that God alone is the deliverer, but that Esther (uo1) is lonely and helpless, which is further
reinforced in the right extraposition that follows.

8¢y xewpl pov translates literally as “in my hand”. But this is most probably an idiom signifying the
imminence of the danger, which is the cause for the urgency of the imperative in the main clause, for|énoév

pot. This is the reason for making a switch from a literal translation to a dynamic equivalence.
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---[MINOR BREAK]---

The (a) asyndeton, and (b) the shift from the second person to the first person signal a
switch from the mainline to offline. Contrary to JB (1966:646), this is not a discourse

boundary.
ASYNDETON 4:17m éy®/ fikovov €k YEVETHG Hov €V QUAT} TaTpldg pov/
1/ have (repeatedly) heard from my birth in my father’s tribe/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

Both the first person, éyw, in the main clause, and the second person, o0, in the subordinate
clause are coded as redundant marked topic. This shows that this offline section concerns

both Esther’s petition and God’s ability to respond.'”

4:17m 611 00/ kopie/ EAafeg OV IopanA €k mdvtwv TV E0vOV Kal
TOUG MATEPAG NUDV €K TAVTWV TOV TPOYOVWV adT®V €1 KAnpovouiav

aiwviov/

that you/ Lord/ took Israel from all the nations and our forefathers

from all their ancesters to an eternal inheritance/
TOPIC[MARKED]/MEDIAL DISLOCATION/COMMENT|[PART1]/
4:17m Kai €noinoac avtoi¢ doa EAGANGAG.
and you did whatever you said to them.
COMMENT[PART2].

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The switch from the offline back to the mainline is signaled by vdv. Contrary to JB

(1966:646), this is not a discourse boundary.
4:17n[1] kai vov/**°
And behold/*®

EXTRAPOSITION/

As well as the vocative in the medial dislocation.

8This clause is changed to oti in Codex Alexandrinus, and is deleted in Codex 58 and Codex 93.

The translation of viv as “behold” has the pragmatic effect of calling the attention of the reader to this
clause, which matches the switch from the offline back to the mainline of the Greek text. Although one of the
semantic meanings of vv is “now”, it is clear that this is not in view because the Israelites sinned before the
Lord (4:17n[2]) long before this time.

174



4:17n[2] nudptopev Evdmdy oov.

we/ sinned before you.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

4:17n[3] kai napédwkag NUag €ig xelpag TtV ExOpdV NuV/

And you/ delivered us into the hands of our enemies/

TOPIC/COMMENT/
4:17n[4] &vO GV £8o&dcapev Tovg B0V ADTOV.
because we exalted their gods.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The asyndeton indicates a switch from the mainline to offline.
ASYNDETON 4:17n[5] §ikatog/ €1/
Righteous/ are you/

COMMENT’/TOPIC/

A

4:17n[6] kUpie.
Lord.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

The history of Israel proves that God is faithful to His promises. The present plight of the
Jews is due to their idolatry (4:17n[4]), rather than the fault of God. The marked
complement, dikaiog, and the vocative in the right dislocation highlight that God is just.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The switch from the offline back to the mainline is signaled by viv. Contrary to JB

(1966:646), this is not a discourse boundary.

4:170 kai vov/
And behold/

EXTRAPOSITION/
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oVY TKavWBNoav €V TKpaou® SOVAELNG AUV,
they/ are not satisfied with the bitterness of our servitude.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The topic of this clause refers to “our enemies” in 4:17n[3] because it is nearest third

person plural in the preceding text.
4:170 GAAX €BnKav TAG XETpAC abTOV €M TAG XETPAG TOV eldDAwV avT®OV/
But they/ placed their hands on the hands of their idols/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

This presumably refers to some pagan ritual.
4:170 €€apat Op1opodV otduatds cov/
to remove the boundaries of your month/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
4:170 kal d@avicat kAnpovouiav cov/
and to wipe out your inheritance/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
4:170 kai éuppdéat otdua aivovviwv oot/
and to block the mouths of those who are praising you/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
4:170 kai oPéocar dO6&av oikov cov Kal Busractripldv cov/
and to snuff out the glory of your house and your altar/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
4:17p Kal avoilat otdua E0vRV £i¢ dpeTag pataiwv/
and to open the mouth of nations for vain valor/'®
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

4:17p ki Bavpacdivar PaciAéa odpkivov gig aidva.

®The interpretation of dpetdg as “valor” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.1).
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and so that mortal kings be glorified forever.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary in a reported speech here (JB 1966:647; NRSV
1991, apocrypha 62; Jobes 2009).

ASYNDETON 4:17q uf mopad®g/ kopie/ T0 okfimtpdv cov Toig urj ovotv.
Do not hand over/ Lord/ your kingly power to those who are nothing.
EVENT FOCUS/ MEDIAL DISLOCATION.

4:17q Kal UN KATOyEAXGATWOV €V Tfj TTWOEL NUDV.

And let them not laugh at our fall.

EVENT FOCUS.

4:17q GAAG oTpé€Pov TNV PovANV aT@V €T aOTOVG.

But turn their scheme (back) on them.

EVENT FOCUS.

4:17q Tov 8¢ dp€duevov €@’ udg/ mapadetyudticov.

Those who rule over us/ put to shame.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT.
The particle 8¢ marks this clause as locally prominent. This is Esther’s main request of God.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
Asyndeton is used here to signal an episodic boundary in a reported speech.
ASYNDETON 4:17r[1] uvAiobnti/
Remember/
EVENT FOCUS/
4:17r[2] kUpie.
Lord.

RIGHT DISLOCATION.
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The vocative in the right dislocation highlights the urgency of the prayer.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton indicates an episodic boundary within a direct speech.
ASYNDETON 4:17r[3] yv&oOnti év kaip®d OAIPews nuiv.
Recognize the time of our affliction.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:17r[4] xad €ug/ B&povvov.
And me/ encourage.
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS.
Esther calls attention to her own need by the use of the marked focus.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary in a reported speech.
ASYNDETON 4:17r[5] faciAed t@v Osdv/
King of the gods/
DISLOCATION/
4:17r[6] ki mdong dpxig Emkpatddv/
and prevailing over all powers/
EXTRAPOSITION/
4:17s 80¢ Adyov e0puBuoV €i¢ TO oTéa HoL Evmiov ToD AéovToc.
give a fitting word in my mouth before the lion.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:17s kal Yetddeg trv kapdiav avtod i¢ pioog/
And change the heart of him (who) is in hatred/
EVENT FOCUS/

100 ToAgpODOVTOG UGG €i¢ ouvTéAElav abTod/

178



the one warring against us in his confederacy/*
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

Kal TOV OHOVOOUVTWY aUTQ.

with those who are in one mind with him.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

4:17t nuag/ d¢ pdoat v xeipt oov.

(As for) us/ deliver by your hand.
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS.

Contrary to JB (1966:647), this clause is not a discourse boundary. Rather, 3¢ signals a
contrast between the requested fate of the direct object (Aman) of the previous main verb,

petadeg, and that of the direct object (fjuag) of this main verb.
4:17t kai poOnodv pot ff uévn/
And help me (who) is alone/
OLD/
4:17t kai un éxovon i pn o€/
(who) has nothing except you/

OLD/

’

KUPLE.

Lord.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

This sentence is the end of the inclusio, which begins in 4:171. This sentence is globally
prominent because it is a literal repeat of 4:171. The vocative in the right extraposition

reinforces this prominence.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within a reported speech.

ASYNDETON 4:17u mdviwv yvdorv/ &yeic.

®The interpretation of cuvtéAeiav as “confederacy” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I1.3).
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of all knowledge/ you/ have.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The importance of God is signaled by the local prominence of the present tense of the main

verb and the marked focus.
4:17u ko 01dag/
And you/ know/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
4:17u 611 guionoa d6&av dvouwv.
that 1/ hate the splendor of the wicked.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
4:17u kal BdeAvocopat KoitnV AMePITUNTWY Kal TTavTtog aAAotTpiov.
And 1/ despise the bed of the uncircumcized and of every enemy country.'**
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within a reported speech. The temporary shift
of the topic from the first person (Esther) to the second person (God) is signaled by the
marked topic. The global prominence of the redundant marked topic highlights the role of
God as the hearer of Esther’s prayer.

ASYNDETON 4:17w 60/ 018ag trv dvdyknv pov/

You/ know my anguish/

TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT/
4:17w St BdeAvocopat tO onpelov tfig vmepneaviag pov/
that 1/ despise the sign of my exaltation/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

The repeat of BdeAvoocopar is globally prominent and highlights that Esther genuinely

despises the impurity of the foreigners and even objects that are associated with them.

®The interpretation of &GAAotpiov as “enemy country” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 11.2).
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4:17w 8/ £oTv €ml THG KEPAATG MoV €V NUEPaALS OTTAGING Uov.

which/ is on my head on the days of my (public)

appearance.'®

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The asyndeton signals the presence of an episodic boundary within a reported speech. The

repeat of fdeAvocouat is again globally prominent.
4:17w ASYNDETON BdeAvooopatl adtd WG pAKOG KATAUNViwV.
1 / despise it as menstrual cloth.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
4:17wW Kol 00 QOop® avTO &V NUEPALS NoLXiag Hov.
And I/ do not carry it in the days of my leisure.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
4:17x Kal oUK €@ayev 1] 00AN cov Tpamelav Apav.
And your servant/ does not eat (at the) table of Aman.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
4:17x kal oUk £€36&aca ouundoiov PactAéw.
And 1/ do not revel in the king’s party.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

4:17x o0d¢ #miov oivov ooviQVv.

Neither do I/ drink wine offered to the gods.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
o0d¢ signals the local prominence of this clause.

4:17y Kal 00K NOQPG&VON 1 S00AN cov &g Nuépag uetaBoAfic pov uéxpt vov/

ANV £mi ool.

Bontaciag is a late form of &Yig. The interpretation of dntaciag as “appearance” follows Liddell and Scott
(1996:5.v. L.1).
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And your servant/ does not rejoice from the day of my (status) change until

now/ except with regard to you.
TOPIC/COMMENT/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within a reported speech. This coincides with

the local prominence of the vocative.
ASYNDETON 4:17y k0p1e 6 0£0¢ APpaap 6 00¢ 6 ioxOwv €mi ndvrag/™®
Lord, the God of Abraham, the God who prevails over all/
DISLOCATION/
4:177 €l0AKOVOOV PWVNV ATNATIOUEVWYV.
listen to the voice of those who have been bereft of hope.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:17z kol pOoat UGG €K XELPOG TV TIOVIPEVOUEVWV.
And deliver us from the hand(s) of those acting wickedly.
EVENT FOCUS.
4:17z xai poat pe €k Tob eOPou pov.
And deliver me from my fear.
EVENT FOCUS.

Esther’s fear explains the reason for her prayer in Addition C. The word “fear” at the end of
Addition C also functions as a hook word to alert the reader that fear (in 5:1b, for example)

will become the theme for the next discourse unit (Addition D).

3.3.19 Discourse section 5:1-5:1b

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY J===

BsSee footnote in 4:17f.
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This major boundary (JB 1966:647; TEV 1976, NRSV 1991, apocrypha 62; Jobes 2009) is
signaled by a temporal marker in a point of departure. The theme of this discourse section

is that Esther prepares herself to see the king.
5:1 Kol €yeviion év tij Nuépg i toitn/
And on the third day/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
WG ENAVOATO TPOCEVXOUEVT]/
when she finished praying/
EXTRAPOSITION/
g€edloarto ta tudrtia thg Bepaneiog kai mepiePaieto v d6&av avThc.

she/ took off the clothes of worship (to God), and she put on (the clothes) of
her glory.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

[Addition D]

5:1a kal yevnOeioa émipavng/

And on a notable (day)/*’
EXTRAPOSITION/

gmKaAeoapévn TOV TavTwv Endmnv Oedv kal cwthpa/
calling on the all seeing God and deliverer/
EXTRAPOSITION/

napéAafev tag dvo aPpag.

she/ took two trusted maids.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

5:1a kal tfj uev wd/ Ennpeideto/

On one/ she leaned on/

TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT/

®The interpretation of émipavr|g as “notable” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. IL.1).
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WG TPUPEPEVOUEVT).
since she was delicate.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The particle wg signals that the right extraposition is background to the main clause.
5:1a 1} O¢ £tépa/ €mnkolovbet/
And the second (one)/ followed/
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT/

The &€ here is contrastive with the former pév clause.
Kov@ilovoa trv €vduaolv alThC.
lightening her dress.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
5:1b kal a0tr| €puBp1doa dKuf KdAAovg avTiG/
And she (put on) make-up to the best of her beauty/
EXTRAPOSITION/
5:1b kal T0 Tpdownov avtiic/ IAapov/ w¢ TPooPIAEC.
and her face/ (was) cheerful/ as if (she was) well-disposed.
TOPIC/COMMENT/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
5:1b 1] 8¢ kapdla avTRG decTeEVWUEVH GO TOD POPov/
But her heart was blocked up from fear/
EXTRAPOSITION/

The &¢ here is contrastive with the previous clause.
5:1c kal eloeABodoa doag Tag BVpag/
and coming in (through) all the doors/
EXTRAPOSITION/
KATEOT EVWOTIOV TOD PacIA£wG.

she/ stood before the king.
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TOPIC/COMMENT.

3.3.20 Discourse section 5:1c-5:2a

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===

This discourse boundary is signaled by a marked topic that is not a temporary shift. The

theme of this discourse section is that the king grants amnesty to Esther.
5:1c kal autog/ €kdOnto €mi tol Opdvou th¢ PaciAeiag avToD.
And he/ was sitting on the throne of his kingdom.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The temporary topic shift signals a minor break.

5:1c Kal Tdoav oToAnv th¢ ém@aveiag avtod/ évededukel/ SAog did xpuood

kol AMOwV TOALTEAQDV.

And the entire garment of his (public) appearance/ he wore/ (made) entirely

of gold and precious gems.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The temporary shift of topic to the description of the king’s splendor highlights the
atmosphere of awe at the court, which ultimately caused Esther to faint (5:1d, 2b).

5:1c kad v QoPepdg 5pddpa.

And it/ was exceedingly frightful.'s®
TOPIC/COMMENT."

---[MINOR BREAK]---

Here, the topic returns to the main topic, the king. But this is not a discourse boundary,

contrary to NRSV (1991, apocrypha 62) and Jobes (2009).

5:1d kal dpag T0 Tpdowmov avtod memvpwuévov d6En év axufi Ouuod/™°

®The interpretation of goPepog as “frightful” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. L.1).

®The topic in 5:1c lasts for two clauses. Yet, it is considered as a temporary shift rather than a topic shift.
This is an exception, and is possibly accounted by the fact that the second clause is stative.

9Codex Alexandrinus does not have §o&n in its text, which is in collocational clash with 6uuod.

185



And lifting his face that was inflamed with splendor, with utmost anger/
EXTRAPOSITION/
EPAeev.
he/ watched.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
5:1d kat énecev 1 Paciiiooa.
And the queen/ fell.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
5:1d kol petéPadev to xpdua avTAG €V EKAVCEL
And her colors/ changed in faintness.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
5:1d kol KateméKLPEV €Ml TNV KEPAANV THG ABpag THG TPOTOPEVOUEVNG.
And she/ bent down on the head of the trusted maid who went before (her).
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The unmarked topic that is a temporary topic shift signals a minor break. Although there is
no doubt that this is an important juncture in the narration theologically, the structure of

the text does not signals this clause as being a “crisis minor” (Dorothy 1997:121).*!
5:1e kal petéPadev 6 Bed¢ 16 Tvedua Tod PactAéwg eig mpaltnta.

And God/ changed the spirit of the king to mildness.

In narratological analysis (Barth 1996; Bal 1997; Herman 2009; Jesch and Stein 2009; Rabatel 2009), the
character God would be seen as a major character because the omnipotence of God is emphasized in 5:1a (tov
navtwv Endéntnv 0sov kal cwtfipa). Also, the intervention of God is a demonstration of His power, which
makes this moment a crucial turning point in the development of the narration. On the other hand, God is not
a major character from the structural perspective (based on the criteria listed in §2.4.2.1.2). The divergence
between these two schools of thought arises from their differing presuppositions. Narratology believes that
the message of a text is best reconstructed by analyzing its surface or deep semantics. Discourse analysis from
the perspective of functional linguistics tries to achieve the same goal by giving priority to the structural
features of the text. This study tries to present the case of the latter.
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TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The minor break returns to the mainline, where the king continues as the main topic of this

discourse section.
5:1e kal dywvidoag/
And struggling/
EXTRAPOSITION/
avennidnoev amno tod Bpdvouv avtod.
he/ got up from his throne.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
5:1e kal avéAafev adthv €mi tag dykaAag avtod/
And he/ took her into his arms/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
5:1e PEXPIG OV KATEDTH.
until she/ stood.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
5:1e Kal mapeKAAeL avTHV AOYO1G €1pNVIKOIG.
And he/ (kept) comforting her with peaceful words.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
5:1e kol einev avTH.
And he/ said to her.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 5:1f[1] ti/ éottv/
What/ is (it)/

FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS/
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5:1f[2] EcBnp.
Esther.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

The urgency of the king’s question is highlighted by the marked focus of the interrogative
particle and the vocative of the right dislocation. This shows that the king is genuinely

concerned about Esther and her request.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within a reported speech. The rapid succession
of episodic boundaries probably indicates that each episode has been reduced to a snapshot

of the original speech.
ASYNDETON 5:11[3] éyw/ 0 48eA@dg cov.
I/ (am) your brother.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton indicates an episodic boundary within a direct speech.
ASYNDETON 5:11[4] 8dpoel.
Cheerup.
EVENT FOCUS.

The present tense of the imperative verb is locally prominent, which highlights the fact
that the king wants Esther to relax.

~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton indicates an episodic boundary within a direct speech.
ASYNDETON 5:11[5] 00 un drmo®dvng/
You shall not die/
EVENT FOCUS/

5:1f]6] 61 kowvOV/ TO MpdoTaAyHX AUV EGTLV.
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because impartial /** is our law.
COMMENT’/TOPIC[MARKED].

The king is saying that the law code, which allows him to provide amnesty by extending
the scepter, applies to her as well. She does not have to die even though she came into the

court without the king’s invitation.

The nominal complement structure should equate t6 npdotayua nudv and kowvov at some
level. The translation provided by Jobes (2009), which reads “for our ordinance is only for
the common person”, is therefore improbable because “the common person” has no
semantic equivalency with “ordinance” in this translation. Instead, reading koiwvov as an
adjective of the head noun phrase, t0 npdotayua Nudv, is more likely, since the nominal

complement would then function as a semantic attribute of the head noun phrase.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The asyndeton indicates an episodic boundary within a direct speech.
ASYNDETON 5:1f]7] tpdoeAfe.'*
Come in.
EVENT FOCUS.
-—-[MINOR BREAK]---

The shift from the series of second grammatical person of the direct speech to the third
grammatical person indicates a switch from the direct speech back to the narration. But,
the structure does not mark this as a discourse boundary, contrary to NRSV (1991,

apocrypha 63) or Jobes (2009).
5:2 kol dpag v xpuohiv papdov/
So taking the golden scepter/
EXTRAPOSITION/
EMEONKEV ETL TOV TPAXNAOV AUTHG.

he/ placed (it) on her neck.

2The interpretation of ko1vov as “impartial” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. IV.3).
135:1f]4-7] illustrates another usage of consecutive thetic clauses. It appears that each thetic clause in this
series is a summary of a chunk of the original speech.
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TOPIC/COMMENT.

5:2 K&l |OTdoato abThV.
And he/ greeted her.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

5:2 kal eimev.

And he/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This clause is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 5:2 AdAnodv pot.
Speak to me.

EVENT FOCUS.

5:2a[1] kai ginev adT.
And she/ to him.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The shift of topic from the king to Esther is not indicated structurally here. This clause is a

direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 5:2a[2] €186V o /x0pie/ 6¢ &yyehov Beod.
I/ see you, lord, as an angel of God.
TOPIC/COMMENT/MEDIAL DISLOCATION.

The vocative of the medial dislocation is locally prominent, which indicates the respect

that Esther has towards the king.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The passive voice of the verb signals a switch from the mainline to offline, which indicates

the intrapersonal state of Esther.

And my heart/ was stirred from fear of your glory/
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TOPIC/COMMENT/
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The use of (a) local prominence, and (b) the shift from Esther back to the king signifies a

return from offline back to the mainline.
5:2a[4] 8t1 Bavpaotog/ €1/
because wonderful/ you are/
COMMENT’/TOPIC/
5:2a[5] kUp1e.
lord.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

The fronting of the comment, Bavuactog, and the vocative of the right dislocation are

further signals of Esther’s respect of the king.
5:2a[6] kai t0 Tpdowndv cov/ xapitwv UESTOV.
And your face/ (is) full of favor.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

3.3.21 Discourse section 5:2b-5:5

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This is a major boundary signaled by a temporal indicator in a point of departure. The

theme is that Esther persuades the king and Aman to attend her first banquet.
5:2b év 8¢ t@ Siedéyeobor avrnv/
While she was talking/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
€meceV Ao EKAVOEWG AT,
she/ fell from her faintness.

TOPIC/COMMENT.
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---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
5:2b[1] kal 0 PaciAede/ tapdooeto.
And the king/ was stirred.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
5:2b[2] kal Tdoa 1) Oepaneio avTol/ TapekdAel aOTHV.
And all his officials/ kept comforting her.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

Kal aoa 1) Oepamneia adtod could alternatively be read as the dominant focal element of the
previous clause, which would make this clause read mapekdAer avtiv. The identity of the
third grammatical person would then point to the king. But it is more likely that the

officials, rather than the king, resuscitated Esther from her fainting spell.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The unmarked topic that is a topic shift indicates an episodic boundary (NRSV 1991,
apocrypha 63; Jobes 2009).

5:3[1] kad einev 6 faciieic.
And the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This clause is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 5:3[2] ti/ 8éAe1c/
What/ do you want/
FOCUS[MARKED]/PRESUPPOSITION/

©éMeig is a presupposition, since it is unlikely that anyone would risk their lives to see the

king without a good reason.

5:3[3] Eabnp.
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Esther.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

The (a) interrogative particle, (b) the present tense of the verb, and (c) the vocative of the

right dislocation are locally prominent. This raises the tension at this point in the story.
5:3[4] kad ti/ 000 €oT1v TO Giwua.
And what/ is your request?
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS.

ooV is preposed because it is old information. This has the effect of postposing the new

information, t6 &&€lwua, to the end of the clause.
5:3[5] £wg Tod nuicoug thic PaotAeiog pov/
Up to half of my kingdom/
DISLOCATION/
5:3[6] kai otat cot.
it shall be yours.
EVENT FOCUS.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The unmarked topic that is a topic shift indicates an episodic boundary. 8¢ is used instead

of xai to deliberately signal the contrast between the king’s question and Esther’s response.
5:4 gimev 8¢ EcOnp.
And Esther/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 5:4 Auépa pov/ énionuog orjuepdv ¢otiv.

My day/ is notable today.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The fronting of the complement, énionuog orjuepdv, is locally prominent, and highlights

the content of the comment focus.
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~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
o0v signals the call for action within a speech and an episodic boundary.
5:4 €1 00V Jokel T) PaoctAel/ ™
If it pleases the king/**
EXTRAPOSITION/
ENOATW Kl a0TOG Kol Apav gig TV doxrv/
let he himself and Aman come to the banquet/
EVENT FOCUS/
5:4 fjv/ Mot jow oNuEPoOV.
which/ I shall make today.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The unmarked topic that is a topic shift signals an episodic boundary.
5:5 kal einev 6 PactAev.
And the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 5:5 kataonevoate Auav/
Rush Aman along/
EVENT FOCUS/
5:5 OTwG TOINowUEV TOV Adyov EaBnp.
so that we/ should follow the word of Esther.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

5:5 kal mapayivovtal &ugdtepot €ig thv doxnv/

¥The o0V is missing in Codex Sinaiticus.

The present tense verb does not appear to be locally prominent when,
(a) it is stative (¢€goT1v, 8:12g; Exouev, 8:121); and

(b) it is volitional and is in a conditional clause, such as dokel in 5:4; 8:5.
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And they/ both came to the banquet/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

The adverb dugdtepor is redundant and signals the shift from the direct speech to

narration.
5:5 fiv/ eimev EcOnp.
which/ Esther said.

TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD.

3.3.22 Discourse section 5:6-6:3

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This major boundary is signaled by a temporal indicator in a point of departure. The theme

of this discourse section is that God caused the king to remember the deeds of Mordecai.
5:6[1] év 8¢ td nérw/
During the party/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
5:6[2] einev 6 PaciAevg Tpog Ecbnp.
the king/ said to Esther.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This clause is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 5:6[3] ti/ éot1v/
What/ is it/
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS/

5:6[4] BaoiAiooa EcOnp.

Queen Esther.

RIGHT DISLOCATION.
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The local prominence of the interrogative particle and the vocative in the right dislocation

highlight the sincerity of the king’s question.
5:6[5] kai €otat oot/
And it shall be yours/
EVENT FOCUS/
5:6[6] Soa &€1oic.
whatever you are asking.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
5:7 kol €imev.
And she/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

Here the change of topic from the king to Esther is not indicated by any structural features.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 5:7 t0 aftnud pov kai to &&iwud pov/
My request and my petition (is)/
THEME/

This clause is the local theme of Esther’s entire speech to the king.
5:8 €1 e0pov xdptv Evamiov T00 PactAéws/
if I find favor before the king/
EXTRAPOSITION/
ENOGTW O BaotAedg kai Apav €mi thv abprov/ €ig thv doxnv/
let the king and Aman come tomorrow/ to the banquet/
EVENT FOCUS/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/

eig trv doxnv is postposed to the position of the dominant focal element in anticipation of

the relative clause that follows.

5:8 fjv/ motrjow avToIC.
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which/ I shall make for them.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

5:8 kal aUplov TOINoW T avTd.

Even tomorrow, I shall do the same things.

OLD.

This clause is a repeat of the previous clause. It is old information and is globally
prominent. Both Codex Sindgiticus and Codex Alexandrinus have yap following the second
avplov of 5:8. This may be motivated by the desire to indicate the close semantic

relationship between these two avpiov clauses.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 63; Jobes 2009) is marked by an unmarked
topic that is a topic shift.

5:9 kai €EAAOev O Apav &md tod PactAéwe/
And Aman/ went out from the king/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

UIEPXapNG EDPPALVOUEVOC.

exceedingly happy.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The fronting of the adverb Umepxapng highlights Aman’s joy of being invited to Esther’s
banquet with the king.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The passive voice of the main verb signals a switch from the mainline to offline. The

temporal marker in a point of departure does not signal a major boundary in such a case.
5:9 &v 8¢ T® 1delv Apav Mapdoxaiov tov Iovdaiov év tfj aOAf/
And when Aman saw Mordecai the Jew in the court/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/
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he/ was very angry.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The shift of the verbal voice from the passive to the active signals a switch from the offline

back to the foreground.
5:10 Kal eloeAOwV gi¢ Ta 101a/
And arriving at his own premise/
EXTRAPOSITION/
EKAAEoEV TOUG QIAOUG Kal Zwoapav/ TV yuvalka avToD.
he/ called (his) friends and Zosaran/ his wife.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
5:11 kai védei€ev adTol¢ TOV MAoDTOV avToD Kal TtV ddEav/
And he/ showed them his wealth, and the glory/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
5:11 fjv/ 0 PaciAedg avT®/ mep1édnkey.
which/ the king bestowed on him.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The fronting of 0 BaciAevg avt® is not prominent. It has the effect of postposing the only

piece of new information, mep1éOnkeyv, to the position of the dominant focal element.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle wg signals a shift from the foreground to background.
5:11 Kal WG €noinoev adTOV TpWTEVELY Kal nyelobat T factAgiag.
Since he/ made him to be the first and to rule the kingdom.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The former text, kai dsUtepov TtV PaciAel®dv yépac amevrveyuévog (3:13c) and kol

devtépov matpdg NudV (3:13f), referred to him as the second in the kingdom. But here
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Aman says that the king made him first in the kingdom. This depicts the progression of

Aman'’s self-aggrandizement.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The return to the main topic (Aman) is coded nominally. This shifts the background back to

the foreground.
5:12 kol eimev Auav.
And Aman/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 5:12 00 kékAnkev 1 Bacilioon yeta tod BaciAéwg o0déva gig TV

doxnv/ GAN 1 gué.
The queen/ did not call anyone with the king to the banquet/ except me.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The order of peta tod PaciAéwg is fronted to highlight the authority of the king.
5:12 Kai gig TV alpilov/ kEKAnuaL.
And for tomorrow/ 1/ have been called.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The shift from the queen to the first person is not signaled structurally. The fronting of the
prepositional phrase, €ig trv alpiov, is marked as locally prominent to raise the reader’s

expectation of what will happen at the second banquet.
5:13 kol TadTd/ pot oUk Gpéokel/
But these things/ did not please me/
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT/

The marked topic, tadtd, is anaphorically referential and indicates a temporary topic shift.
The ordering of pot prior to ovk apéokel follows the rule of information flow where old
information precedes new information. This has the effect of postposing the verb dpéoket

to the end of the comment focus, which is the most salient position for unmarked focus.
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The present tense of dpéoker also makes it locally prominent. This highlights Aman’s

displeasure at Mordecai.
5:13 Stav 10w Mapdoxaiov Tov Iovdaiov év Tfj aOAf.
whenever I/ see Mordecai, the Jew, in the court.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
5:14 kol eimev PO abTOV/
Then she/ said to him/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

The shift of topic from Aman to his wife (and his friends) is not coded nominally in the
main clause. The identity of the topic is delayed to the right dislocation to avoid making

this an episodic boundary.
Zwoapa 1 yovr abtod Kai ol @iAot.
Zosara his wife, and his friends.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 5:14 komitw oot EVAoV @OV TEVIAKOVTA.
Cut for yourself a plank that is fifty cubits.
EVENT FOCUS.
5:14 8pOpov &g/
At dawn/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/

The temporal indicator in a point of departure does not signal a major discourse boundary

here because there is topic continuity.
1MoV T® PactAel.
speak to the king.
EVENT FOCUS.
5:14 kal Kpepaodritw Mapdoxaiog £nti tod EVAov.
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Let Mordecai be hung on the plank.
EVENT FOCUS.

Aman is portrayed as the semantic agent (in charge, taking action, commanding,
requesting) up to this point in the narrative. This is the first time he receives an order from
another, coded as a series of imperatives from his wife (and his friends), which immediately

precedes his downfall in the next two chapters.
5:14 o0/ d¢ eloeABe €ig Thv doxnV oLV T@ PactAel.
You (on the other hand)/ go to the banquet with the king.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
The particle 8¢ with a marked topic is contrastive with the presumed fate of Mordecai.
5:14 Kal e0@paivou.
And have fun.
EVENT FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The temporary shift of topic to the anaphoric referent, to pfjua, indicates a minor break

and a shift from the direct speech to the narration.
5:14 Kal NpeceV TO PHUA TG Apav.
And the word/ pleased Aman.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The passive voice of the verb signals a shift from the mainline to offline.
5:14 kal NTowudodn to EvAov.
And the plank/ was prepared.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

The word fitoiudodn (and other forms of this word) only occurs six times, and describes the
actions of Aman and Esther. Whereas Aman “prepared” the gallow to destroy Mordecai

(5:14; 7:9, 10), Esther “prepared” the banquet to save Mordecai and the Jews (6:14).
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---[MINOR BREAK]---

This is a minor break, where the offline goes back to the mainline. This is signaled by a
marked topic that is a temporary topic shift. Contrary to TEV (1976), NRSV (1991,
apocrypha 63), Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse boundary because this topic does not
continue cataphorically; and contrary to Dorothy (1997:146), the structure of this verse

does not mark it as a “pivot” or a “crisis major”.

6:1[1] 0 8¢ xUplo¢/ dméotnoev tOV Unmvov amd tod PaciAéws TNV VOKTX

EKETVNV.

The Lord/ took sleep away from the king that night.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

6:1[2] kai einev @ S1dackdAw avTod/

And he/ said to his teacher/**

TOPIC/COMMENT/

This is an indirect speech frame. The indirect speech proper is coded as right

extrapositions of the main clause.

The topic switch from the Lord to the king is not coded nominally to avoid making this an
episodic boundary. The identity of the topic, the suffix of einev, refers to the king rather
than the previous topics (0 k0p1og or Zwoapa). Since (a) the topic is a human agent, and (b)
only the king has the authority to bring in the chroniclers, semantic deduction makes it

clear that the topic must be the king.
6:1[3] elo@éperv ypdupata pvnuoécuva TtV nuepdv/
to bring in the chroniclers/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
6:1[4] dvaywvdokev adTd.
to read to him.
EVENT FOCUS.

~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The word S1daokdAw has a narrow range of meaning. Interpreting it as “teacher” follows Liddell and Scott
(1996: s.v. 1), refering perhaps to his former school teacher who lives near the king’s palace.
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This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
6:2[1] ebpev 8¢ T& ypdupata T& ypagpéva mepi Mapdoxaiov.
And the scribes/ found the things written concerning Mordecai.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle wg signals a shift from the mainline to background. It means that the scribes
found the account about Mordecai as they were reading the chronicles. 6:2[1] (the

mainline) is chronologically embedded in 6:2[2-3].
6:2[2] w¢ anfyyeilev @ PaciAel nept TV dVo ebvoLxwv T0D PaciAéwg/
As (they)/ reported to the king concerning the two eunuchs of the king/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
6:2[3] év t® @uAdooewv avtovg kai {ntiicar émiPalelv tag xeipag
Aptaépln.
when they were on guard and sought to lay hands on Artaxerxes.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The right extraposition is globally prominent because it is similar to €rowudalovotv tag
Xelpag emPalelv Aptalépén td PaciAel of 1:1n. It is less likely, therefore, that this clause

refers to the incident involving the other two eunuchs recorded in 2:21.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
6:3[1] einev 8¢ 6 PaciAev.
And the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 6:3[2] tiva §6&av 1] xdpiv/ Enojoapev td Mapdoxaiw.
What honor or favor/ did we grant to Mordecai?

FOCUS[MARKED]/PRESUPPOSITION.
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The king’s presupposition that he granted favor to Mordecai, when he actually did nothing,

is reflective of the king’s forgetfulness.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
6:3[3] kai eimav oi d1dkovor tod PaciAéwg.
And the servants of the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 6:3[4] o0k énoinoac adt® ovdév.
You/ did nothing for him.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

3.3.23 Discourse section 6:4-6:12[1]

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

Contrary to Dorothy (1997:146), this is not an offline. The temporal indicator in a point of
departure signals a major boundary. 1800 signals the reintroduction of Aman into the

discourse. The theme of this discourse section is that Mordecai is honored instead of Aman.
6:4 v 8¢ T® muvbdveoa tov PaciAéx nepi tHg evvoiag Mapdoyaiov/
While the king inquired about the favour (shown to) Mordecai/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
100U Apav/ €v Tfj avAf.
behold Aman/ (was) in the court.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.

6:4 ginev 8¢ O faciAels.
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And the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 6:4 ti¢/ év Tfj aOAf.
Who/ (is) in the court?*’
FOCUS/PRESUPPOSITION.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

This marked topic is a temporary topic shift that signals a minor break. This marked topic
returns to the main topic (Aman) introduced at the beginning of 6:4. Therefore, this is not a

“flashback” (Dorothy 1997:147).
6:4 0 8¢ Apav/ eiciiAOev/
Aman/ came in/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
6:4 inelv T® PaciAel/
to say to the king/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
6:4 kpepudoat TOV Mapdoxaiov £mi T EOAw/
to hang Mordecai on the plank/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
6:4 (/ froipacev.
which/ he prepared.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY ]~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.

6:5[1] kai eimav oi Sidxovor tod PactAéwc.

The fact that the king knows somebody is in the court, but does not know who that person is implies that a
system is in place to inform the king of anyone’s approach.
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And the servants of the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame.
6:5[2] 10U Apav/ €otnkev €v Th aLAR.
Behold, Aman/ stands in the court.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

Whereas ido0 at the beginning of 6:4 reintroduces Aman to the narration, here 1800
introduces the presence of Aman to the king. The dual use of 1500 reflects the difference of

point of view between (a) the reader as the audience, and (b) the king as the audience.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
6:5[3] kai einev 6 PaciAelc.
And the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 6:5[4] kaAéoate adTdV.
Call him.
EVENT FOCUS.

6:6[1] einev 8¢ 6 PaoiAedg Td Auav.'™

And the king/ said to Aman.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is another direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.

The literature is divided concerning the relative importance of narrative and reported speech. While some
researchers believe that reported speech is less important than the narrative action (Grimes 1975:69;
Levinsohn 2000a:813), others believe that reported speech is on par with narration and is a means of
developing the overall argument of the story (Lowery 1985; Neeley 1987:§3.1; Dawson 1994:215; de Regt
1995:160; Miller 1996:403; Longacre 1999a:144).

This study leans toward the latter position, which is supported by the fact that:
(a) the prominence of “emphatic forms” (Muraoka 1985:165-6), such as vocatives, does occur with higher
frequency in reported speech; and
(b) the narrative reversal occurs in the form of a reported speech in 6:6-9.
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The coding of the topic, 6 PaciAelg, is globally prominent because it is redundant. The
particle 8¢ highlights this direct frame as locally prominent. The co-occurrence of local and
global prominence makes this speech frame (and the king’s question within this speech) as
one of the climax in this narrative because this is the beginning of a reversal of
expectation. It is Mordecai, instead of Aman, who is honored by the king. The multiple
occurrences of local prominence, global prominence, or both, in this discourse section

continue to sustain this narrative climax.
ASYNDETON 6:6[2] ti / motfjow t@® dvOpdnw/
What/ should I do for the man/
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS/
6:6[3] Ov / £yw BéAw do&doant.
whom/ I want to honor.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

gyw OéAw is locally prominent because (a) éyw is both redundant and fronted, and (b) 6éAw
is fronted and is coded in the present tense. This highlights the authority of the king. It

shows that he is capable of taking action that will influence the outcome of the narrative.
6:6[4] eimev 8¢ év éavt®/
And he/ said to himself/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

¢ is contrastive here, signifying a shift of topic from the king to Aman. The delay of Aman
to the right dislocation is a structural technique to avoid making this an episodic boundary.
Contrary to Dorothy (1997:153), this is not a “digression”, nor is this a minor break or a

discourse boundary.
6:6[5] Auav.
Aman.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

This is an intrapersonal speech frame. The intrapersonal speech proper begins with an

asyndeton.
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ASYNDETON 6:6[6] tiva / 0éAer 6 BaoiAedg dodoar/ el pn €.
Whom/ does the king/ wants to honor/ except for me.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The topic and comment phrase, 8éAe1 6 Pacidevg do€doar, is globally prominent because it
is a literal repeat of the king’s words earlier in 6:6[3]. Further, (a) the present tense of OéAet,
and (b) the fronting of tiva are locally prominent. In this clause, the prominence of tiva
BéAer 6 PaoiAeg doEdoat contrasts with the falsity of Aman’s response to his own question

in the dominant focal element, €i un €ué.

6:7 ginev 8¢ mpdc oV BaciAéa.

And he/ said to the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame of a procedural speech. The speech proper begins with an

asyndeton. The particle 8¢ makes Aman’s formal response to the king locally prominent.

ASYNDETON 6:7 &vBpwmov 8v 6 Bacidedg BéAer do&doar/

The man whom the king wants to honor/
THEME/

The words of the king are quoted again, which are globally prominent. The (a) fronting of 6
BaoiAevg, and (b) the present tense of 0éAet are also locally prominent, which continue to
highlight the authority of the king. Further, this clause functions as the local theme of

Aman’s hortatory speech.
6:8[1] éveykdtwoav ol maideg t0d PaciAéwg otoAnv Puocivnv/
let the servants of the king bring a fine linen robe/
EVENT FOCUS/
6:8[2] fiv/ & Pacidevg epifpdAAetar/
which/ the king (usually) wears/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

The fronting of 0 BaciAevg is locally prominent and highlights the authority of the king.
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6:8[3] kai inmov/
and (let them bring) a horse/
EVENT FOCUS/

6:8[4] ¢’ 0v/ 0 Bacilevg émPaiver.

on which/ the king is riding.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
The (a) present tense of the verb, and (b) the fronting of 6 BaciAelg are locally prominent.
6:9[1] kol 36tw £vi TOV PIAWV 100 PactAéws/ TV EVISEwv.

And let him'” grant permission®® to one of the friends of the king/ among

the nobles.
EVENT FOCUS/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The successive use of the thetic focus means that this episode has a high rate of

information, which makes it episodically prominent.
6:9[2] ki otoAtodtw TOV dvOpwmov/
And let that man clothe the man/
EVENT FOCUS/

6:9[3] 6v/ 6 PaciAee dyand.

whom/ the king loves.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
The (a) present tense of the verb, and (b) the fronting of 6 BaciAebg are locally prominent.
6:9[4] kai dvaPipacdtw adtov émi TV (mov.
And let that man mount him on the horse.
EVENT FOCUS.
6:9[5] ki knpuooétw didx th¢ TAateiag thig méAewg/

Let him proclaim through the (main) street of the city/

*The third person singular here is an indirect reference to the king.
2°The interpretation of §6tw as “to grant permission” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.2).
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EVENT FOCUS/

This is a direct speech frame. This speech frame is made (a) locally prominent by the
present tense of the main verb knpvccétw, and (b) globally prominent by the redundant

Aéywv in the right extraposition. This constitutes the climax within Aman’s speech.
6:9[6] Aéywv.
saying.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 6:9[7] oUtwg/ €oton mavti dvOpidnw/
Thus/ (it) shall be for every man/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
The marked topic is a deictic referent referring to the live scene that Aman is imagining.

6:9[8] ov / 6 PaciAevg do&dler.

whom/ the king honors.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The focus comment is a repeat of 6:7 and is globally prominent. At the same time, the (a)
fronting of 6 Pacidevg, and (b) the present tense of do€dler are locally prominent. This
coding is highly salient. It sustains the dramatic tension in this discourse section, and

highlights the unexpectedness of the king’s response to Aman.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
6:10 eimev 3¢ 6 PactAede T Apav.
And the king/ said to Aman.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton. The anti-
climax of the king’s unexpected response to Aman is not marked by any salient structural

coding.
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ASYNDETON 6:10 ka0w¢ EAdAncac/
Just as you said/
EXTRAPOSITION/
oUtw¢/ moinoov T® Mapdoxaiw t@ Iovdaiw t@ Bepanevovti €v Tfj aOAf.
thus/ do to Mordecai the Jew who is serving in the court.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
This marked topic is an anaphoric referent.
6:10 Kal ur) Tapanesdtw oov Adyog/
And do not let your words fall away/
EVENT FOCUS/

The noun Adyog is postposed to the end of the event focus because it is the head of the

marked topic of the following subordinate clause.
6:10 wv/ éAdAnoac.
(that) which/ you spoke.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
6:11 €E\aPev O€ Apav TNV 6TOANV Kal TOV Imrov.
So, Aman/ took the robe and the horse.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
6:11 kal £0tdA0ev TOV Mapdoyalov.
And he/ robed Mordecai.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
6:11 kal dvePiPacev avTOV £mi TOV (IOV.
And he/ mounted him on the horse.

TOPIC/COMMENT.
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6:11 kai 1fABev d1a th¢ MAateiag TG TOAEwC.

And he/ went through the (main) street of the city.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

6:11 kai €xrjpvooev/

And he/ cried out/

TOPIC/COMMENT/

Aéywv.

saying.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

This is a direct speech frame. The direct speech proper begins with an asyndeton. The
redundancy of Aéywv in the right extraposition makes this speech globally prominent.
Whereas 6:9[6] has the same coding, 6:9[6] referred to the honor that Aman imagined would

be conferred to him, but here, the actual honor is conferred on Mordecai instead.
ASYNDETON 6:11 oUtw¢/ otar navti dvOpomw/
Thus/ (it) shall be for every man/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
This marked topic is a spatial deixis.
6:110v / 6 Pacidevg BéAeL doEdoat.
whom/ the king desires to honor.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

This proclamation is a literal repeat of 6:9[7-8]. Here, the global prominence alerts the
reader that there is a reversal of expectations. Aman, instead of being the one honored, is

now the one ordered by the king to honor Mordecai, his enemy.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The unmarked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
6:12[1] énéotpePev 8¢ 6 Mapdoxalog £i¢ TV aVATV.

And Mordecai/ returned to the court.
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TOPIC/COMMENT.?!

3.3.24 Discourse section 6:12[2]-7:10[2]

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===

This major boundary is signaled by the marked topic that is not a temporary shift. The

theme of this discourse section is that Aman is executed by the king.*
6:12[2] Auav 8¢/ Uméotpepev eic ta 1O/
Aman/ returned home/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
AULTIOOUEVOG KATA KEQPAARCG.
griefed over the head.”
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

6:13 kai dinynoato Apav td cUUPePNKOTA AT ZWoapa Tfj yuvaikl adTtod

Kal Toi¢ @iAo1g.

And Aman/ described what had happened to him in detail to Zosara, his

wife, and to (his) friends.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The redundancy of Apav is globally prominent and reinforces the fact that Aman is the

central character in this discourse section.
6:13 kal eimav Tpog adTov/
And they/ said to him/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

The topic shifts from Aman to his wife (and his friends). But the nominal coding of this

topic is delayed to the right dislocation to avoid making this an episodic boundary.

2Either a marked or an unmarked topic that is a temporary shift may signal a minor break. This means that it
is the temporary shift of the topic that signals a minor break in the discourse. But the function of the topic
markedness is not clear in such a situation.

2Semantically, 6:12[2] could be interpreted as being contrastive with 6:12[1]. But structural coding takes
precedence in the determination of a major boundary.

2The interpretation of kata kealfg as “over the head” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.1.a). Together
AvmoVpevog katd ke@aAfc is probably an idiom meaning “exceedingly sorrowful”.
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ol @ilot kai 1 yuvn.
(his) friends and (his) wife.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 6:13 €1 €k yévoug lovdaiwv Mapdoxaiog/
Since Mordecai (is) from the Jewish race/
EXTRAPOSITION/

6:13 Ap€at tamevodobat Evamiov adtod/
(having) begun to be lowered before him/
EXTRAPOSITION/

6:13 TECWV TETT.

you/ shall surely fall.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

The construction of this sentence is probably influenced by the syntax of biblical Hebrew.
The usage of €l in the protasis means “if” or “since”, which is similar to the particle 2 of
biblical Hebrew. The use of the participle and the future tense together for the main verb is
semantically emphatic, and is probably influenced by the infinitive absolute construction

of biblical Hebrew.***
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within this reported speech.
ASYNDETON 6:13 o0 un d0vn adtov auvvacbat/
You/ are not able to repel him/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
6:13 0t1 00¢ (OV pet avToD.
because a living god (is) with him.

PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.

2This construction also occurs in Gen 15:13; Deut 6:17; 2King 15:8; 3King 2:37; Jer 32:28; 33:15; 49:19.
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---[MINOR BREAK]---

This is the end of the direct speech. The asyndeton signals a shift from the mainline to
offline.” Contrary to TEV (1976), NRSV (1991, apocrypha 64), and Jobes (2009), this is not a

discourse boundary.
ASYNDETON 6:14 &t1 a0T®V AadoUviwv/
While they were still speaking/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
napayivovtat oi ebvodyot/
the eunuchs/ arrived/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
6:14 émionebd0OVTEG TOV Apav £mi TOV étov/
hurrying Aman to the (drinking) party/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
ov/ firoipacev Ecbnp.
which/ Esther prepared.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This unmarked topic is a topic shift and signals an episodic boundary (Jobes 2009). Whereas
Levenson (1997:8) claims that there is a balanced chiastic structure between (a) “the fateful
exchange between Mordecai and Esther” in chapter 4 (BHS) with “the fateful exchange
between the king and Esther” in 7:1-6 (BHS), and between (b) the “first banquet of the
threesome” (the king, Esther, and Aman) in 5:6-8 (BHS) with “the second banquet of the
threesome” in 7:1-6 (BHS), this is only partially reflected in the Septuagint. Whereas both
(a) 4:1 (LXX), and (b) 5:6 (LXX) are major discourse boundaries, 7:1 (LXX) is the beginning of

an episodic boundary.
7:1 elofjABev 8¢ O PaciAevg/

And the king/ came in/

2%The temporal indicator in the point of departure does not signal a major boundary in such a case.
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TOPIC/COMMENT/

7:1 kal Apav cuumielv tfj Paciiioon.

Aman was drinking with the queen.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

7:2[1] einev 8¢ 6 PaciAedg Eobnp T Seutépa Nuépq £v TQ ToTwW.
The king/ said to Esther on the second day of the (drinking) party.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton. The textual
variant of kati in Codex Alexandrinus removes the possible misinterpretation that the particle
d¢ marks the clause as locally prominent. The coding of 0 PaciAedg is not redundant.

Rather, it clarifies that the topic identity is neither Aman nor Esther.
ASYNDETON 7:2[2] ti/ éotiv/
What/ is it/
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS/

7:2[3] Ecbnp Bacihisoa.

queen Esther.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

The local prominence of (a) the marked focus, and (b) the vocative in the right dislocation

highlights the sincerity of the king’s question.
7:2[4] kai ti/ T6 aitnud cov.
And what/ (is) your request?
TOPIC/COMMENT.
7:2[5] kai Tl T d€lwud cov/
And what(ever) (is) your request/
DISLOCATION/
7:2[6] ki €otw o1/ £wc ToD Nuicoug T PactAeiag pov.
it shall be yours/ up to half of my kingdom.
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EVENT FOCUS/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
7:3 xai dmokpibeioa/

And answering/

EXTRAPOSITION/

The switch of the topic from the king to Esther is only indicated by the feminine form of
the participle in the extraposition. The topic switch is not coded nominally in order to

avoid making this an episodic boundary.

This is the only instance of anokpivopat in the study corpus. It is redundant and signals the
significance of Esther’s response. Here, Esther finally presents her formal request to the

king to deliver the Jews from Aman’s evil scheme.
7:3 elnev.
she/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 7:3 &1 ebpov xdptv évwmiov tod PactAéws/
If I (have) found favor before the king/
EXTRAPOSITION/
7:3 d007jTw 1 Puxn Hov T® aitripati pov kai 6 Aadg pov @ GELwuati pov.

let my life be granted through my request, and my people through my

petition.*®

EVENT FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The particle ydp signals a shift from the mainline to background.
7:4[1] €npdOnuev yap £yw T Kai 6 Aadg pov €ic dnwAsiay Kal drapmaynv kai
dovAeiav/ Nueic kal T Tékva MUV ei¢ Tatdac kal maidiokac.
For both I and my people/ were sold into destruction and plunder and

servitude/ we and our children as male slaves and female slaves.

2¢The interpretation of &€icdbuati as “petition” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 11.3).
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TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
7:4[2] ki Taprikovoa/
And I/ paid no attention/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
7:4[3] o0 yap &&rog/ 6 SiaPoAog/ thic adAfg Tob PactAéwe.

because not worthy/ (is) the slanderer/ (of the attention) of the court

of the king.
COMMENT/TOPIC/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

This verse could be interpreted to mean (a) the enemy of the court of the king is not
worthy (of attention), where tfi¢ a0Afig 00 PaciAéwg is part of 0 didPoAog, or (b) tfig avAfg
100 PaciAéwg is a dominant focal element that qualifies the comment, o0 &&10¢. Both

interpretations are possible. This study leans towards the latter position.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The nominal coding 6 faciAevg signals the return from background back to the mainline. It

belongs to the same episode begun in 7:1.
7:5[1] einev 8¢ 6 Baoilevc.
And the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 7:5[2] ti¢/ o0toc/
Who/ (is) this/
COMMENT/TOPIC/

The topic (a) refers anaphorically to 6 S1Gdfolog, and (b) cataphorically to the identity of

6otig in the subordinate clause.
7:5[3] Sot1g/ €téAuncev motfioat T Tpdyuax todro.
who/ dares to do this thing.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
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~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
7:6 €inev 8¢ EcOnp.
And Esther/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 7:6 &vOpwtog £x0pd¢ Apav 6 Tovnpdg/ odto.
A man, an enemy, Aman, the wicked/ (is) this one.
COMMENT/TOPIC.*”
---[MINOR BREAK]---

This marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
7:6 Apav/*® 8¢ étapdydn and tod PaciAéwg kai tfig BactAioong.
Aman/ was troubled because of the king and the queen.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
-—-[MINOR BREAK]---

This marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break. Contrary to NRSV (1991,
apocrypha 65) and Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse boundary.

7:7[1] 6 8¢ PaciAevg/ é€avéotn €k ToD cuumosiov i¢ TOV KATOV.
The king/ went away from the party to the garden.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

This marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.

7:7[2] 6 8¢ Apav/ Tapnteito v Pasiiicoav/

271t seems that the fronting of a comment before the topic in a verbless clause is locally prominent. For
example, in 7:6, there is no doubt that the comment, dvBpwrog £x0pog Auav 6 movnpog, which is fronted
before the topic o0tog, is pragmatically marked.

25The topic is fronted before the verb for the series of clauses in 7:5-9 (BHS) (Buth 1992b). There is no one-to-
one correspondence between the Septuagint and the Hebrew text on topic fronting, although 7:5-9 (LXX) may
have tried to highlight the rapid shift of topic with ten instances of &¢.
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Aman/ (kept) begging the queen/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
7:7 £DPA YAp EAUTOV £V KAKOIG SVTa.
because he/ saw that he was in a bad (situation).
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
This unmarked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
7:8[1] énéotpeev 8¢ 6 PaciAeg €k ToD krmovL.
The king/ returned from the garden.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
7:8[2] Apav/ 8¢ Emmentdker Ent TV kAivv/
Aman/ fell over on the bed/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
7:8[3] &€& 1dv v Pacilicoav.
imploring the queen.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY ]~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
7:8[4] einev 8¢ 6 Pacilev.
Then, the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech is locally prominent because (a) the clause is a

rhetorical question, (b) the marked focus is fronted, and (c) the usage of the particle Gote.

7:8[5] Gote kad TV yovaika/ Bidln év T oikia pov.
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Even this women/ you/ are grabbing in my house?
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

This marked topic that is a temporary topic shift signals a minor break.
7:8[6] Auav 8¢/ dxovoag/ dietpdnn TQ TPOocWNW.
Aman/ hearing (this)/ (was) confounded in countenance.*”
TOPIC[MARKED]/MEDIAL EXTRAPOSITION/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The presence of an unmarked topic that is a topic shift signals an episodic boundary.
7:9[1] einev 8¢ Bovyabav £i¢ T®V ebvodxwv Tpdg ToV PactAéa.
Then, Bougathan, one of the eunuchs/ said to the king.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper uncharacteristically begins with id00
instead of the usual asyndeton. Here, 1800 introduces the setting material, {oAov. This
raises the story to its climax because this is the instrument by which Aman is to be

executed.

7:9[2] 180V kai EVAov/ froipacev Auav Mapdoxaiew td AaAfcavtt mept Tod

PactAéwc.

Behold, a cross/ (which) Aman prepared for Mordecai, (the one) who spoke
for (the benefit of) the king.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

7:9[3] kai GpBwtat €v Toig Apav/

And it/ has been set up on the (premise) of Aman/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

7:9[4] E6Aov TNX@V TevTAKOVTA.

a plank, (that is) fifty cubits.

2The interpretation of Tpoowny as “countenance” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. II). This is probably a
colloquial expression for having one’s face turn white.
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RIGHT DISLOCATION.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
7:9[5] einev 8¢ 6 PaciAeve.
And the king/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 7:9[6] otavpwbditw € adtod.
Let him be crucified on it.
EVENT FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The passive voice of the main verb signals a shift from the mainline to offline.
7:10[1] kol €kpepdodn Apav éni tod EvAov/
And Aman/ was hung on the plank/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
7:10[2] 6 / ntoipacev Mapdoxaiw.
which/ he prepared for Mordecai.
TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD.

Here, the old information that was previously mentioned in 5:14 and 7:9[2] is globally
prominent. This highlights the irony that the instrument which Aman prepared for the

destruction of Mordecai is now used to kill Aman himself.

3.3.25 Discourse section 7:10[3]-8:12

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY J===
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The marked topic that is a topic shift indicates a major boundary.?® The theme of this

discourse section is that the king reverses the edict of Aman.

7:10[3] kai tdte 0 Baoidevc/ ékdmacev ToD Ouuod.

And the king/ abated from anger.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

This entire clause is marked as locally prominent by the particle tdre.
8:1 kol €v aUTh Th Nuépa/
And on that very day/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/

Contrary to TEV (1976), NRSV (1991, apocrypha 65), Jobes (2009), the beginning of 8:1 is not
a major discourse boundary. Here, the temporal indicator in the point of departure has the
function of a verbal aspect. It emphasizes the continuity of the king’s action from the time
he stopped being angry (7:10[3]) and the time he gave Esther everything that belonged to

Aman (8:1) as being on the same day.

8:1 0 Paocidedg Apta&éping/ €dwpnoato EcOnp Soa Omipxev Apav td
daBoAw.

king Artaxerxes/ granted to Esther whatever belonged to Aman, the

slanderer.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT.

The use of the full nominal coding for the king (the marked topic) is redundant. This global
prominence highlights the king as being a central character here.

---[MINOR BREAK]---
The passive voice of the verb signals a switch from the mainline to offline.

8:1 kol Mapdoxaiog/ mpogekAiOn U6 tod PaciAéwg.™

And Mordecai/ was called by the king.

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The transposition of 0 Pacidedg and ékdmacev in Codex Alexandrinus, however, would make this into an
episodic boundary instead.

kai is deleted and replaced by d¢ in the postpositive position in Codex Alexandrinus, which would not affect
this analysis.
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---[MINOR BREAK]---
The ydp signals a switch from offline to background.
8:1 vnéderlev yap EaOnp 611 évorkeiwtat avTi.
For Esther/ (had) revealed (to the king) that he was related to her.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The unmarked topic that is a continuation of the main topic (the king) signals a return

from offline (and background) back to the mainline.
8:2 EAafev ¢ O PaoiAevg TOV dakTOAov/
The king/ took the ring/
TOPIC/COMMENT[PART1]/
8:2 0v/ deeilato Apav/
that/ he took off from Aman/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
8:2 Kol €dwkev avTOV Mapdoxaiw.
And gave it to Mordecai.
COMMENT[PART2].
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is sighaled by an unmarked topic that is a topic shift. Contrary to

Jobes (2009), this is not a major discourse boundary.
8:2 kol katéotnoev Eabnp Mapdoxaiov €mi TAvTwv TV Apav.
And Esther/ set Mordecai over all (that was) Aman’s.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
8:3 kol mpooheion/
And in addition/

EXTRAPOSITION/
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gAGANnocev oG TOV PactAéa.

she/ spoke to the king.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

8:3 Kal TPOGEMETEV TIPOG TOVG TAdAG aVTOD.

And she/ prostrated towards his feet.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

8:3 kai N&lov deAelv TV Apav kakiav/ kal Soa €noinoev toig lovdaiog.

And she/ (kept) asking to take away the evil of Aman/ even whatsoever he
did to the Jews.

TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The unmarked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.?"
8:4[1] €é€étervev 8¢ 6 PaciAevg Ecbnp trv paPdov trv xpuoiiv.
And the king/ extended to Esther the golden rod.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The unmarked topic that is a topic shift signals an episodic boundary.
8:4[2] £&ny€pOn d¢ Eobnp mapeotnkéval t@ PactAel.
And Esther/ got up to stand by the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
8:5 kal inev EoOnp.
And Esther/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton. The redundant
coding of Esther is globally prominent and signals that the locus of attention shifts from

the king to Esther here.

2The textual variant kaf in Codex Alexandrinus does not affect this interpretation.
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ASYNDETON 8:5 €1 §okel oot kai eDpov xdptv/

If it pleases you, and I find favor (before you)/
EXTRAPOSITION/
8:5 TEUPONTW ATMOoTPAPHVAL TX YpdupaTa T& AMecTAAPEVA OO Apav/
let it be ordered to turn back the writings that had been sent by Aman/
EVENT FOCUS/
8:5 T ypagévta droAéaBat Toug Iovdaioug of giotv év tij factAeia cov.
the things written (so that) the Jews who are in your kingdom be wiped out.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The particle ydp signals a shift from the mainline to background.

8:6 m¢ yap Suvnoouat idelv v kdkwotv tod Aaob pov.

For how am I able to see the distress of my people?
EVENT FOCUS.

8:6 kai ¢ duvricouat cwbivar €v i dnwAeia tiig Tatpidog pov.

And how can I be saved during the destruction of my homeland?**
EVENT FOCUS.

The two rhetorical questions are locally prominent and highlights the urgency of Esther’s

request.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The unmarked topic that is a topic shift signals an episodic boundary.
8:7 kal einev 6 facihevg mpdg EcOnp.
And the king/ said to Esther.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton. Here, the direct

object, mpd¢ EaBnp, of the speech frame is redundant because the direct object is normally

28The interpretation of matpidog as “homeland” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1).
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not indicated in a dialogue where the character set is closed. This is a signal that the

ascendance of the pragmatic importance of Esther in 8:5 is continued here.

ASYNDETON 8:7 €i mdvta ta UmdpXovTa Apav £dwKa Kal EXaploduny oot Kai

avTOV Ekpépaca ént EVAov />

If everything that belongs to Aman I freely gave you, and him I hung on the
plank/

POINT OF DEPARTURE/
8:7 811 Tag Xelpag/ Ennveyke toic lovdaiolg/
because (his) hands/ he laid on the Jews/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

8:7 ti é/ émlnteic.

what more/ do you/ seek?
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The king’s question is locally prominent. This is signaled by (a) the marked focus, and (b)

the present tense of the main verb.
8:8 ypdate kol DUETG €k TOD OVOUATOG MOV WG QOKET DUTV.
Write in my name as it pleases you.
EVENT FOCUS.

The independent pronoun, Uueig, is redundant and hence globally prominent. Like the
global prominence used in 8:5 and 8:7, the redundant Opeic (supported by kai) signals that

Esther is the central character here.
8:8 Kal o@payicate T@ daKTUAIW Uov.
And seal (it) by my ring.
EVENT FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle ydp signals a switch from the mainline to background.”®

24This point of departure consists of two marked topic plus comment phrases. This first marked topic is
Tavta & Udpxovta Apav, and the second is abToOv.
25The passive voice is used for six verbs in the background section and the offline section of 8:8-10.
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(For) whatsoever is written by order of the king/
DISLOCATION/

The fronting of BaciAéwg highlights the authority of the king.
8:8 kol o@pay1off_t® daktuAie pov/
and (whatsoever) is sealed by my ring/
DISLOCATION/
8:8 OUK £0T1V AUTOIG GVTELTELV.
there is no opposing (it).
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

Contrary to NRSV (1991, apocrypha 65) and Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse boundary.
Rather, this is a shift from the background to offline.

The parallelism between 3:12-15 (BHS) (anti-Jewish edict) and 8:9-14 (pro-Jewish edict), as
described in Levenson (1997:8), is attested by the structure of the Septuagint. Both 3:12 and
8:9 (LXX) belong to an offline section signaled by the passive verbal voice. However, it is
doubtful that this is a “bilateral chiastic structure” (Levenson 1997:8), since chiasm is
normally defined as a more specific kind of structural device, which signals the

macrostructure of a narrative.
The scribes/ were called on the first month/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
8:9 6¢/ éot1 Nioa/
which/ is Nisa/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
8:9 Tpitn Kol €ikddt Tod avTol £Toug.

on the twenty third (day) of that year.
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DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

8:9 kai £ypden toi¢ lovdaioig/

And it/ was written concerning the Jews/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

Goa €vetelAato TO1G OIKOVOUOLG Kal TOIG dPXOUsLY TV CATPATOV ATO THG
TvOkiig €w¢ TG AiBromiag €KATOV €1KOOL EMTA GATPATELNLS KATX XWPAV Kal

XWPAV KATA TV EXVTOV AEELY.

whatsoever she ordered the administrators, and the rulers of the satraps
from Indikei to Ethiopia, 127 satraps, region by region, according to their

dialects.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.

The identity of the subject of éveteilato, though unspecified, refers to Esther because she

is the major character in this section of the discourse.
8:10 £ypdpn d¢ d1a toD PactAéwg.
And it/ was written by the (authority of the) king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The translation “it was written by the king” (Jobes 2009) is improbable because the king
explicitly tells Esther in 8:8 (ypdyate kai UUETLS €k TOD OVOUATAG HOL WG OKET LUIV) to write
using the name of the king. The preposition d1d plus the genitive here should therefore be

translated as secondary agency rather than primary (direct) agency.

The particle d€ signals this clause as locally prominent. This is a significant event because it
is the issuance of this edict which provides the actual deliverance for the Jews. The textual
variant, kai, in Codex Alexandrinus, however, removes this local prominence and downplays

the salience of this event.
8:10 Kal £0payiadn t@ daktuAiew avtod.
And it/ was sealed by his ring.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---
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The shift of the verbal voice from the passive to the active signals a switch from the offline

back to the foreground.
8:10 kai é€anéoteilav ta ypaupata dix PrpAiagdpwv.?
And they/ sent the letters out through the letter carriers.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle wg here indicates a shift from the foreground to background. This background
section is a summary of what Esther instructs the scribes to write. Addition E, which

follows this sentence, contains the details of the decree.
8:11 wg énétaev avToic/
She/ instructed them/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

The reference of avtoic is cataphoric (referring to the Jews), rather than anaphoric (the
subject of the main clause).
xpfioBat Toig vouoig adt@v €v don néAet/
to make use of their laws in all the cities/?"’
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
8:11 Pondfjoai te avtoic/
and to help each other/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
8:11 kal xpficBat Tol¢ avTidikolg aUT@V Kal TOIG AVTIKELMEVOLS AVTOV (WG
BovAovtat €v Nuépa wid év mdon tfi PaotAeiq Aptagéplou T Tprokadekdtn
100 dwdekdtov unvég/
and to treat their opponents, even those opposing them, as they wish on one
day, in all the kingdom of Artaxerxes, on the thirteenth (day) of the twelfth

month/#®

2ot ypdupata is the direct object referring to the letters (Liddell and Scott 1996: s.v. 11). It does not mean the
scribes.

27The interpretation of xpfioBot as “to make use of” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I11.3).

2®The interpretation of xpfioBor as “to treat” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I11.1).
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RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
8:12 3¢/ éoTv Adap.
which/ is Adar.
TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD.

The old information of this clause previously occurred in 3:13 and is globally prominent.?”

3.3.26 Discourse section 8:12a-8:17[4]

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

The use of the asyndeton here signals an epistolary section of the book of Esther, similar to
the epilogue in 10:31. Hence, this is a major discourse boundary (JB 1966:650; TEV 1976;
NRSV 1991, apocrypha 66; Jobes 2009). The theme of this major discourse section is that the

new royal epistle is joyfully received by the Jews.
[Addition E]
ASYNDETON 8:12a v/ éotiv dvtiypagov thc émotolfc/
Of such (things)/ is a copy of the letter/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
Ta UIOYEYpAUHEVAL.
the things written below.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton signals the beginning of an epistolary section.

ASYNDETON 8:12b[1] BaciAevg péyag Aptagépéng/ toig ano thic Tvdikic £wg
Tig Aibromiag EKatOV €1KOOL ENTA caTpaTEiNIg XwpQOV Gpyovot/
The great king, Artaxerxes/ to those ruling from Indikei to Ethiopia, 127

satrap regions/

TOPIC/COMMENT/

2Here, the Septuagint does not speak of the cruelty of the Jews. Contrary to Bush (1996:322), Esther does not
instruct them to slaughter their enemies, but to “repel those who seek to kill” them (Gordis 1976).
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Kal TOTG T NUETEPA PPOVODOL.
to those mindful of our (affairs).
DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton signals the beginning of an epistolary section.
ASYNDETON 8:12b[2] Xaiperv.
Peace (to you).
EVENT FOCUS.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The asyndeton signals the beginning of an epistolary section. This could also be seen as a
major boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 66; Jobes 2009) within the epistle because this

clause contains a marked topic that is a topic shift.

ASYNDETON 8:12c moAAoi/ tfj mAeiotn tdv evepyeTodvTtwy XpnotdTnti
nukvAtepoV TipOuevol/ Ueilov Eppdvnoav.

Many/ being frequently honored by the utmost kindness of those who are

kind/ become more conceited.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ MEDIAL EXTRAPOSITION/ COMMENT.

The fronting of the two adverbs, Tukvdtepov and peilov, highlights the contra-expectation

that the increase of honor leads to the increase of conceit.

8:12¢ kol o0 udvov tovc vmoteTayuévoug NuUlv/ (NTolol KAKOTOLETV.

Not only those who have been subjected to us/ do they/ seek to harm.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

8:12¢ TV T KOpov 00 duvduevor Pépelv/

And not being able to bear (their) fill /%

EXTRAPOSITION/

2The interpretation of kdpov as “one’s fill” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. A.1). @épsiv might be
interpreted as “to pay (tax)” (s.v. IV.5). The problem is that it would have to collocate with k6pov as meaning
“cor (a Hebrew dry measure)” (s.v. D).
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8:12¢ kai 1oi¢ avt®v evepyetalg/ émyerpobor unyxavacar/

and (even) against those who are kind to them/ do they/ attempt to

contrive/?!
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/

The marked focus here (to1¢ Eavt®v evepyétaig) is contrastive with the marked focus of the
previous sentence (o0 uévov tovg Unotetayuévoug Nuiv).?> These people not only seek to

harm the citizens of the kingdom but also their benefactors.

8:12d kal v evyaplotiav 00 udvov €k TV AvBpDTWV Gvtavatpodvreg/

and not only negating thankfulness from mankind/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

8:12d GAA kai TOT¢ TV AmelpaydBwv KOUTOLG EMapOEVTEG.

but also lifting up the boast of those unacquainted with goodness.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The fronting of the verbal arguments in the two right extraposition clauses also form a
contrast pair. It highlights the perversity of these people in that they promote evil and

snuff out goodness in the kingdom.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The asyndeton signals a shift from the mainline to offline.

ASYNDETON 8:12d 1o td mdvta katomtevovtog dei Ogob uisomdvnpov/

UnoAaufdavovety €kpevEeadat diknv.

God who always observes everything, a hater of wickedness/ they/ assume

(they may) be acquited (from the) penalty (of).?*
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.
The marked focus highlights the authority of God.

~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

2The interpretation of punxavacBat as “to contrive (against)” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. A.L2).
2This contrastive pair may be classified as a counter-presuppositional focus (Dik 1995:39).
2The interpretation of d{knv as “penalty” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1V.3).
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The particle 8¢ here signals an episodic boundary within this epistle. Contrary to Dorothy
(1997:182), there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of moAAdkig or kai operate at

the discourse level.

8:12e TOAAGKIG O¢ kai mOAAOUG TOV € €€ovciaig TeETAYHEVWV TV
motevfévtwy Xelpilelv @idwv td mpdypata tapapvdia peTaitiovg aiudtwy

a0wv Kataotioaoa/

Often times, many of those who have been appointed by the authorities, of
those entrusted to handle the affairs of (the) beloved (citizens), persuasion

has rendered (as) accessories to innocent blood/
EXTRAPOSITION/

This clause is difficult to understand because the order of the syntax is direct object,
subject, direct object complement, verb, which is unique in the book of Esther. The
translation of Levenson (1997:111), “the encouragement of friends entrusted with the
management of affairs has made many of those placed in positions of authority accessories

to the shedding of innocent blood”, assumes that the information follows the order:

moAAdkig 8¢ kal (7) moAlovg tdvV €m €fovsimig tetayuévwv (3) TOV
motevdéviwy (4) xepilev (2) eidwv (5) ta mpdyuata (1) mapauvdio (8)

petattiovg aipdtwy adpwv (6) Kataotrionow

This translation is attractive because it provides an animate agent (¢iAwv) for the

transitive verb, kataotioaoa.
The present translation assumes the following information order instead:

moAAdkiG O¢ kal (3) moAlovg thv €m gfovsimig tetayuévwv (4) TOV
motevbéviwy xerpiletv (6) @idwv (5) ta mpdypata (1) mapapvdia (7)

petaitiovg atpdtwy ad@wv (2) kataotrioao

Contrary to Levenson (1997), neither the semantics or the syntactic structure requires the
identity of moAAovg t@v én’ €€ovoiaig tetaypévwy to be different from the identity of t@v
motevfévTwy Xelpilelv @idwv ta mpdyuata ntapapvbia. The present interpretation assumes
that (a) moAdovg t@v &’ €€ovoioig tetaypévwy is in apposition to t@v motevBEvtwy
xepilev @idwv td mpdyuata, which implies that (b) @iAwv modifies t& npdyuata, instead

of tapapvdia, which further implies that (c) iAwv is part of the direct object phrase of the
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infinitive, and is not part of the subject of napauvdia, and (d) napauvdia itself is the subject
(and semantic agent) of the participle kataotrioaca. This means that the long direct object
noun phrase beginning with toAAouvg refers to the officials of the land. piAwv refers to the

beloved citizens of the land. And the implied agent of the subject tapapvbia is Aman.

This interpretation reads the structure of the direct object phrase as (a) a direct object
phrase (moAlovg oV €’ €€ovoioig tetayuévwyv) followed by (b) an appositional direct
object phrase (t@v motevBévtwy xepilev @ilwv t& mpdyuata). The appositional direct
object phrase itself is divided into (a) a subject (t®v motevBévtwy), (b) a verb (xeipilewv),

and (c) a direct object (piAwv ta mpdyuata).

The difficulty of Levenson (1997:111-4) is that it interprets the subject noun phrase (t®v
motevdévtwy Xelpilev @idwv ta mpdypata mapapvdia) as consisting of (a) an adjectival
verb phrase (t&v motevbévtwy xerpilerv), followed by (b) a genitive modifier of the subject
(@iAwv), (c) the direct object of the adjectival verb phrase (ta npdyuata), and (d) the main
subject (apapvdia). While the flexibility of the Greek word order allows this word order,
the fronting of the direct object of the adjectival verb phrase (t& mpdyuata) before the
subject does not signal local prominence and is therefore unexplainable, since ta npaypata
is an obligatory verbal argument that only plays a secondary role within the subject noun

phrase. Hence, the interpretation of Levenson (1997:111-4) is less preferred.

moAAovg in 8:12e is not a redundancy of moAdol in 8:12¢. Rather, they refer to two groups of
people. moAAoi in 8:12c are the main perpetrators of crime against the state, toAAovg in

8:12e are those who become the co-conspirators through the persuasion of the former.

8:12e mepiéPale ovupopais avnkéotolg 8:12f t® thg kakondelagc Pevdel
TOPUAAOYIOUD  TAPAAOYICAUEVWY  THV  TOV  EMKPATOUVIWV  GKEPALOV

€0YVWUOOGOVNV.

it/ involved (them) in irreparable mishap,”* by the false deception of the bad

habits of those cheating the unmixed goodness of those who have power.?”*

TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The particle 8¢ signals an episodic boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 66; Jobes 2009).

?The interpretation of mepiéfale as “to involve” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. II).
2The interpretation of kakonfeiag as “bad habits” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. II).
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8:12g okomelv d¢ £€eotiv 00 T0000TOV €K TV TaAalotépwv/
It is possible to see such a one, not far from the past/?*°
EVENT FOCUS/
8:12g v/ mapedWKAUEV i0TOPIQV.
which/ we transmit through history.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
-—-[MINOR BREAK]---
The asyndeton signals a shift from mainline to offline.
ASYNDETON 8:12g Goa/ €otiv mapd 1ddag vuag/
Such people/ is (right) beside your feet/

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

227 228

8:12g  €x{nrodvrag avooiwg ovvteteheopéva  Tfi  TOV  Gvddia

duvaoTeLOVTWY AodTNTL.

godlessly seeking out what was contributed,” by the pestilence of those who

rule over those undeserving of evil.*
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

This is an implicit charge that Aman stole from the state coffers. The prepositional clause,
i TV avaia duvaotevdvtwv Aowdtne, likens Aman to a tyrant who impose unjust

taxation on good citizens.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The change of the topic from Goa to the first person plural subject signals a shift from
offline back to the mainline. This switch, however, is not coded nominally to avoid making

this an episodic boundary.

26p dynamic equivalent translation of the clause is “one does not need to look far in the past”.
27¢knrodvtag refers to 6oa. Soa should be parsed as a nominative in the main clause because the main clause
is stative. But the fact that Soa may also be parsed as accusative may provide a possible explanation that
gk(nrodvrac is in the accusative.

284 va€ia is an accusative noun that functions as the direct object of the participle duvastevdvtwv.

The interpretation of cuvteteleopéva as “that which is contributed” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v.
11.2).

2The interpretation of dvd&iax as “undeserving of evil” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.3).
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8:12h kal mpooéxev £i¢ T& petd tadta €i¢ TO TV PaciAeiav dtdapayov/
And to give heed from now on to an untroubled kingdom/
EXTRAPOSITION/

8:12h toig mdowv &vBpwmoig uet’ eipfvng/ mapegdueda/

to all men, with peace/ we/ shall offer/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/
The marked focus indicates the sweeping extant of the change that is being proposed.
8:12i xpwdpevor taic petaPorais/
bringing about change/**
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

8:12i ta 8¢ Umod tnv dYv €pydueva drakpivovtec el ueT EMEIKESTEPOC

AMaVINoEWC.

always distinguishing what takes place under the surface, with a fair reply.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

This is not merely a “transition” (Dorothy 1997:183), the particles w¢ and yap signal that

this is a shift from the mainline to background, which lasts until the end of 8:120.

8:12k wq yap Auav Apadabov Makedwv toig dAnbeiong aAAdTprog ToD TV

Mepo®v aipatog/

Aman of Amadathou of Makedon, a stranger to the truth of the blood of the

Persians/

DISLOCATION/

8:12k kol TOAD d1eoTnKWC THC NUETEPaG XprotdTnTog/
much at variance from our kindness/
EXTRAPOSITION/

8:12k émi€evwOeig Nuiv/

#'The interpretation of xpduevor as “to bring about” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. B.C.II).
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entertained as a guest by us/
EXTRAPOSITION/

8:121 £ruyev 11 £xouev Tpd¢ TV £0vog/

he/ obtained what we have for every nation/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

@\avOpwniag €mi tocobtov/

(which is) great kindness on such a one/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/

8:121 Gote dvayopevecdat NUOV Tatépa/

such that (he was) proclaimed our fathers/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

The particle wote signals the local prominence of this clause. It is extraordinary for a

foreigner to obtain such a high position in the Persian empire.
8:12] kai TPOoKLYVOVUEVOV UTO TAVTWV/
(who) is bowed down by all/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
8:121 10 devtepov t0D PaciAikod Bpdvou pdowTov JateAelv.
being the second face of the royal throne.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
8:12m oUK &véykag O¢ TV Umepnaviav/
(But) not bearing with arrogance/

EXTRAPOSITION/

The particle 8¢ signals a contrast between the exalted status of Aman and the misuse of his

power.

8:12m €netndevoev Th¢ dpXAg otepficat UGS Kol TOD TVEVUATOG

22§ 1ateelv means “to accomplish” (Liddell and Scott 1996: s.v. ). But, because this does not fit the syntax of
the English translation, the present translation states the end result of the accomplishment instead.
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8:12n TOV T€ NUETEPOV OWTHPA Kl 31X TavTOg eVepyETNV Mapdoxaiov
Kal TV dueuntov g factAeiag kovwvov Ecbnp
oLV TavTi T@ ToVTWV €DVel
noAvnAdkoig ueb6dwv apaloyiopoic/
he/ pursued from the beginning to deprive us, even of life,**
and our savior and constant benefactor, Mordecai,
and the blameless companion of the king, Esther,
with the entire nation of these ones,
by studied complex deceptions/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
8:12n aitnoduevog i anwAgiav.
going after destruction.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
8:120 81 yap t@v TpdTWV TovTWV/
For through these means/
EXTRAPOSITION/
This background section is sustained by the particle ydp.
8:120 16N/
he/ expected/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
8:120 AaPwv Nuag éprjuovg/
catching us destitute/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
8:120 TtV TOV Tepo®v EmkpdTnoLy €i¢ TOLG Makedovag petdiat.

to transfer the sovereignty of the Persians to the Macedonians.

The interpretation of mvevuatog as “life” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 11.4).
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RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

This is neither just a “transition” (Dorothy 1997:184) nor a discourse boundary (JB 1966:651;
NRSV 1991, apocrypha 66; Jobes 2009); rather, this marked topic, which is a temporary shift,

signals a minor break.”*

8:12p[1] 1juelg/ ¢ zovg UMO TOD tproalitnpiov  mapadedouévoug E€ig

aeaviouov Iovdaiovg evpiokouev o0 KakoLpyous dvtag/

We/ find the Jews who have been handed over to destruction by this thrice-

sinful-one not harmful/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/%*

The noun phrase, Tovg U6 tod tproalitnpiov mapadedopévoug €ig dpaviouov lovdaiouvg, is
fronted before the main verb. Although this fronted noun phrase is not the formal topic, it
functions as a topic, since it is the locus of attention of the right extrapositions. The local
prominence of the fronted constituent is reinforced by the present tense of the main verb,

evpiokopev, which is also locally prominent.
8:12p[2] dikarotdroig 8¢ moAitevouévoug vopoig/
but observing the most righteous laws/*¢
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

The particle 6¢ signals a contrast between this right extraposition with the preceding main

clause.

8:12q[3] dvrag 8¢ viovg tod ictov peyiotov {Gvtog Oe0b/

being sons of the most high, mighty, living God/

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

24The topic switches from the third person singular (Aman) of the preceding background section back to the
first person plural (the authors of this epistle) of the mainline. But the topic coding conceptualizes this clause
not simply as a return to the mainline, but as a minor break before the beginning of the next episode (8:12r).
25In 8:12p[1], the fronted object noun phrase, tovg Und tod tproaditnpiov Tapadedopévous eig dpaviopudv
Tovdafoug is treated like the clausal topic because it, instead of the topic flueig, is qualified by the right
extrapositions. This may be a special device that is used when the nontopic is pragmatically more salient than
the topic (and when the author does not wish to raise the nontopic to the topic position via passivization).
#The holiness of the laws of the Jews is highlighted by the local prominence of dikaiotdroig, which is fronted
before its governing participle.
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The idea of this right extraposition reinforces that of the first right extraposition. The local

prominence of this clause is signaled by the particle d¢.

8:12q[4] to0 katevBUvovTog NUIV Te Kal TOIG TPOYdVOLIG HUQV THV

PactAeiav év Tfi kaAAiotn drabéoel

(who)/ guides the kingdom for us and for our ancestors in the most

beautiful arrangement.
(TOPIC)/COMMENT.
This subordinate clause provides a comment focus on 600.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The particle o0v signals an episodic boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 66; Jobes 2009)
within a reported speech. This is reinforced by (a) the change from the first person plural
topic to the second person plural (Dorothy 1997:184), and (b) the marked focus, kaAQg,

which begins the clause.
8:12r kaA®¢/ olv mo1foete/
Therefore, well/ you/ shall do/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/

Un TpooXpNoduevol Toi¢ Uno Apav AuadaBou drootaleliot ypaupaotv/

not making use (of) the documents sent out by Aman of Amadathou/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

The fronting of 00 Apav Apadabov reminds the reader that Aman is the enemy of the

state (8:12k-o0). His documents should therefore not be followed.

8:12r 81 TO aVTOV TOV Tadta £€€pYATAEVOV TTPOG TAIG Z0V0WV TUANIG

gotavp®obatl ovV Tfj Tavoikig/

because he who worked out these things was crucified at the gates of

Susa with (his) entire household/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

8:12r trv kata&iav tod T mdvta émkpatotvtog Oeod/
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(which is)/ (a) highly worthy (sentence) by the God who

prevails over all/
(TOPIC)/COMMENT/
8:12r d1 Taxoug amoddvtog avt® kpiowv/
(who)/ quickly renders a sentence to him/
(TOPIC)/COMMENT/
The speed of retribution from God is highlighted by the fronting of dia tayouvg.

8:12s 10 d¢ dvtiypagov tig émotoAfig Tavtng €kOEVTeG €V TaVTi TOMW HETA

nappnoiag.
but, publicly display the copy of this letter in every place with openness.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

Contrary to NRSV (1991, apocrypha 67) and Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse boundary.
The particle 8¢ indicates that this right extraposition contrasts with the first right
extraposition, un mpooxpnodpevor toig Vo Auav Apadadov arnostaleiot ypdpuaocty. The is
reinforced by the fronting of the direct object, to d¢ dvtiypagov tfig €émtotoAfi¢ TavTng,
before the participle. This is an exhortation to put aside the document issued by Aman and

to replace it with this decree instead.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This asyndeton signals the beginning of an epistolary section, which is an episodic

boundary.
ASYNDETON 8:12s £av toug lovdaioug xpfiobat to1g eavt®v vouipog/
If the Jews adhere to their own laws/%’
EXTRAPOSITION/
Kol GLVETLOYVELY abTOIG/

and uphold them/**

»The interpretation of xpfioBat as “to adhere to” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. C.IIL.1).

28The interpretation of cuvemioyVewv as “to uphold” is derived from “to join in support” of Liddell and Scott
(1996: s.v. 1). Here the dative avtoig is interpreted to refer to vouipoig of the preceding extraposition. The
second extraposition is not the apodosis of the first extraposition. Even though 8¢ may be used to signal an
apodosis in classical Greek (Conybeare and Stock 1995:52), this usage is “rare” in the Septuagint. Moreover,
there is no textual variant 8¢ here.
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EXTRAPOSITION/

8:12s Omwc Tov¢ év kap®d OAMPewc émbsuévouc avroic/ dudvwvtal Ti

Tp10ka1dekd T T00 dwdekdTov unvoc Adap/ T avti Nuépa.?

those who attack them in a time of trouble/*° they should repel on the
thirteenth of the twelfth month, (which is) Adar/ on that day.

TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The particle ydp shifts the offline to background.*!

8:12t tavtnv/ ydp O mdvra duvactevwv Bedg dvt OAeBpiag Tod ExAektod

yévoug €noinoev avtoic/

For this/ the God who rules over everything, instead of (the) destruction of

the chosen race, gave them/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

tavtny is coidentical with ed@pocUvnv. Interpreting tavtnv as the marked topic fits the
typical information rule where a (right) dislocation provides the explicit referent of the

topic.*” The fronting of 0 ndvta duvactevwv Be0g highlights the authority of God.
€0PPOGOVTV.
joy.
RIGHT DISLOCATION.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This is not just a “transition” (Dorothy 1997:185); rather, this is an episodic boundary
(NRSV 1991, apocrypha 67; Jobes 2009) signaled by the particle o0Ov.

8:12u[1] kai Oueig/ odv v taic émwviuoic UGV £optaig Enfonuov fuépav

UETA Tdonc eDwYioc JYETE.

29A0t01g and the subject of dpdvwvtat are interpreted to be coidentical with tovg Iovdaioug, even though it is
possible that the avtoig here (like the use of avtoic in the second extraposition) continues to refer to
vouiyoig.

°The interpretation of émiBeuévouc as “to attack” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. B.IIL.2).

“'The yap is deleted in Codex Sinaiticus, which would make this an offline section instead.

221f “God” were taken to be the marked topic, tavtnv would then be a marked focus.
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And you/ should observe among your named feasts a notable day with all

good cheer.*
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

This episodic boundary coincides with the marked topic (the second person plural
independent pronoun) that is a temporary shift. The previous occurrence of the second
grammatical person is moijoete of 8:12r, which refers to the Persians (who are the main
recipients of this letter). Therefore, this clause is an exhortation for the Persians to add a
festival to their calendar. The urgency and importance of this exhortation is signaled by
the local prominence of (a) the present tense of the main verb, and (b) the fronting of the

entire comment focus.

8:12u[2] Smwc kai vOv kal yetd tadta/

(Such that) now and after these (events)/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/

The local prominence of this clause is signaled by the particle énwc.
8:12u[3] swtnpia 1 AUV kai T01g edvoodorv Mépoarg.

(there should be) safety for us and for those who are favorable to the

Persians.
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS.

The emphasis of the royal decree contained in this epistle is on the Persians rather than on
the Jews. It is the Persians who will benefit the most by permitting the Jews to defend

themselves.
8:12u[4] toig 8¢ Nuiv émPovAevovory/ pvnudouvvov Thg dnwAeiog.
To those plotting against us/ (is) a memorial of destruction.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The particle 8¢ contrasts the fate of the enemies of Persia (of this clause) with the citizens

of Persia (of the preceding clause).

---[MINOR BREAK]---

*The interpretation of dyete as “to observe” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. A.IV.3).

241 utv refers to the Persians.
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This is not just a “transition” (Dorothy 1997:186), this is a minor break signaled by the
marked topic that is a temporary shift. Contrary to JB (1966:651), NRSV (1991, apocrypha
67), and Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse boundary.

8:12x mdoa 8¢ OIS fi xwpa TO cuVoAov/

Every city or region, in (its) entirety/

TOPIC[MARKED]/
fitig/ katd tadra un nojon/
which/ does not act according to these (instructions)/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

ddpatt kai mupi katavaAdwOroetal pet’ dpyfic/ ov uévov dvBpwdolg &Batog

AN kat Onpioig kal meTeEVOIC.

shall be consumed by spear and fire, with wrath/ not only inaccessible for

men, but also for beasts and birds.
COMMENT[PART1]/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The fronting of d6patt kai mupt highlights the terror which awaits those who disobey the
instructions of this epistle. The use of the contrastive formula o0 pdvov... dAAa is a

structural device which emphasizes the extant of destruction for those who disobey.

8:12x gic TOv amavta ypdvov £xO1oto¢ katactabrosTat.

For all times, it shall be ordained as hated.?*
COMMENT[PART2].

The fronting of (a) the prepositional phrase, €i¢ tov dnavta xpdvov, and (b) €xBiotog

further highlight the seriousness of this instruction.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

Contrary to JB (1966:651), NRSV (1991, apocrypha 67), and Jobes (2009), this is not a
discourse boundary. This is a minor break signaled by a marked topic which is a temporary
shift. The comment focus of this clause is a repeat of 8:12s and is hence globally

prominent.**

#The interpretation of katactadrjoetar as “to ordain” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. A.IL.2).
#The passive verb does not signal a shift to background because its mood is imperative.
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8:13 ta 8¢ avrtiypaga/ éxT10éc0woav d@OaAipopavdg év mdon Tfj

BaociAeiq/
Let the copies/ be displayed prominently throughout the kingdom/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
8:13 £tofuoug e eivar mdvtag Tovg Iovdaioug eig TavTnVv TV HuUépav/>
and all the Jews be ready for that day/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
The fronting of €toipovg highlights the urgency of this instruction.
8:13 moAepfjoat adT®OV TOUG LTEVAVTIOUG.
to fight those who are against them.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The particle o0v signals an episodic boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 67; Jobes 2009). The

epistle ends and switches to narration.
8:14 ol pév odv inmeig/ ¢EAABov/
Horses/ went out/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

8:14 omevdovteg T Lo T00 PaciAéwg Aeydpeva EmTeNETV.

rushing to fulfill the things spoken by the king.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The fronting of 016 00 PaciAéwc highlights the authority of the king.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The unmarked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
8:14 £€e£0n O¢ 1o Tpdotayua/ kal év Zo0oo1G.

And the command/ was displayed publicly/ even in Susa.

#'The textual variant of 8¢ instead of te in Codex Alexandrinus would make the right extraposition contrast
with the main clause.
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TOPIC/COMMENT/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break. Levenson’s (1997:8) claim
that the “elevation of Haman” (3:1, BHS) and the “elevation of Mordecai” (8:15, BHS) form a
chiastic pair is not reflected in the structure of the Septuagint. Whereas 3:1 (LXX) is a major

boundary, 8:15 (LXX) is only a minor boundary.
8:15[1] 6 8¢ Mapdoxaiog/ EERADev/
And Mordecai/ went out/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
8:15[2] éotoAiopévog TV PactAikrv otoAnv/
robed with the royal robe/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
8:15[3] xal otéavov #xwv xpuoodv kal dadnua Bucoivov mopeupodv.

and having a golden crown and a band of fine purple linen (around the

tiara).?*®
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
The fronting of stépavov highlights the extant of the exaltation of Mordecai.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.
8:15[4] 1d6vteg 8¢/
Seeing (this)/
EXTRAPOSITION/
8:15[5] ol £€v Zovooig/ éxdpnoav.
those in Susa/ rejoiced.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

*®The interpretation of 14dnua as “a band around the tiara” follows Liddell and Scott (1996).
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The marked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.?*
8:16 t0ig 0¢ Iovdaioig/ éyéveto PAOC Kal eDPPOSHV.
For the Jews/ there was light and joy.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The marked topic in 8:15[1] (Mordecai), 8:15[5] (those in Susa), and here (the Jews) are

contrastive with each other.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The asyndeton signals the shift from mainline to offline.
ASYNDETON 8:17[1] katd oAy kai xpav/
In towns and the countryside/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
8:17[2] 00 &v/ é€eTéOn 10 mpdotayua/
wherever/ the ordinance was publicly displayed/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
8:17[3] o0 &v/ €EetéOn td ExOepa/
wherever/ the edict was publicly displayed/
TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD/

The global prominence of €€etébn 10 €xOepa highlights the fact that the instruction to
publicly display the royal edict was heeded by the citizens of the Persian empire.

8:17[4] xapa kai ed@posvvn to1g lovdaiorg/ kWOwV kai edPpocHVY.
(there was) great joy for the Jews/ a drinking party and a festivity.
PRESENTATIONAL FOCUS/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

The frequent mention of edgpocivn is old information and is globally prominent.

*The textual variant ot to1g in Codex Alexandrinus would make this a subordinate clause and remove this
minor break.
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3.3.27 Discourse section 8:17[5]-9:4

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY]===

The marked topic that is a topic shift signals a major discourse boundary. The theme of this
discourse section is that those who were originally opposed to the Jews become fearful of
them. Levenson’s (1997:8) claim that “Esther identifies as a Gentile” (2:10-20, BHS) and the
“Gentiles identify as Jews” (8:17, BHS) forms a chiastic pair is not reflected in the structure
of the Septuagint. Whereas 2:10 (LXX) is not a discourse boundary of any type, 8:17[5] (LXX)

is a major boundary.
8:17[5] ki moAdol T@v €0vdv/ mepieTépovro.
Many of the Gentiles/ circumcized.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
8:17[6] kai 10vdd1lov 16 TOV PSPov TOV Iovdaiwv.
And they/ lived like the Jews because of the fear of the Jews.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle yap shifts the mainline to background. Contrary to Dorothy (1997:197), this is
not a “transition”, nor is this a discourse boundary (TEV 1976; NRSV 1991, apocrypha 67;
Jobes 2009). The gentiles were circumcized and imitated the Jews (8:17[5-6]) after the royal

declarations had arrived (9:1).
9:1 év yap T@® dwdekdtw unvi tplokadekdrr tod unvég/
For on the twelfth month, on the thirteenth (day) of the month/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
9:1 8¢/ éotiv Adap/
which is Adar/
TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD/
9:1 APV TA YPAUMATX TX YPAPEVTA UTO TO0 PaACIAEWG.

the letters written by the king/ arrived.
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TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The asyndeton signals the switch from background to offline.
ASYNDETON 9:2 év aOtfj Tf Nuépqa/
On that day/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/

This temporal indicator in a point of departure does not signal a major discourse boundary

because it is used to signal a punctilear verbal aspect.
anwAovto ot dvtikeipevor toig lovdaiolg.
those opposing the Jews/ were ruined.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle yd&p signals a shift from offline to background. Each of the four succeeding

sentences begins with the particle ydp and is background to the sentence preceding it.

The logic (starting from the last yap) is that the Jews had no more enemies because (a) the
royal decree had come, (b) hence, the fear of Mordecai, the originator of the royal decree,
came to them, (c) this made the local authorities honor the Jews, and hence (d) people

feared the Jews and no one dared to stand against them.
9:2 00deig / yap avtéotn/
For no one/ set up opposition/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
9:2 poPovpuevog abTovg.
fearing them.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

9:3 ol yap &pXOVTEG TV catpan®Vv Kal ol Tupavvol kKal ol PaciAikol

ypappateig/ étipwv tovg Iovdaioug.
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For the rulers of the satraps and the sovereign powers and the royal

secretaries/ honored the Jews.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT.
9:3 0 yap @SPog Mapdoyaiov/ évékeito adTolg.
For the fear of Mordecai/ pressed upon them.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT.
9:4 tpooéneoev yap tO mpdotayua tol PaciAéws/
For the ordinance of the king/ came suddenly/*°
TOPIC/COMMENT/
9:4 dvopacOijval év mdon tf BaociAelq.
to be proclaimed in all the kingdom.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

3.3.28 Discourse section 9:6-9:15

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This major boundary is marked by the locative indicator in a point of departure. The theme
of this discourse section is that the Jews in Susa gather on the fourteenth of the month as

well as on the thirteenth.
9:6 Kol €v Zovooig tfj moAet/
And in the city of Susa/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/

anéktevav ol lovdalol dvopag mevtakosiovg, 9:7 TOV Te PAPCAVVESTALY Kol
AeApwv kai dacya 9:8 kal Papdaba kai Bapea kal ZapPoaxa 9:9 kol

Mapuaotya Kal Apovgatov kai Apoatov kai ZaBovOaibav/

the Jews/ killed 500 men, and Pharsanestain, and Delphon, and Phasga, and
Phardatha, and Barea, and Sarbaxa, and Marmasima, and Arouphaion, and

Arsaion, and Zabouthaithan/

#The interpretation of mpocénecev as “to come suddenly” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I1.1).
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TOPIC/COMMENT/
9:10 ToUG déka vioLE Apav Apadadov Bovyaiov/
the ten sons of Aman of Amadathou of Bougaiou/
DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/
100 £€x0p0d TV Iovdaiwv.
(who is)/ the enemy of the Jews.
(TOPIC)/COMMENT.
9:10 Kal dinpracav.
And they/ plundered.
TOPIC/ COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

Contrary to NRSV (1991, apocrypha 67), this is not a discourse boundary. The asyndeton
signals a shift from the mainline to offline. This is reinforced by the passive voice of the

main verb.
ASYNDETON 9:11 v a0t tfj nuépa/
On that day/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/

This temporal indicator in a point of departure does not signal a major discourse boundary

because it is used to signal a punctilear verbal aspect.
the number was given to the king/ concerning those who perished in Susa.
EVENT FOCUS/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is signaled by the unmarked topic that is a topic shift.
9:12[1] einev 8¢ 6 PaciAevg mpdg Eabrp.

And the king/ said to Esther.
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TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 9:12[2] dncdAeoav ol Iovdaiot €v Zolool¢ tf TMOAEL &vOpag

TEVTAKOGLOUC.
The Jews/ killed 500 men in Susa, the city.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
9:12[3] &v 6¢ th mepixwpw/
(As for) the surrounding countryside/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
The particle 3¢ is contrastive with the location of the previous clause.
9:12[4] g/ ofer éxprioavro.
what/ do you suppose they seek (from the king)?%*
FOCUS[MARKED]/EVENT FOCUS.

The interrogative begins with a marked focus. The king is asking Esther to guess what the

Jews in the countryside want.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The particle oDv signals an episodic boundary within the reported speech.??
9:12[5] =i o0V &&101¢ €11/
What else you ask for/
DISLOCATION/
9:12(6) kad €oTat Got.
and it shall be yours.
EVENT FOCUS.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

This episodic boundary is signaled by the unmarked topic that is a topic shift.

#1The interpretation of éxprioavto as “to seek” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. C.II1.2).
52t{ ovv is replaced by kot Tt in Codex Alexandrinus and Codex 93, which would remove this episodic boundary.
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9:13 kal einev Eobnp 1@ Paocilel.
And Esther/ said to the king.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton. The coding of
the addressee, t@® PaciAel, is redundant because this is a closed conversation between

Esther and the king. This global prominence highlights the authority of the king.
ASYNDETON 9:13 §06rtw toig lovdaioig xpficbat woadtwg thv abptov/
Let the Jews be furnished the same (privilege) tomorrow/*
EVENT FOCUS/

9:13 HoTe TOLC dEKA LIOVC Kpeudoal Auay.

to hang the ten sons of Aman.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The sons of Aman are already dead by this time. This is a request to publicly display their
corpse. This request (in the right extraposition) is made locally prominent by the particle

WoTe.
9:14 kal énétpePev oUtwg yevéoDar.
And he/ permitted to be thus.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

9:14 kol €€€0nke toi¢ Iovdaiolg Th¢ MOAEWG TA CWUATA TAOV LIOV Apav

KpEUAoat.

And he/ placed the bodies of the sons of Aman outside for the Jews of the
city to hang.

TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
This episodic boundary is signaled by the unmarked topic that is a topic shift.

9:15 kal cuvrixBnoav ot Iovdaiot v Tovoo1g Tfj Tecoapeokatdekdty To Adap.

%The interpretation of xpfioBa in this context as “to be furnished” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. C.B.I).

254



And the Jews/ were gathered in Susa on the fourteenth (day) of (the month)
of Adar.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

Even though the king’s original question concerned the Jews in the outlying regions,
Esther’s reply was phrased in such a way that the king’s permission could be interpreted as

allowing the Jews in Susa to do the same thing on the fourteenth of the month.
9:15 Kal GMEKTELVAV AVOPaAG TPLAKOGIOUC.
And they/ killed 300 men.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
9:15 kai o0dev/ dirjpracav.
And nothing/ they/ plundered.
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The local prominence of the marked focus highlights that the Jews in the city of Susa
stopped plundering on the fourteenth day of the month.

3.3.29 Discourse section 9:16-9:17

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This major boundary (NRSV 1991, apocrypha 68; Jobes 2009) is signaled by the marked topic
that is not a temporary shift. The theme of this discourse section is that the Jews outside of
Susa celebrate on the fourteenth of the month. Dorothy (1997:199) calls this the beginning
of “epilog 2” based on theological judgment. However, this is not indicated by the structure

of the text itself.
9:16 oi 8¢ Aotmoi TV Iovdaiwv ot €v t1j Padideie/ cuvixOnoav.
And the rest of the Jews in the kingdom/ gathered together.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

9:16 kai £avtoig/ ¢Bonbouv.
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And they assisted each other.”*
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The local prominence of the marked focus highlights that the Jews were selfless. Not only
did they defend themselves and also helped other Jews.

9:16 Kal GvemavoaVTo ANd TOV TOAEUiWV.
And they/ halted from war.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The particle ydp signals a shift from the mainline to background.

9:16 'AnWAecav yap avT@v pHupiovg mevtakioXiAiovg tf tpiokaidekdrn tod

Adap.

For they/ killed 15,000 of them on the thirteenth (day of the month) of Adar.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

9:16 kai 00deV/ Sirjpracav.

And nothing/ they/ plundered.

FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The local prominence of the marked focus highlights that the Jews outside the city of Susa
did not plunder at all.”**

9:17 Kal GvemavoavTo Tf) Tecoapeckaldekdty tod avtol Unvog.
And they/ stopped on the fourteenth (day) of that month.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

Although Dorothy (1997:199) calls the beginning of 9:17 “etiology 17, this is not indicated by

any special textual structure.
9:17 kol fyov a0ThV Auépav dvamadosws METE Xapd kal ed@posivng.

And they/ celebrated that day of rest with exceeding joy.

2'The interpretation of €éaxvtoig in the reciprocal sense follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I11). This traditional
interpretation of eavtoig as reflexive is also possible.

#5The Masoretic text also emphasizes “the ethical superiority of the Jews when they refrained from taking
plunder” (Fountain 2002:217).
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TOPIC/COMMENT.

The recurrence of xapag kai edppoovv is globally prominent and continues to highlight

the exceeding joy of the celebration of the Jews.

3.3.30 Discourse section 9:18-10:2

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

This major boundary is signaled by the marked topic that is a topic shift. The theme of this

discourse section is the institution of the festival of Purim.

The particle 8¢ makes a contrast between the Jews in the city of Susa (who celebrated on
the fifteenth day of the month) and the Jews in the countryside (who celebrated on the

fourteenth) instead.

9:18 oi ¢ Iovdaior ol €v Xovooic tfj moAer/ ouvhxOnoav/ kol Th

TEGOAPECTKALOEKATY).

And the Jews in the city Susa/ gathered together/ even on the fourteenth
(day).

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
9:18 Kal 0UK dvemavoavTo.

And they/ did not stop.

TOPIC/COMMENT.

9:18 "Hyov ¢ kai tr)v mevrekaidekdtnv ueTd Xapdg kai e0@poodvng.

And they/ celebrated the fifteenth (of the month) with exceeding joy.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The particle 3¢ marks the clause as locally prominent. This highlights the fact that the Jews
in the city of Susa celebrate one day later than the Jews in the countryside. The
cooccurrence of this local prominence with the global prominence of xapag at

€0PPocLVNG again emphasizes the exceeding joy of the Jews.

~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
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Dorothy’s (1997:200) description that this is the beginning of “etiology 2” is vague. More
specifically, the particle o0v signals that this is an episodic boundary, and &§1& todto is a
textual marker which indicates that this clause is locally prominent and constitutes the
didactic peak of the book. This is reinforced by the local prominence of the verb in the

present tense, dyovotv.

The (a) replacement of &1 todto odv by S yap touto in Codex Alexandrinus and the
Hexapla, and (b) the deletion of o0v in Codex Sinaiticus would, however, make this a

background or an offline section instead.

9:19 14 tobto odv oi Iovdaior oi Sicomapuévor év mdon ydpa th #w/

dyovotv tnv teccapeokaldekdtnv tod Adap nuépav dyabnv uet’
g0@poovvng/

So, the Jews who have been dispersed in all the regions outside/ celebrate

the fourteenth (day of the month) of Adar (as) a good day with rejoicing/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

The comment focus, trv tecoapeokatdekdtny tod Adap fuépav ayabnv UeT’ e0PPOGLVNG, is
(a) locally prominent because it is the content of the didactic prominence, and (b) globally

prominent because it is a repeat of previous information.
9:19 drootéAAovTeg pepidag Ekaotog T@ TAnGiov.
sending portions, each (person) to the one nearby.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

9:19 oi 8¢ katotkoOvTeg €v Taig untpomdAeotv/ kal TAV MEVTEKALIEKATNV
100 Adap Nuépav ed@poobvnv dyabnv d&yovoiv/

Those residing in the capitol city/*® celebrate the fifteenth (day of the
month) of Adar (as) a good day of rejoicing/

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

This marked topic does not signal a minor break. Rather, the particle ¢ signals the contrast
between the marked topic of this sentence with that of the previous sentence. The main
verb, dyovouv, is locally prominent because it is in the present tense. Like the comment

focus of the previous sentence, here, kal tv mevtekoudekdtny tod Adap fuépav

%The interpretation of untpondAeotv as “capitol city” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I1I).
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gv@pooivNy ayabnv, is (a) locally prominent because it is fronted before its governing
verb, and (b) globally prominent because it is a repeat of previous information. The co-
occurrence of both local and global prominence in these two sentences shows that the
different dates for the celebration of the festival is a major purpose for the authorship of

this book.
9:19 ¢€amootéAAovteg pepidag toig mAnoiov.
sending portions to those nearby.
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The unmarked topic that is a topic shift signals an episodic boundary (TEV 1976; NRSV
1991, apocrypha 68; Jobes 2009).

Levenson’s (1997:8) claim that the “two banquets of the Persians” (1:1-8, BHS) and the “two
banquets of the Jews” (9:20-32, BHS) form a chiastic pair is not reflected in the Septuagint.
In the Septuagint, there is only one (wedding) banquet for the Persians (1:3, LXX). The
party for the Gentiles in 1:5 (LXX) is not a wedding banquet but a drinking party. Moreover,
as opposed to 1:1 (LXX), which is a major discourse boundary, 9:20 is an episodic boundary

instead.
9:20 €ypaev 8¢ Mapdoxaiog Tovg Adyouvg tovtoug eig BtAiov.
And Mordecai/ wrote these words in a parchment.?’
TOPIC/COMMENT.
9:20 kal e€anéoteilev toic lovdaioig/
And he/ sent (it) out to the Jews/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
8oot/ fioav év T} Aptatépéou Pactleiq/ Tolg éyylg kai Tolg pakpdv/

those/ (who) were in the kingdom of Artaxerxes/ to those near and

far/

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/

*The interpretation of PipAiov as “parchment” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.2).
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9:21 otijoot T&G Nuépag tavtag ayadag/
to establish these good days/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

9:21 &ye1v Te TNV TEOOAPESKALIEKATNV Kal TNV MEVTEKALIEKATNY

100 Adap.

and to celebrate both the fourteenth (day) and the fifteenth (day of the
month) of Adar.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The repeat of previous information in the right extrapositions is globally prominent and

highlights the importance of the institution of this festival.
-—-[MINOR BREAK]---
The particle ydp signals a shift from the mainline to background.
9:22 €V ydp TaVTAIG TAIG NUépag/
For on those days/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
avenavoavto ol Iovdaiol Gmo TV EXOpAV aVTAV.
the Jews/ rested from their enemies.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
9:22 xai TOV pfiva/ év @ éotpden adtoig/
And the month/ when it turned about for them/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
o¢/ v Adap/
it/ was Adar/
TOPIC[MARKED]/ OLD/
The global prominence of Adap again points to the importance of the time of the festival.

amno mévOoug eig xapdv kal ano 4d0vng i Ayadnv nuépav/
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from mourning to joy, and from pain to a good day/

DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/

9:22 &yewv SAov dyaBag Nuépag yauwv kai ed@poodvng/

to whole-(heartedly) celebrate good days of lavish feasts and joyfulness/**
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

9:22 ¢€amootéAAovtag pepidag toig piloig Kai T0ig TTWXOIG.

sending portions to friends and to the poor.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The global prominence in the dominant focal element and the two right extrapositions
highlight the exceeding joy of the celebration of the Jews, which is the cause for the

institution of this celebration afterwards by Mordecai.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The unmarked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break. This is also a return
from the background to the mainline. Contrary to NRSV (1991, apocrypha 68) and Jobes
(2009), this is not an episodic boundary.

9:23 kai mpooedé€avto ot Tovdalot.
And the Jews/ welcomed (it).
TOPIC/COMMENT.

9:23 kabwg Eypapev avtoig/

Just as he/ wrote to them/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

The topic shift from o1 Iovdaior to Mordecai is not coded nominally in the main clause to

avoid making this an episodic boundary.
0 Mapdoxalog.
Mordecai.

RIGHT DISLOCATION.

28yduwv here probably does not literally mean a wedding feast, but metaphorically signify that the lavishness
of the feast is like a real wedding feast.
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This is an indirect reported speech frame. Contrary to Dorothy (1997:206), this is not a

boundary “transition”.
9:24 TG Apav Auadadov 6 Makedwv/ énoAéuet abTovg.

(How) Aman of Amadathou, the Macedonian/ (continually) made war on

them.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

Both n@¢ (of this clause) and kabw¢ (of the next) refer to the content of the indirect

reported speech.
9:24 kaBwg €0eto P@iopa Kol kKAfjpov dpavicat adTovg.
(How) he/ laid (down) a legislative motion and a lot to exterminate them.**
TOPIC/COMMENT.
-—-[MINOR BREAK]---

Contrary to Dorothy (1997:207), this is not just a “transition”. The particle &g signals a shift

from the mainline to background.
9:25 kal WG elofiAOev mpdg TOV Paciréa/
And he/ came in to the king/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
Aéywv/
saying/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

This is an indirect speech frame embedded in Mordecai’s indirect speech frame. This

embedded indirect speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
ASYNDETON 9:25 kpepdoat tov Mapdoyaiov.
to hang Mordecai.

OLD.

2The interpretation of €0eto as “to lay (down)” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. A.IL5).
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This embedded indirect speech is a report of Aman’s original intention in 6:4. The global

prominence reminds the reader of the grave danger that was posed to the Jews by Aman.
9:25 Soa d¢ €meyeipnoev éndot £mi TovG lovdaiovg kakd/ £ avTOV EyévovTo.
But whatever evil he attempted to bring upon the Jews/happened upon him.
TOPIC[MARKED]/ COMMENT.

This is not a “transition” signaled by Goa (Dorothy 1997:207); rather, the particle 8¢ signals
this clause as contrastive with the preceding clauses that describe Aman’s diabolical
intentions.” The local prominence of the fronting of én” avtov highlights the irony that

Aman himself was destroyed, even though he originally planned to destroy the Jews.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The passive voice of the verb signals a shift from the mainline to offline.**

9:25 Kal EKPEUATON a0TOG KAl TG TEKVA A0TOD.
And he/ was hung/ he and his children.
TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

To call this a “transition” is over general (Dorothy 1997:207). This is (a) the end of the
indirect speech of Mordecai, and (b) the end of the reference to Aman as the third person
singular. Also, the topic switches from Mordecai to ai fjuépat abtat. The temporary shift of
the unmarked topic signals a minor break. The passive voice of énekAOnoav continues the

offline of the preceding clause.

Contrary to Dorothy (1997:207), S1& todto does not signal a transition. Rather, d1q tobto
signals a didactic peak. The local prominence of a didactic peak may occur in an offline
section because the point of view of a narrative teaching point differs from that of the
narrative action. A didactic peak therefore need not occur on the mainline action

sequence.*®

2The textual variant, te, in the Hexapla would instead connect this clause with the end of 9:24. The deletion
of 8¢ in Codex Alexandrinus would signify a shift from the mainline to offline.

2The ka1 that begins this clause is deleted in Codex Alexandrinus, resulting in an asyndeton that would
strengthen the offline.

*2The occurrence of the didactic peak of 9:26 in an offline section shows that the definition of offline is not
the lack of prominence (as opposed to the prominence of the mainline). Rather, offline (in the narrative
genre) refers to any material (prominent, or otherwise) which is not on the narrative mainline. The local
prominence of doxr|v in 1:3 (which is offline) is another example,
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9:26 10 Tobto EmekAOnoav ai Nuépat abtal dpovpat/

So, these days/ are called Purim/
TOPIC/COMMENT[PART1]/

The structural coding of this clause as a didactic peak indicates that the origin of the

festival of Purim is a central concern.
31 Tovg KAfjpovg/
because of the lots/
COMMENT[PART2]/

Contrary to Dorothy (1997:208), the d1& here is not an “anacoluthon”. Rather, it functions as

the first of three causal subordinate clauses.?*

9:26 611 T dradéktw avT®V/ kalodvtal Ppovpat/

(which) in their dialect/ are called Purim/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/

The local prominence of the third person pronoun, a0t@v, refers to the Persians. The use of
this Persian word (as opposed to a Hebrew word) for this festival suggests that this festival
was officially added to the Persian calendar, even though it commemorates the deliverance

of the Jews.
9:26 310 ToUG Adyoug Th¢ EmoToAfi¢ TavTng/ Kal Soa memdvOaotv/
because of the words of this letter/ even whatsoever they suffered/
COMMENT[PART3]/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT/
9:26 1 tadta/ kai Soa abTolg Eyéveto.
because of these things/ even whatsoever happened to them.
COMMENT|[PART4]/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

9:27[1] kol €otnoev.

Similarly, the fact that the locally prominent clause in 8:121, dote Gvayopevesbar UGV matépa,
occurs in a background section shows that the concept of background does not mean pragmatically less
significant, but not chronologically or logically posterior. The local prominence of the two rhetorical
questions in 8:6, which is a background section, is another example.

2381 tadta is not the plural of 816 toGto and does not signal a didactic peak. Rather, tadta is an anaphoric
referent.
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And it/*** stood.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The unmarked topic that is a topic shift indicates an episodic boundary.

9:27[2] kai mpooedéxovto ol Tovdatol €@’ £avTolq Kl £l TR OMEPUATL AVTOV

Kal €Ml T01¢ TpooTeeluévolg €’ avT®OV. >

And the Jews/ received for themselves and their descendants and those who

were added to them.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

9:27[3] 008¢ unv dAAwc/ xpricovtal.

No other month/ they/ shall consult.?
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT.

The particle o0d¢ signals the local prominence of the clause. This is reinforced by the

marked focus. It highlights that the celebration of Purim is to be a regulated event.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The shift of the topic back to ai fjuépat adtat signals an episodic boundary.

9:27[4] ai 8¢ fuépan abror/ yvnuéovvov/
These days/ (are) a memorial/
TOPIC/OLD/

This is old information from 8:12u, and constitutes global prominence. The particle 3¢
marks the clause as locally prominent. The double coding of local and global prominence

indicates that the commemoration of the deliverance of the Jews is the purpose of the

book.

9:27[5] émiteAobuevov Katd yevedv Kai yeveav kal TOAV Kal TaTpiav

Kol XWpav.

(which)/ is to be fulfilled in every generation, city, clan, and region.

2iReferring to the topic ai fuépat adta.
#5This may refer to the foreigners who became Jews.
%The interpretation of xprjcovtat as “to consult” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. C.A.III).
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(TOPIC)/COMMENT.

9:28 ai 8¢ Auépar adrar t@V ®povpar/ dxBricovra eig TOV dmavta xpdvov.

These days of Purim/ shall be continued into eternity.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

The redundant coding of the marked topic is globally prominent. The particle 8¢ marks this
semantically redundant clause as locally prominent. The double coding of the local and

global prominence of “these days” again shows that the time of the festival is central to the
book.

9:28 ki TO pvNuéovVoV abT@V/ o0 un kAT €k TOV yeve®V.
And their memory/ should not cease from the generations.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

10 pvnudouvov adt®v is a subtopic of ai 8¢ fuépar adral. Its coding as a nominal is
therefore redundant and globally prominent. The global prominence of the marked topics
in this and the previous clauses highlights them as having central importance in the

discourse.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~

The unmarked topic that is a topic shift signals an episodic boundary (NRSV 1991,
apocrypha 68; Jobes 2009).

9:29 kal €ypapev EaOnp/

And Esther/ wrote/
TOPIC[PART1]/COMMENT[PART1]/
9:29 1 Pacilooa Buydtnp Autvadap/
the queen, a daughter of Aminadab/
EXTRAPOSITION MIDDLE/

9:29 kai Mapdoxaiog 6 Iovdatog/
and Mordecai, the Jew/

TOPIC[PART2]/
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Whereas Esther was only introduced as the foster daughter of Mordecai in 2:7[1]. She
achieves equal status with Mordecai by the end of the story. The placement of the name of
Mordecai after the name of Esther in this sentence indicates an elevation of the status of
Esther by the end of the narration. “She no longer treats Mordecai as a father but relates to
him as a coworker” (Day 1995:188-99). This shift of balance between two major characters

coincides with the didactic peak of this story (Longacre 1996:23-47).
9:29 Goa €moinoav té Te OTEPEWUA THG EMOTOARG TOV Dpovpalt.
whatsoever they did and the foundation of the letter of Purim.
COMMENT[PART2].
9:31 kai Mapdoxaiog kai EoOnp 1 Pacilicoa/ €otnoav éavtolg kad’
gavtv/
And Mordecai and Esther the queen/ supported each other/

TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

The redundancy of the marked topic noun phrase is globally prominent and highlights that

Mordecai and Esther are central characters in the discourse.

9:31 kal TOTE OTNOAVTEC KATA TAC DYIELNC aDTOV Kail TNV LouAnN Vv adT®V.

standing firm in relation to their health and according to their

determination.*’
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

The particle toté signals this right extraposition as locally prominent, highlighting the

virtues of Mordecai and Esther.?®®

9:32 kai EoOnp/ Adyw Eotnoev £ig oV ai®dva.?®
And Esther/ by word, stands forever.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

EcOnp is a subtopic of the compound topic, Mordecai and Esther, and is therefore

considered redundant. The global prominence of this marked topic signals that Esther is

2’The interpretation of otricavteg as “standing firm” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. B.IL2).

28Contrary to Bush (1996:319), God did use both Esther and Mordecai as human agents to deliver the Jews
from annihilation (Fountain 2002:217).

29The deletion of kai in Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Alexandrinus, and codex 93 would make this offline instead,
which would mean that the subject of yéypamntat in 10:2 cannot be Esther.
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the central character at this point in the discourse. The local prominence of the fronted

Aoyw highlights the fact that the deeds of Esther are honored in history.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The passive voice of the main verb signals a shift from the mainline to offline.
9:32 Kal £ypden €1¢ uvnudcuvov.
And she/ is written in memorial.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

Contrary to TEV (1976), NRSV (1991, apocrypha 69), Jobes (2009), this is not a discourse
boundary. The unmarked topic that is a temporary shift indicates a minor break,?° and the

shift of the verbal voice from the passive to the active indicates a return to the mainline.

10:1 &ypapev 8¢ O Pacidevg TéAn émi tv Pacilelav Thg te YAG Kal THG
Baddoong/ 10:2a kai thv ioxOV abtod kal dvdpayadiav TAoGToV e Kal d6&av

i PactAgiog avTod.

And the king/ wrote to the magistrates (who were) over the kingdom of both
the earth and the sea/ even his might and bravery, both (the) riches and
(the) glory of his kingdom.?

TOPIC/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle 1800 normally signals (a) a shift from an interruption in the mainline back to a
previous section of the mainline, or (b) a return to a previously introduced character,
rather than indicating the continuity of a character in the preceding clause. Therefore,
although it is entirely possible to read the third person singular subject of yéypantar as

referring to the king, it is more likely that the subject refers to Esther instead.

10:2b 1800 yéypamtar év PipAiw Pacihéwv TMepodv kai MAdwv eig

pvnudouvov.

“The textual variant, ydp, in Codex Alexandrinus would instead make this a shift from offline to background.
The interpretation of téAn as “the magistrates” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I11.2). The interpretation
of émi as “over” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. C.L5).
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Behold, she stands written in (the) book of the kings of Persia and Medes in

memorial.?”?

EVENT FOCUS.

3.3.31 Discourse section 10:3-10:3k

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

The marked topic that is a topic shift signals a major boundary.”” The theme of this
discourse section is Mordecai’s explanation that God’s faithfulness is the ultimate basis for

the festival of Purim.

Levenson’s (1997:8) claim that “the greatness of Ahausuerus” (1:1-8, BHS) and “the
greatness of the king and Mordecai” (10:1-3, BHS) form a chiastic pair is not reflected in the
structure of the Septuagint. Whereas 1:1 (LXX) is a major boundary, the statement about
the greatness of the king is found in 10:1, which is not a discourse boundary. Furthermore,
the discussion of the greatness of Mordecai is separated from that of the king by the major
boundary at 10:3. One could claim, however, that there is a parallelism between the
greatness of the king at the beginning of the narrative (1:1) and the greatness of Mordecai

by the end of the narrative (10:3).

10:3 6 8¢ Mapdoxaiog/ dedéxeto Tov PaciAéa Aptaképény.?
And Mordecai/ succeeded king Artaxerxes.””
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.
10:3 xai uéyac/ Nv év A PaciAeia/
And great/ he/ was in the kingdom/
FOCUS[MARKED]/TOPIC/COMMENT/

The local prominence of the marked focus highlights the extant of Mordecai’s greatness.

10:3 kai dedoaouévog 1o TV lovdaiwv/

?2The interpretation of PipAiw as “a book” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I1.1).

“"There is some uncertainty about this discourse boundary because Codex Sinaiticus has the textual variant te,
and Codex Alexandrinus has the textual variant yap.

7711t has been reported that “intersentential conjunctions follow a markedness hierarchy” (Westfall 2005:66).
For example, the unmarked particle for adversative is 8¢, whereas the marked adversative particles follow the
scale of &AAG, TAH}V, uév 00V, uevolv, pévrot, tovvavtiov. This study has not been able to confirm this claim.
The interpretation of d1edéxeto as “to succeed” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.2).
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magnified by the Jews/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/
10:3 Kol PIAOVUEVOG.
and loved.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The asyndeton signals a shift from the mainline to offline.
ASYNDETON 10:3 Atnyeito v aywynv mavtl t@ €0vet avtod.
He / described in full the guiding (of God) to all his ethnic race.””®
TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

The redundant nominal coding of Mordecai signals a shift from the offline back to the
mainline. Contrary to JB (1966:653), TEV (1976), NRSV (1991, apocrypha 69), Jobes (2009),

this is not a discourse boundary.
[Addition F]
10:3a kai inev Mapdoyxaiog.
And Mordecai/ said.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
This is a direct speech frame. The speech proper begins with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 10:3a mapd tod 8e0b/ éyéveto tabra.

From God/ these things are.
COMMENT’/TOPIC.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The particle ydp (both in this sentence and the next) signals a shift from the mainline to

background.”” Contrary to Dorothy (1997:217), the function of ydp of this sentence is not

7%The interpretation of dywynv as “guiding” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 11.2). The agency of the
guidance is presumably God.
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causal because the remembrance of a dream does not result in a conclusion that these

things are from God.?”®
10:3b €uviodnv yap mepi tod évunviov/
I/ recall concerning the dream/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
10:3b 00/ €160v/ mepi T@OV Adywv ToUTWV.
that/ I saw/ concerning these words.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

10:3b 008¢ yvap mapiABsv & adTdV Adyoc.

Nothing passed by from a word of them.
EVENT FOCUS.
The particle o0de signals the local prominence of the clause.””
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within a direct speech.
ASYNDETON 10:3c 1} pikp& mnyn 1] €yévero motapog/
The little spring which became a river/
DISLOCATION/
ko v eOG kai fA106 kai BSwp TOAL.
it/ was a light, a sun, a might water.”®
TOPIC/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY ]~~~
The asyndeton signals an episodic boundary within a direct speech.

ASYNDETON 10:3¢ EoBnp/ éotiv 6 motapdc/

Esther/ is the river/

The yap of this clause is deleted in Codex Alexandrinus and the Hexapla, which would make this an offline
instead.

“The ydp of the next sentence, however, could be interpreted in a causal sense.

00d¢ is replaced by ov in Codex Sinaiticus, in which case the clause would not be locally prominent.

2The interpretation of moAv as “mighty” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 1.2).
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FOCUS[MARKED]/ PRESUPPOSITION/
10:3c fjv/ éydunoev 6 Baoiredg kai énoinoev facilicoav.
whom/ the king married and made queen.”

TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD.

The global prominence of the old information highlights the significance of Esther being
chosen as queen. On the human level, this is the precondition that empowers her to deliver

the Jews from genocide.
---[MINOR BREAK]---

The marked topic that is a temporary topic shift signals a minor break.
10:3d ot 8¢ dvo dpdkovtec/ £yw giyt kal Apav/
And the two dragons/ (are) I and Aman/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

The (a) present tense of €iut, and (b) the fronting of the first person pronoun before the

copula highlights the relative importance of Mordecai over Aman in the book.
10:3e tax 8¢ €0vn ta EmovvaxBévta dnoAésal O vopa tdV lovdaiwv/
(namely,) the nations gathered to wipe out the name of the Jews/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/

The particle 8¢ in this right dislocation is contrastive with the next right dislocation, which

is also signaled by d¢.
10:3f]1] 0 8¢ €0vog 0 €udv/
and my nation/
RIGHT DISLOCATION/
10:3f[2] 00td¢/ éotiv IopanA/
that/ is Israel/

TOPIC[MARKED]/OLD/

%VEqoinoev is interpreted here as verbally transitive.
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The global prominence of the old information, IopanA, highlights the fact that the Jews are

preserved as a race at the end of these affairs.
10:3f[3] o1 Porjoavteg Tpdg TOV OOV Kal cwbEVTeS.
those who cried out to God and were saved.
(TOPIC)/COMMENT.
~~~[EPISODIC BOUNDARY |~~~
The unmarked topic that is a topic shift signals an episodic boundary.
10:3[4] xai €owoev kOp10g TOV AadV avTOD.
And the Lord/ saved his people.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
10:3f[5] kai €ppvoato KOPLOG MUAG €K TTAVTWY TOV KAKDV TOOTWV.
And the Lord/ delivered us from all these evil.
TOPIC/COMMENT.

The nominal coding in this clause (k0p10¢g) and in the next clause (0 0g0¢) is redundant and

highlights God as the agent of the deliverance of the Jews.
10:3f]6] kal émoinoev 6 B€d¢ T& onuela kai T Tépata T peydAa/
And God/ made signs and great wonders/
TOPIC/COMMENT/
10:3f[7] &/ o0 yéyovev év toig €Bveotv.
which/ had not happened in the nations.
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT.

10:3g d1& tolto £moinoev kAfpovg dvo/ éva t@ Aa® tob Beod kai Eva maot

101G €Bveotv.

That is, he/ made two inheritances/ one for the people of God and one for all

the nations.??

%2The Hebrew root for “lot”, 7113, is found 67 times in the BHS. It is translated as kAfipog 52 times in the
Septuagint (Lev 16:8, 9, 10; Num 26:55, 56; 33:54; 34:13; 36:2, 3; Jos 14:2; 17:14, 17; 18:6, 8, 10, 11; 19:1, 10, 17, 24,
32, 40, 51; 21:4, 10;Jdg 1:3; 20:9; 1 Chr 6:39, 46, 48, 50; 24:5, 7, 31; 25:8, 9; 26:13, 14; Neh 10:35; 11:1; Est 3:7; 9:24;
Prov 1:14; 18:18; Isa 34:17; 57:6; Jer 13:25; Ezek 24:6; Mic 2:5; Joel 4:3; Obad 1:11; Jon 1:7; Nah 3:10). The
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TOPIC/COMMENT/ DOMINANT FOCAL ELEMENT.

Contrary to JB (1966:653), this is not a discourse boundary. Nor is this a “transition”
(Dorothy 1997:218), since the topic does not change here. 514 to0to signals a didactic peak.
God is the one who controls the destiny of peoples. This is the ultimate reason behind the

festival of Purim.
-—-[MINOR BREAK]---
The unmarked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break.?®
10:3h[1] xai AABov o1 §V0 kAfipor/
And the two destinies/ came/
TOPIC/COMMENT/

10:3h[2] oUtot/ el Gpav kai kapdv kai eig Auépav kpioews évdmiov

100 00D kai v mdot toig €Bveatv.

these/ (were) for an hour, a critical time, and for a day of judgment

before God, in all the nations.?*

TOPIC/COMMENT.
---[MINOR BREAK]---
The unmarked topic is a resumption of the topic before the minor break.
10:3i kat €uviiobn 0 B0 tob Aaod avToD.
And God/ remembered his people.
TOPIC/COMMENT.
10:3i kal edikalwoev TV kAnpovouiov avTod.
And he/ vindicated his inheritance.?

TOPIC/COMMENT.

---[MINOR BREAK]---

predominant meaning of kAfjpoc, like the Hebrew, means “to cast a lot” (such as Mic 2:5; Prov 18:18, LXX). But
KAfipog may also mean (a) an “inheritance” (Isa 34:17; 57:6), or (b) “destiny” (Jer 13:25). The current
translation accords with of Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. II).

3Codex Vaticanus does not contain 10:3h.

%The interpretation of €i¢ as denoting purpose follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. V.2).

#The interpretation of édikaiwoev as “to vindicate” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. 111.2).
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The unmarked topic that is a temporary shift signals a minor break. Contrary to Jobes

(2009), this is not a discourse boundary.

10:3k xkal €oovtor avtoic ai fuépar adtar év unvi Adap Tfi
tecoapeokaldekdry kai tff mevrekaidekdrn tod adTod pnvog
peta ovvaywyfi kai xapdg kai ev@poodvng évamiov tobd Oeod

KATA YEVEAG €i¢ TOV ai®dva év T® Aa®d avtod IopanA.

And these days/ shall be for them in the month of Adar, on the fourteenth
(day) and the fifteenth (day) of the month, with assembly and exceeding joy

before God, for each generation, forever, among his people, Israel.
TOPIC/OLD.

The global prominence of the old information of this clause refers to the didactic peaks in

9:19 and 9:26. This is (a) the end of the narration, and (b) the final conclusion of the book.

3.3.32 Discourse section 10:31

===[MAJOR BOUNDARY |===

The asyndeton signals an epistolary section (JB 1966:653; TEV 1976; NRSV 1991, apocrypha
69; Jobes 2009) in the book of Esther. This is an epilogue.

ASYNDETON 10:31 étovg tetdptov Pacthedovtog Itolepaiov  Kal
KAeomdrpag/

(During) the fourth year of the reign of Ptolemy and Kleopatra/
POINT OF DEPARTURE/
glonveykev Awoibeog/
Dositheos/ brought in/
TOPIC[PART1]/COMMENT[PART1]/
10:31 8¢/ €pn/
the one/ (who) said/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/

This is an indirect speech frame. The indirect speech proper begins with an asyndeton.
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ASYNDETON 10:3] eivat iepebe kai Agvitng/
(he was) a priest and a Levite/
RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION/

10:31 kai TItoAepaiog O vIO¢ aUTOD/ THV TPOKEIUEVNV ETIOTOANV TOV

dpovpat/
and Ptolemy his son/ the preceding letter of Purim/*¢
TOPIC[PART2]/COMMENT[PART2]/
10:31 v/ €paocav/
which/ they said/
TOPIC[MARKED]/COMMENT/
This is an indirect speech frame. The indirect speech proper begins with an asyndeton.

ASYNDETON 10:31 elvar kal €punvevkéval Avcipayov Itolepaiov

OV v IepovcaAnl.
Lusimaxon of Ptolemy, of those in Jerusalem, had translated.

RIGHT EXTRAPOSITION.

3.4 Conclusion

This chapter presented the details of the information structure of the book of Esther in the
Septuagint. A literal clause-by-clause translation into English, which is substantially
different from existing English translations, is provided. The text is broken down into
mainline and non-mainline sections. The significance of (a) marked clausal information,
and (b) global, episodic, and didactic prominence are identified and explained.
Furthermore, the locations of the discourse boundaries are provided based on the
theoretical criteria addressed in chapter two. The findings of this chapter enable the

researcher to answer the two main research questions raised in chapter one.

#The interpretation of mpokeipévny as “preceding” follows Liddell and Scott (1996: s.v. I1I).
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Chapter 4

Conclusions

4.1 Introduction

This chapter is a conclusion tied to the problems, objectives, and the hypotheses of the
study. It answers the question of (a) what are the discourse boundaries of the book of

Esther in the Septuagint, and (b) what is the authorial intention in this study corpus.

This concluding chapter will also discuss (a) the relationships between the various
discourse sections, and (b) the advantages of understanding scripture from the perspective

of functional linguistics in general, and that of information structure in particular.

4.2 The major discourse boundaries

In this study corpus, it is found that discourse boundaries operate hierarchically. At the top
of the hierarchy are the major discourse boundaries. Subsumed within it are episodic

boundaries. At the lowest level are minor breaks.

4.2.1 Summary of major boundary criteria

To recap §2.7.1.1, the structural features of major boundaries are as follows:*’
(1) a marked topic that is a topic shift;

(2) a temporal or a locative indicator that occurs in a point of departure or a left

extraposition; and

(3) one of the functional usages of the asyndeton.

#'The structural features of episodic boundaries and minor breaks are not listed here because they do not
bear on the discussion.
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4.2.2 Presentation of the major discourse boundaries

Based on the criteria of information structure, this study has determined that the book of

Esther in the Septuagint is divided into 32 major discourse sections. These are given in

Table 3 below.

Table 3: The major discourse sections of the book of Esther in the Septuagint

Verses Theme Textual signal
1:la-  [Mordecai’s dream of the struggle between two dragons |£tovg devtépov PaciAevovtog Aptatépou
1:1h 00 ueydAov tf wid tod Nioa
1:1i- The initial presentation of the two dragons amnd thg Pofic adt@v
1:1r
1:1-1:9 [The great banquet given by Artaxerxes, and the|éyévetro petd todg Adyoug todtoug év Talg
drinking party for the Gentiles nuépag Apta&épEou
1:10- | The king’s punishment of queen Astin because of her |év tfj fuépq tfj €B30un
1:22 refusal to attend the king’s drinking party
2:1-2:4 | The king decides to find a new queen HeTd ToUG Adyoug ToUTOoUg
2:5-2:11 | Esther, the foster daughter of Mordecai, enters the|&vBpwmog
harem
2:12- | The time when a girl in the harem is ready to go to see [ o0tog
2:14 the king
2:15- [ The selection of Esther as the queen &v T@® avamAnpotobal tov xpdvov Ecbnp
2:19 tfig Buyatpdg AprvadaP &deA@od matpog
Mapdoxaiov eioeAfelv mpog tov faciAéa
2:20-  |Esther (and Mordecai) thwarts the plot of two eunuchs |1} EoBnp
2:22 to assassinate the king
2:23 The king records the deeds of Mordecai in the imperial | 6 faciAevg
records
3:1- The king allows Aman to exterminate the Jews petd tadta
3:13a[2]
3:13a[3] | The content of the royal epistle TGde
-3:13¢g
3:14- | The reception of this decree TX GVTIypa@a TV ENGTOADV
3:15
4:1-4:2 |Mordecai’s mourning 0 Mapdoyxaiog
4:3-4:5 |Esther wants to know the cause of Mordecai’s|év ndon xdpq
mourning
4:7-4:16 | Mordecai convinces Esther to see the king for a repeal | 6 Mapdoxaiog
of the decree
4:17- | Mordecai and Israel entreat the Lord for deliverance | Mapdoxaiog
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4:17i
4:17k- | Esther makes her plea before the Lord EoOnp 1 Pasiliooa
4:17z
5:1-5:1b | Esther prepares herself to see the king £yeviOn €v T Nuépa th tpitn
5:1c- | The king grants amnesty to Esther avTog
5:2a
5:2b-5:5 | Esther persuades the king and Aman to attend her first [ €v T® StaAéyeoBot avThv
banquet
5:6-6:3 |God causes the king to remember the deeds of|évt® nétw
Mordecai
6:4- Mordecai is honored instead of Aman &v @ muvOdvesor tov PaciAéa mepl thig
6:12[1] gbvoiag Mapdoxaiov
6:12[2]- | Aman is executed by the king Apav
7:10[2]
7:10[3]- | The king reverses the edict of Aman 0 PaciAeng
8:12
8:12a- | The new royal epistle is joyfully received by the Jews | ASYNDETON
8:17[4]
8:17[5]- | Those who were originally opposed to the Jews become [ toAAoi T@v £0vidv
9:4 fearful of them
9:6-9:15 | The Jews in Susa gather on the fourteenth of the month | év Zovoo1g tfj méAer
as well as on the thirteenth
9:16- | The Jews outside of Susa celebrate on the fourteenth of | o1 Aotrol T®v lovdaiwv ol év tfj PaciAely
9:17 the month
9:18- | The institution of the festival of Purim ol Iovdalot o1 év Zovoo1g tfj TéAeL
10:2
10:3-  [Mordecai’s explanation that God’s faithfulness is the [6 Mapdoxaiog
10:3k  [ultimate basis for the festival of Purim
10:31  |Epilogue ASYNDETON

This claim lies in the locations of the major discourse boundaries. In contrast to the typical

theological/exegetical study, the theme (or the overall idea) of each major discourse

section is not within the scope of this study because a proper study of the thematic content

of each discourse section from the linguistics point of view requires a thorough analysis of

the semantic field and the hierarchical relationships between these semantic fields.”® The

#To do this properly probably requires coding the semantic function of every word in the study corpus,
inputting them into the computer and analyzing various statistical correlations between the individual words
and phrases in order to identify significant patterns. This would be the first step. This process needs to be
performed iteratively in successively higher levels of phrasal aggregation. The result (the output) of the
highest level would then be the theme of the discourse section.
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reason a theme is listed in the table above is only to enable the reader to locate the material

more easily and to facilitate the discussion.

4.3 The relationship between the major discourse sections

Whereas structural features uniquely identify the location of major discourse boundaries, it

is harder to determine the relationships between the discourse sections.

4.3.1 The arrangement of the discourse sections as a plot

It is a common understanding that the book of Esther is arranged chiastically (Radday
1973:9; Berg 1979:106-113; Baldwin 1984:29-32; Breneman 1993:287-9; Roop 2002:168-9;
Allen and Laniak 2003:171). Since chiasm sometimes connotes a strong claim as to the
degree of parallelism between the two parts of a text, this claim has been modified (and
softened) by Levenson (1997:8-9), who defines chiasm as similarity of content between the

two parts of a bipartite structure in the study corpus.

It is true that there is a significant reversal of events in the narrative, which leads to the
notion that events preceding the reversal and those that come after find correspondence
with each other. What is not clear is the claim that the matching of these bipartite pairs is

intentional encoded as such by the author.

This study confutes this last notion for the book of Esther in the Septuagint. Every claim
from the previous literature to this effect has been analyzed, and it has been found that the
so called bipartite structures do not correspond with each other in terms of their structural
features (which was discussed extensively in §3.3). This shows that authorial intention in

this regard may exist at the semantic level, but does not exist at the structural level.”

Hence, any correlate claim of the chiastic theory (§1.2.3.1) that the book pivots around 6:1
(BHS), where God intervenes on behalf of the Jews by causing the king to suffer insomnia

cannot be proven for the study corpus.

This study does show, however, that there is a reversal in the narrative. This is
intentionally coded as such by the author through the simultaneous use of local and global

prominence. This takes place at the beginning of the king’s speech with Aman in 6:6[1],

»Inclusio, one form of chiasm, is however used as a micro structural device in (a) 4:17b[4] (paired with 4:17¢c),
and (b) 4:171 (paired with 4:17t).
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which is signaled by the local prominence of the clause and the global prominence of the
redundant nominal coding of 6 Pacievg.”® The reversal of Aman’s fortune (and that of
Mordecai) takes place when Aman is about to ask the king to hang Mordecai.* This
evidence supports the theory of Murphy (1981:153) and Bush (1996:300) that the
organization of the book of Esther (in the Septuagint) is a “problem based plot” that

involves a “resolution”.*?

Therefore, the plot of the study corpus as indicated by the structure of the text is as

follows:
(1) instigating incident in 1:17;
(2) narrative reversal starting in 6:6[1]; and

(3) narrative and didactic peak (as discussed in §4.4).

4.3.2 The unity of the study corpus

The unity of the study corpus is an issue raised in §1.4.4.1. There is no doubt that there is a
certain level of redaction as reflected in the Septuagint text which we have today. This has
been claimed at a lexicographic and syntactic level by Moore (1971, preface LXIII-LXIV;
1973:382-3; 1977:160) and Martin (1975:65). The existence of the epilogue in 10:31 also

demonstrates this point.

The analysis of the structural features, however, does not permit the researcher to separate
the underlying layers of redaction. It is not possible, for example, to say that the use of the
asyndeton as a major discourse boundary indicator is a redactive feature that automatically
correlates with the commencement of a form pericope. Though the asyndeton is found (a)
at the commencement of the epilogue, and (b) at the beginning of Addition E (8:12a), it
should at the same time be noted that 10:31 (the epilogue) is in the middle (and not the
beginning) of Addition F,*® and none of the other beginnings of the Additions employ the

use of the asyndeton.

»This coding is again used in 6:7, 9[8], 11 to sustain the reversal in this dialogue.

#16:1, on the other hand, is not structurally coded.

22Similarly, the cooccurrence of local and global prominence in 1:17, w¢ o0v dvteinev @ PaciAel Aptaépn,
makes the refusal of queen Astin to comply with the king’s wishes an instigating incident in the narrative.
#3Unless one wants to hypothesize that Addition F is an amalgamation of Addition F proper and Addition F’
(the epilogue).
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As it stands, the present study corpus is coherent and legitimately stands as a text for
discourse study. Omanson and Noss (1997:6) and Dorothy (1997:44-51, 215) also implicitly
assume this point (§1.2.3.1 and §1.2.3.2).

The apparent doublet of the introduction of Mordecai does not detract from this claim. It is
not a hole (or a mistake) in the final redaction. Rather, it serves a specific discourse
purpose. The first introduction of Mordecai in 1:1a-1:1h is the formal introduction.
Whereas almost the same information is provided a second time in 2:5-11, Mordecai is not
really being introduced again. Rather, his biographical data is repeated to remind the
reader of who he is, and to set the stage for the introduction of Esther, his adopted
daughter (2:7). Here, the information about him is only important because it anchors the

textual identity of Esther (§3.3.6).

4.4 The purpose

There has been diverse claims concerning the purpose of the study corpus (see §1.2.2). This
has led to the research question of what really is/are the purpose(s) of the study corpus,
and how may it be ascertained. Contrary to the reader-centered approach of
communication (§1.4.4.3), which brushes this question aside as irrelevant, the text-
centered approach has been adopted in this study. This approach assumes that the original
authorial intention is coded in the text, and the structural coding of the text itself tells the
careful reader of what the original authorial intention actually is. The micro-analysis of the
study corpus (§3.3) demonstrates the validity of this assumption and shows that there is a

main purpose in the study corpus (contrary to Fox 2001:141-152).

4.4.1 The festival of Purim/God

The information structure clearly indicates that the teaching point of the book of Esther in
the Septuagint concerns the dates of the festival of Purim.

Firstly,

(a) the first didactic peak (in 9:19) deals with the date when Jews outside the city of Susa

celebrate the Purim;** and

#‘Namely, on the fourteenth of the month.
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(b) the second didactic peak (in 9:26) points to the importance of énekAriOnoav ai fuépat

abtar @povpat, where “these days are called Purim”.
Secondly, the cooccurrence of global and local prominence occurs in:

(a) 9:18 and 9:19, which deal with the dates when Jews inside and outside the city Susa

celebrate the Purim; and
(b) 9:27[4]; 9:28, and refer to ai fuépat adron.”

Thirdly, the final clause of the narration proper is globally prominent and refers yet again
to ai fuépar abtoar and the dates when Jews inside and outside the city Susa are to celebrate

the Purim.

Secondarily, the book of Esther in the Septuagint explains that God is instrumental in
ordaining the destiny of peoples. This is indicated by the third didactic peak in 10:3g.

Therefore, the festival of Purim is also a festival of/from God.

In one sense, this is nothing new, since many works in the past (§1.2.2) have made the same
claim for the Hebrew text of Esther. However, the conclusion of this study is unique

because:

(1) it is one of the few studies (§1.2.3.2) that explicitly focus on the Septuagint text (or

any one of the Greek texts) making this claim; and

(2) whereas all previous studies justified their conclusions based on theological or
semantic grounds, this is the only study that is able to show the methods from which
this conclusion is derived and, hence, how it may be verified. The accuracy of this

result removes doubt as to the original authorial intention.

4.4.2 Other views

This conclusion is in opposition to some of the views detailed in §1.2.2. While Esther, Aman,
and Mordecai are all important (main) characters, the structural coding of the text does not
make any indication that they, in and of themselves, are to be understood as being the

purpose of the text (contrary to Humphreys 1973:214-5; NJB 1985:624; Beal 1997, preface x).

»The manner with which Purim is to be celebrated, as one of exceeding joy, is also highlighted by the
concurrent coding of local and global prominence (9:18, 19).
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The claim by Laniak (1998:7-34) and Klein (2003:116) that the book of Esther concerns
honor and shame is based solely on theological arguments. And their conclusion is not
attested by the structure of the study corpus. Similarly, the issue of whether the study
corpus may conform to the form of salvation history, found in other portions of scripture,
belongs better to form criticism, or canonical criticism, than to the investigation of the

purpose of a book in and of itself (Larkin 1996:92; Butting 1999:242).

The study corpus does refer to the communal identity of the Jewish people as one of its
themes. But whether the book was written (a) to reinforce the communal identity of the
Jewish diaspora (Bickerman 1944:360-2; Fuerst 1975:32; Craghan 1982:9-10; Clines
1984a:262-3; Boyd-Taylor 1997:103; de Troyer 2000:399; Bechtel 2002:10-14), or (b) to make
the Jewish diaspora wiser (Talmon 1963:29; von Herrmann 2004:43), can only be a subject of
speculation, since the structural coding of the book itself does not point to wisdom or

communality as the purpose of the book.

Dorothy’s (1997:329) conclusion suffers in its eclecticism. Firstly, his suggestion that the
book is a rescue novella at the lowest level is true only for the form of the narrative portion
of the text.” Secondly, while God’s rescue of his people is indicated by the third didactic
peak (8§4.4.1), it has nothing to do with the king’s insomnia caused by God in 6:1 (contrary
to p. 146). Thirdly, while the claim that the sandwiching of the narrative between
Mordecai’s opening dream in Addition A and his closing explanation (Addition F) of the
initial dream does open the possibility that the book is a “fulfilled message of salvation” (p.
328), it misses the emphasis of the book’s structural coding, which concerns God as the
author of salvation rather than the Jews as being the objects of deliverance. Fourthly, and
most importantly, while Dorothy does acknowledge that the book concerns the festival
etiology of Purim, his placement of this purpose underneath that of God rescueing his

people (p. 328) is opposite to the conclusion indicated by the coding of the study corpus.

2Whether the book is historical or not (novella) is not the scope of the present study.
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4.5 The advantages of understanding the information structure

of scripture

The contribution of analyzing the discourse structure of scripture by functional linguistics
in general, and information structure in particular, is best shown by three examples taken

from the three major discourse genres that are embedded in the study corpus.

4.5.1 Illustrations from three different genres

The three genres to be considered are (a) narrative, (b) hortatory, and (c) didactic.”” The
understanding of the present study will be compared with the translations in NJB (1985),
NRSV (2007), and Jobes (2009).

4.5.1.1 Narrative

The narrative passage that is being considered is the discourse section 1:1-9. The
knowledge that is gained in the present study (83.3.3), which is not reflected in the other

translations being compared, includes the following.

(1) The fact that the king ruled over 127 regions is highlighted by local prominence. This
emphasizes his great power and authority. This fact is not acknowledged in NJB (1985:660),
or NRSV (2007, apocrypha 55).® This information is set-off with an em-dash in Jobes (2009),

and it is not clear whether this indicates an emphasis or a de-emphasis.

(2) The passage from the beginning of 1:2 to the beginning of 1:5 (when the days of the
wedding feast ended) is an offline section, this fact is not acknowledged in the three

translations being compared.

(3) Whereas the banquet is offline, the drinking party (1:5-9) is on the mainline. This is the
main thing that the author is talking about because the instigating incident (Astin’s refusal
to obey the king) happens in the context of the drinking party rather than the banquet.
NRSV (2007, apocrypha 55-6) and Jobes (2009) do not acknowledge this fact at all. NJB

»’Another genre is indirect speech. But this has not been included because indirect speech in this study
corpus tend to be short, and this does not illustrate the power of this method of discourse analysis well. The
apocalyptic genre (1:1a-h) does not have much to be commented. The direct speech genre is much like the
hortatory genre in the study corpus.

28 traditional translation suffers many typesetting constraints. But perhaps highlighted information may be
shown in boldface or be acknowledged as a footnote or an endnote.
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(1985:660) does set-off 1:5 into a new paragraph, thus indicating a difference between the
drinking party from the banquet, but their relative importance in this discourse section is

not acknowledged.?”

(4) The local prominence of fine flax (kapmacivoig), beddings of various (shades of)
transparency (otpwuvai dta@avelc moikidwg), roses all around (kUkAw péda) in 1:6, and
golden and silver cups, and smaller carbuncle cups (motrpix xpvod kol dpyvpd Kal
avOpdakivov kvAikiov) in 1:7 highlight the luxuriousness of the environment of the drinking

party. This is not reflected in the three translations being compared.

(5) The narrator’s statement that the drinking party is not according to (the) existing law in
1:8 is highlighted by local prominence. This emphasis is not reflected in Jobes (2009).** NJB
(1985:660) understands this verse as about the freedom that the king gives to those who do
not wish to drink during the drinking party (“the royal edict did not, however, make
drinking obligatory, the king having instructed the officials of his household to treat each
guest according to the guest’s own wishes”). The understanding of this study and that of
Jobes (2009) is that this verse is an offline comment on the illegality of this event. As
opposed to NJB (1985:660), this drinking party may have been granted in response to the
desire of the gentiles (1:5[2]) to participate in the joy of the king’s marriage. If the king
wanted the people to keep sober, he would not have needed to throw a drinking party for
the common gentiles to begin with, since the king’s wedding proper was already celebrated
by the banquet for the upper class inside the palace. Therefore, the urgency expressed by
the verbs n0éAnoev and énétalev refers to the king’s desire to allow the gentiles to share in
his joy by drinking with him. The intended meaning of “fixed rule” in NRSV (2007,
apocrypha 56) is not clear. Hence, it is not possible to determine whether it would agree

with the first or the second of the two interpretations outlined above.

(6) The minor break in 1:9 (the comment about the fact that Astin threw her own drinking
party for the women in the palace) is reflected well by NRSV (2007, apocrypha 56), which
indicates this by “meanwhile”. It appears that Jobes (2009) has the same thing in mind by
setting off this verse into its own little paragraph. NJB (1985:660) on the other hand
neglects this point and lumps it in with 1:10. This is certainly wrong, since 1:10 is the

beginning of the next major discourse section.

#°This fact could perhaps be recognized as a footnote.
**The use of the English particle “now” acknowledges the minor break here. But this particle does not
highlight the emphatic nature of this clause.
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4.5.1.2 Hortatory speech

The hortatory passage considered is the discourse section 3:13a[3]-3:13g. The advantages of

the present translation over the other translations include the following.
(1) The exhortation of Aman to destroy the Jews is replete with emphatic phrases such as:

(a) the local prominence of (i) ToAA®V, Tdong, T® Opdoer tiig E€ovoiag (3:13b), which
emphasize the king’s power, (ii) émewéotepov, petd AmotnTog d&ei, TOV
vmotetayuévwy, S Tavtog, TOPELTV PEXPL TIEPATWY, TOIG oLy avOpwmorg (3:13b),
which highlights the king’s benevolence towards his subjects, (iii) cw@pocivn map’
Nuiv, év tfj edvola amapalldktwg kal BePaia miotet, devtepov TOV PactAeldv yEpag
(3:13¢), which is Aman’s (the real author of the letter) way of flattering himself, (iv)
KATX TRV OIKOLUEVNY, TOTG VOUOLG, Td Te TOV Paciréwy, 0’ Nudv (3:13d), and dix
TavTog, Kelpevov draywynv vopwy, t@ xeipiota (3:13e), which emphasizes the degree
of the wickedness of the Jews, and (v) mavtag ovv yuvai€i kai tékvoig, TV €x0pov
(3:13f), 6mwg ol mdAat kal vOv duouevelg €v Muépy id Praiwg i TOV GANY, dtdpaya
napéxwotv (3:13g), which highlights that the Jews are to be destroyed forcefully,
entirely, and without pity;

(b) the global prominence of (i) devtépov matpog (3:13f), which emphasizes the honor of
Aman, and (ii) Adap (3:13f), which highlights the time (month) when the slaughter is
to be carried out. None of these phrases are reflected in the three translation being

compared.

(2) The letter formally begins at 3:13a[3] by the cataphorically marked topic tdde, which
serves as the epistolary frame for the content of the epistle (that begins in 3:13b). 3:13a[2],
on the other hand, is a minor break that belongs to the end of the previous major discourse
section (§3.3.11). All three of the translations being compared reverse these two pieces of
information. This is unfortunately, since the English translation would be more faithful to
the Greek text (and still flow well) if Jobes (2009), for example, were translated as “the

”

Great King Artaxerxes... This is a copy of the letter: ‘Being the ruler...””.

(3) The episodic boundary at the beginning of 3:13¢ is noted by Jobes (2009), and NRSV
(2007, apocrypha 59), but not by NJB (1985:663).
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(4) The long sentence in 3:13e and 3:13f contains two occurrences of o0v. Whereas each is
the beginning of an episodic boundary, it is the second o0v (3:13f) that signals the main
exhortation of the letter. Jobes (2009) has this almost perfectly right, except that 3:13e
(which she labels as B.5) should also begin a new paragraph. NRSV (2007, apocrypha 59) has
the same shortcoming. In addition, it should add a “whereas” at the beginning of 3:13e to
indicate that this is secondary to 3:13f. NJB (1985:663) is to be commended for getting this
completely correct by (a) setting both 3:13e and 3:13f as new paragraphs, (b) adding
“considering” at the start of 3:13e to signal the subservient nature of 3:13e with respect to

3:13f, and (c) making the main exhortation in 3:13f boldface.

4.5.1.3 Didactic

The didactic passage being considered is the portion following 9:26 in the discourse section
9:18-10:2. The advancement of knowledge in this study over the three translations being

compared are as follows.

(1) The information devices that signal (a) the didactic peak of the book (as mentioned in
§4.4.1), (b) the global prominence of t0 pvnudovvov avtd®v (9:28), and (c) the local
prominence of o0d¢ unv &AAwg xproovtar (9:27[3]) are not reflected in the three

translations being compared.

(2) The same is true for the other comments of the narrator, such as the local prominence
of tf daAéktw avT®OV (9:26), Kal ToTE oTHCAVTEG KATA TAG Lytelag adT®V Kal TV BovArv

avt@v (9:31), Adyw (9:32).

(3) The use of the redundant marked topics, t& pvnudovvov adt®v (9:28), Mapdoxaiog kal
EoOnp 1 PaciAooa (9:31), and EcOnp (9:32), to shift the attention of the reader to these
characters is a special information device. These are not indicated in the three translations

being considered.

(4) The start of 9:26 is the beginning of the narrator’s didactic section (which continues to
the end of 10:31). Therefore 9:26 is an important juncture that should be indicated at least
by a paragraph break (and preferably a new section heading). But this has not been done in

any of the three translations being compared.

(5) Where the information structure indicates that the emphasis of 9:32-10:2 is on Esther

and the record of her fame in the chronicles (especially the use of 1300 in 10:2b to indicate a
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return to Esther as the main character of this stretch of text), the recording of the king’s
own fame in 10:1-2a is in a minor break all by itself, and should be de-emphasized with
respect to Esther, probably by making it a small paragraph in itself. This means that 10:2
should end with “Behold, she (Esther) stands written...”, rather than with the king because
Esther, and not the king, is the heroine at the end of this major discourse section. This is
not reflected in any of the three translations being compared, which all end 10:2 with the

king as being the main character.

4.5.2 A surprise finding (the king)

Although not part of the two original objectives of this research, it needs to be mentioned
that the coding of the king overwhelmingly depicts him as one having great authority. This
is another example of the benefits that may be gained by analyzing the information

structure of scripture.

The king, as a nominal entity, frequently occurs in the book of Esther in the Septuagint. It is
mainly coded as unmarked (1:1b[2], 1n, 10[1], 10[4], 1r, 1, 5[2], 8, 12, 14, 16, 19, 20, 21; 2:2, 3,
4,12[1], 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 21, 22; 3:2, 3[1], 7, 8[1], 8[6], 9, 10; 4:2, 7, 8, 11, 16, 17x; 5:1c, 1e, 3[1],
4,5, 6[2], 8,9, 12, 14; 6:1[1], 2[2], 3[1], 3[3], 4, 5[1], 5[3], 8[1], o[1], 10; 7:1, 2[1], 3, 4[3], 5[1], 6,
8[1], 8[4], o[1], 9[2], 9[5]; 8:1, 2, 3, 4[1], 4[2], 7, 10; 9:1, 4, 11, 12[1]; 10:1, 3, 3¢).>*

However, the king is often coded as prominent to highlight his authority. For example, the

king is coded as:
(a) globally prominent in 1:1q, 2; 2:1, 23; 3:1[2], 11, 12; 9:13; and

(b) locally prominent (due to constituent fronting) in 1:7,** 15, 18; 2:8; 3:3[3], 4, 8[5], 13;**
6:6[3],°* 8[2], 8[4], 9[3]; 8:8, 12n, 14.3%

For example, the pragmatic markness of “the king” in the narrative reversal (from 6:6[3] to

6:9[8]) shows that the king is a semantic agent who has the power to glorify whomever he

*nThis list does not include the use of the king as a marked topic, which is necessarily coded as a fronted
nominal element.

*This local prominence is reinforced by the reflexive pronoun avtog.

*%The name of the king, 'Apta&ép&ov, is fronted.

**The local prominence is coded as a first person independent pronoun.

God is also coded as “king” in a locally prominent position (4:171). This suggests that the author is
highlighting not just the authority of the king himself, but the existence of hierarchical authority itself. But
the paucity of data on this point does not permit firm conclusion.
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wishes. The king is in charge of the kingdom. Even though Aman wields great power, it is

power that is ultimately conferred by the king.

While there is no doubt that the natural disposition of the king is flawed (Fox 1991:132-3;
Harvey 2003:227), the findings of this study is contrary to (a) the claim by Harvey that the
king lacks the ability to “run the affairs of the kingdom” (2003:227), or (b) the claim by Bush
(1996:314-7) and Fountain (2002:217) that the “Persian law and authority figures” are

ridiculed in the Masoretic text.

4.5.3 Applicability of this approach for other portions of scripture

The study of the information structure of scripture from the perspective of functional
linguistics is demonstrated to have significant pay-off for the scholarly understanding of
the translation, discourse divisions, purpose, and emphases of the book of Esther in the

Septuagint.

By extension, employing the same method may be equally useful for discovering the
internal discourse structure and purpose of other narrative books or passages of scripture.
The details of the analysis for this study would have to be adjusted for each biblical author
because people use language differently due to (a) individual preferences, and (b) language
period (such as the early or late Hellenistic). Nevertheless, the principles detailed in this
study remain the same. The central contention is that whatever author/redactor of a piece
of work will employ language in a consistent way that makes it possible for the underlying

linguistic patterns to be discovered.

As discussed in §4.5.1, this method is also able to find discourse patterns in other genres,
such as the hortatory or didactic genres that are embedded in the narrative of the book of
Esther. It will be interesting to see how a consistent application of these principles to the
book of Romans, for example, might help the student of the bible to gain a deeper
appreciation of the internal thought patterns of Paul, and hence the divine message which

was conveyed through him to succeeding generations.

One may do comparative studies of books that appear to be similar in terms of their
content, in order to discover similarities and differences of authorial intentions and

emphases. An application to the Gospels (for example) would be similar to redactive
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criticism, except that making a comparison using this method is better grounded in

linguistics principles, which greatly lessens the degree of ambiguity in the results.

The comparison of the Septuagint and the Hebraic versions of all the books of the 0Old
Testament are also amenable to this process, as well as any comparison between the

manuscripts of the same book.

For bible translation, an understanding of the discourse patterns of the source language (of
the bible) and the target language will enable the exegetical/translation consultants to
better evaluate whether a vernacular translation has conveyed not only the literal words of

the scriptural page, but also the underlying thought patterns of the textual event itself.

Finally, a consistent and an intentional accumulation of scholarly research of the
information structure of scriptural materials, regardless of the source languages, will help
Bible translators and the recipients of the Bible to better understand the intent of the

biblical authors.
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