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Esther and the Politics of Negotiation: An Inveatign of Public and Private Spaces in
Relationship to Possibilities for Female Royal Ceeiors

ABSTRACT

The primary question that this dissertation seelaswer is, “How might we
characterize the narrative depiction of Estherlgipal involvement in the affairs of the Persian
state?” Many scholars have tried to answer thiste with regard to how typical or
exceptional Esther is vis-a-vis portrayals of othidtical women: Does Esther represent an
aberration from gender norms or an embodiment & patriarchal values? The project
undertaken here is to challenge the way in whiehetfitire question has been framed because
underlying it is a set of problematic assumptidr®e results of the question framed thus can
only lead to more interpretive difficulties, eithd#nying the commonalities between Esther and
other biblical women, or ignoring the dynamics kaypvhen the very same descriptions are used
of men. In addition, the reliance on these twogatties has provided a kind of self-perpetuating
logic so that scholarship about men and women lagid tespective roles tends to replicate two
separate and divided spheres within academic diseou

This dissertation begins with a review of scholgrsin Esther. Many scholarly
assessments of her, whether they see her as tgpieateptional, rely on problematic
assumptions; yet within the body of scholarshigesther there were also a number of insights
that suggest a more nuanced approach to evaludaincharacter. One problem of dichotomous
assessments of Esther is that they rely on an gggEumof gendered and separate public and
private spheres for men and women respectivelgnatouct that suffers from a number of



theoretical issues. In addition to the general lemois with this language, the portrayal of Esther
as a politically powerful and persuasive woman eats her to a wide variety of biblical
literature, suggesting that she is not the exceptiigure that some have claimed but deeply
embedded within a tradition. Moreover, the role familial and kinship relationships and
metaphors play in structuring political life opansthe historic possibility that women may have
participated in the political arena, dependinglmirtown family dynamics. None of the
evidence regarding Persian women—Esther’s narrptivigayal, Greek historiography on
Persian royal women, or indigenous Persian sourpesvide any reason to assume that women
were categorically confined to a private spherausThhis dissertation proposes a movement
away from the discourse on public and private,@bgropening up the historic possibility for

women’s participation in the political role of rdy@unselor.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction

Methodology
Chapter Outline

Chapter lintroduction to the Problem: Esther in Scholarship

Introduction

Esther in Scholarship

Problems and Possibilities Posed by the Literadar&sther
Problems
Possibilities

Conclusion

Chapter 2Theoretical Problems with the Language of Publid &mivate

Introduction

Public and Private in Biblical Scholarship

Problems with the Public/Private Discourse in Bl Scholarship
Public and Private as Theoretical Categories

Conclusion

Chapter 3Esther the Politician: Traditions of Counseling Werm

Introduction

Women and Royal Counsel in the Bible
Women’s Counsel in the ancient Near East
Conclusion

Chapter 4implications of the Patrimonial Household Model on
Women'’s Participation in Politics

Introduction

Women and the Domestic Sphere

Patrimonialism and the Two-Sector Model
Assessing the Patrimonial Household Model
Implications of Patrimonialism for the PersianiBer
Conclusion

10

10
15
32
32
38
41

42

42
43
54
58
67

70

70
72
88
96

99

99
101
102
110
115
120



Chapter 5Esther and Representations of Persian Royal Women 124

Introduction 124
Esther as a Source for History 125
Representations of Space and Gender in Esther 133
Counsel in the Book of Esther 137
The Status of Royal Women in Esther 139
Persian Royal Women in Greek and Persian Sources 141
Conclusion 151
Conclusion 155
Bibliography 170

Vi



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am profoundly grateful to my advisor, Professomn ID. Levenson for all of his patience,
insight, creativity, and careful reading of my wof every part of the process he offered a great
deal of encouragement and humor, both of whichgaaysignificant role in helping me to
complete this project. It was during his coursehlmbook of Esther that I first became so
intrigued by book’s complexity and nuance, andaswis willingness to let me explore new
ideas that gave me courage to develop this thesis.

| owe a great deal to Professors Peter MachingtLarry Stager, both of whom
graciously served on my committee. In additionhirt careful reading of my work, both
scholars have helped to sharpen my thinking dungdime at Harvard and the work of both has
significantly influenced the way in which | apprdad this dissertation.

| am especially grateful to of my colleagues ia Hebrew Bible program who carefully
fostered a spirit of true collegiality. My succagdstompletion of this journey was possible
because | had a wonderful group of students witbrwhstudied and worked, including Jim
Jumper, John Noble, and all the women in HebreveBdmong many others. I truly cannot
imagine what the process would have been like witliweir constant encouragement.

| also am grateful for all the support | have frasn my family at home, especially my
parents and my siblings: John, Patricia, Jamesgiglatonathan, Johanna, and Nathan Hancock.
So many friends have cheered me on by sending,caads packages, and words of
encouragement when | needed it most. | am graésfpgcially to Marty and Alicia McCabe and
Katherine Shaner, who sustained me with wondergalmand listened to endless stories over
the past several years. Finally, | must expressiegpest gratitude to Rodrigo Achurra for being

so constant in his love, his willingness to listand his support through this process.

Vii



Introduction

“If it pleases the king, let a royal order go outrh him, and let it be written among the laws of
the Persians and the Medes so that it may notiée=d] that Vashti is never again to come before
King Ahasuerus; and let the king give her royalifpas to another who is better than she. So
when the decree made by the king is proclaimedititrout all his kingdom, vast as it is, all
women will give honor to their husbands, high ama &like.” This advice pleased the king and
the officials, and the king did as Memucan propobsedsent letters to all the royal provinces, to
every province in its own script and to every pedplits own language, declaring that every man
should be master in his own house” (Esth 1:19-22).

The book of Esther introduces the problem of genelationships in the first chapter.
The private dynamics between the king and the queka refuses to do as her husband asks,
quickly become a matter for which the royal sagescansulted. Immediately, the counselors
express their fear that this minor dispute willasetational precedent, impacting the relationships
between men and women throughout the kingdom.

In the past several decades, a great of deaholaship has focused on the implications
of patriarchy for women. The primary way that this has impactelablarly assessments of
Esther is to evaluate the book in terms of the ele¢wp which Esther conforms to or deviates
from a set of gendered expectations. Biblical smtsohave often argued that during periods of
centralized authority, women are most often relegi& the domestic sphere. This viewpoint,
however, is problematic because while patriarchy mdact limit women’s roles in a variety of
different ways, it is far too superficial to imagithat women, or men, operate in just one
particular way within society. Individuals gain alode access to power and status through a

variety of means over the course of their lifetiamel it is not always fixed along rigid gender

My argument does not deny gender disparity nor wastismiss patriarchy out of hand. Rather, it is m
goal to find a more nuanced way to talk about gedgieamics, specifically as they relate to a vgradtother social
factors.



lines. Furthermore, the notion of a separate asitihdi public arena that can be clearly
distinguished from the private is anachronistith® biblical world.

If the terms public and private in relationshipitale and female roles served as a useful
heuristic device to describe the limitations ofrj@athy, it is also served to obscure the nuanced
picture presented to us by the textual evidencewlaave. One of the problems of focusing on
separate spheres as a way of explaining gendendgsas that the logic and the results of this
work become self-perpetuating. In as much as schbka/e seen separate spheres for men and
women as the essential interpretive framework fateustanding patriarchy, and women'’s role
within it, they have then also all too often apglteeir discussions of social phenomena to either
men or women exclusively.

The presumption of gendered dichotomies can bstigmed for a variety of important
reasons. For biblical scholars that have emplogesdanguage, there is a commonly held
assumption that the increased centralization afipal power that came with monarchy brought
a sharper divide between public and private spacegve that negatively impacted women.
This understanding is based primarily on anthrogicld analogy. There is more recent work
from across a variety of scholarly disciplines thaéstions the use of these categories and their
usefulness in describing women'’s lives. Furthermtbrere is a significant body of work
pertaining to historical and social specificitidgdsrael and the ancient Near East that suggests
that these categories are not applicable or ugefuht context.

The focus of this investigation is two-fold. Iretfirst place, | hope to make a case for the
historical possibility of women’s participation the life of politics, especially as political
negotiators and counselors to royalty. Furthermitiere is a historiographical element that |

hope to undertake: Esther’s literary portrayal aeman who continues in Israelite political



traditions of women who counsel royalty has implmas for how we understand postexilic life.
The connection between Esther and other biblicah@romilitates against the portrayal that
Esther is in some way “exceptional:” She is noqueiin biblical narratives in her ability to
participate in and affect change in the politic&rea. On the other hand, portraying her as
entirely conventional (that is, in close confornmtitygendered expectations) is an overly simple
description. Unlike the laws that are describethanbook of Esther, there is no one fixed,
unalterable way in which gender is configured tigtwaut the entire Bible.

It is not my intention to idealize gender relasbips within the biblical text, but rather to
demonstrate the need for a new paradigm with Wui@valuate the complex social
phenomenon of gender, one that looks at more coatpll dynamics of power. In almost every
case, power is contingent, relational, and varigbtever depends on not only the fact of gender,
but a number of other social realities such as paton, location, family identity, marital
partner, among many other others. To discuss gendgmeral terms without embedding that
social factor within a larger framework or connegtit to other types of social relationships in a
given culture is false, and thus obscures more toatpd social and political realities.
Fluctuating power relationships within the royalkeholds allowed the ongoing possibility of
women’s access to the particular political rolemfal counselor throughout Israel’s history. The
character of Esther is portrayed as a woman whornsany ways the consummate expression of
earlier iterations of various wise women, royal tigns, and personified wisdom. Access to
monarchs and important political figures was barhad familial relationships, allowing certain
men and women the opportunity to act in the capaditoyal counselor at times. Because the
political system of Israel is modeled on and shdpetamilial relationships, it cannot be reduced

to dualistic categories of public versus privatalgnversus female).



Esther as she is portrayed narratively is notcthtit rather a dynamic character who
changes over the course of the story. Emphasiseofiuidity of the portrayal of Esther in the
literary representation points in the directiortte contingent, unstable nature of power
relationships. Women'’s involvement in the politafsegotiation is not a given nor do women
have any type of unequivocal status in abstraotgeRather, influence and political power were
available at times due to a specific set of cirdamses through which a woman might gain
authority, often in her own family or community, fytue of the various relationships to which
she is connected.

Thus, | hope to shift the question from essesti@ihes (to what extent are women
different from or similar to men? To what extenh @@men achieve power in a patriarchal
society?) to a more historically inflected one, hives the portrayal of Esther reflect on earlier
narratives about the role/position of counseloiwhat does this tell us about the author of
Esther’s views about postexilic realities? To dveellthe question of difference is to ask the
entirely wrong question of Esther. Investigatiorttté extent to which she is an embodiment of
patriarchal values or a subversion of them obsdim@sore significant political realities which
are at stake in this narrative.

The versions of the Esther story examined indigsertation include both the Masoretic
text and the six Septuagint additions to Esthenagkious points in this work, the Greek (LXX)
is compared to the MT but despite the very diffemcerns present in the Greek text of Esther

from those of the Hebrew versidithe additions and changes in the LXX do not sigaiftly

2 The LXX additions of Esther demonstrate a numti&oacerns that are entirely absent in the MT. Most
notably, the LXX includes a number of explicit nefaces to God that are nowhere found in the HebFéig.
includes several long prayers on the part of irtligls, including Esther, intended to demonstratepthty of the
Jews in Persia and the divine role in deliveramomfenemies, giving the text a more religious ersghahere are
other elements added as well. For example, AdetirBeotes the shift to a “Hellenistic worldviewificluding
certain stylistic literary conventions. See Adekrl, Esther(The JPS Bible Commentary; Philadelphia: The
Jewish Publication Society, 2001) 1.
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change my argument regarding the inadequacy ofusahotomous gendered categories for
evaluating either Esther or women more generablyefal scholars have made arguments about
one or another version offering a more positivaegative view of women, although there is no
clear consensus about which version has a moréyeogiew. This discussion will be taken up

in chapter 1 as suggestive of ways that ideas ajender and gender roles may not be as fixed
as some have claimed. | do not find any evidenoegher, that any one of these versions of
Esther provides sufficient evidence that women veedinarily confined to the private sphere

and deviation from that realm represents an exaemt the normal behavior.

Methodology

This dissertation is a social history, examininghdderary and historical sources for
evidence that might suggest new possibilities about women'’s participation in politics might
be understood. This work draws on feminist schalarboth from within the field of biblical
studies as well as other scholarly disciplines. Wiate | have drawn on feminist bible scholars,
and relied heavily on their work, | also challertige application of anthropological models about
public and private spaces both on the basis ofétieal problems and on the grounds that they
do not apply to the specific situation of the antidear East nor to the narrative representation
of Esther. Thus, | have focused on takingearicapproach, one that tries to take seriously the
native linguistic expressions and paradigms withanculture. Even if the language that a culture
uses to describe itself and its social structuregritten texts represents a certain kind of
political rhetoric, it also must refer to certawcsl realities within the culture in order for the
rhetoric to be intelligible: it is familiarity wittthe social structures described in the rhetoat th

allows the metaphor to work. The use of a narraexe for an historical examination cannot



prove conclusively what the social realities famen were, or whether or not they were
involved in political negotiations. Yet the compilgxand variety of ways that women are
represented in narrative suggests far more nudwaceprevious paradigms have assumed,
intimating that gender and power are contingentraagbtiable variables. Thus, there is likely a
great deal of diversity in the kinds of experientteg women had over the course of their lives,

particularly in relationship to the degree of powaad influence they may have had.

Chapter Outline
Chapter 1 Introduction to the Problem: Esther in Scholarship

Chapter 1 introduces the way that Esther has pesented in biblical scholarship,
particularly in relationship to assessments thaiapeto her gender. Scholars have seen in Esther
completely opposite representations: Some haveeddwer as a paradigm for liberation, while
others have viewed her as the embodiment of peliahralues. Esther then, is viewed then as
one of two poles: she is either typical or excemloBoth of these viewpoints are inherently
problematic because they assume that there i®d &éixpectation across a variety of
demographic variables for all women and men, aatliehavior outside of this must then be
exceptional. A number of positive aspects of bdilgcholarship on Esther are also examined
that suggest some more nuanced possibilities fainmgdeyond this simple formulation of

public and private.

Chapter 2: Theoretical Problems with the Languag®liR and Private
This chapter examines the assumptions that undettggrdichotomous portrayals of

Esther in that both assessments of her (whethéiy@er negative) are grounded in an



assumption of public and private spaces. Scholasemploy these categories start with the
belief that the normal arena for female activityhis private sphere, while men normally inhabit
the public. Some biblical scholars have arguedithaimes of political instability, there may be
more opportunity for women to occupy political rgléut this is severely limited in times of
greater political centralization. Yet there areaaiety of theoretical problems with this paradigm,
and thus the history of the discourse and the problthat attend it are explored here. The
picture that emerges from this examination is thattanguage of public/private is anachronistic
and tends to obfuscate the understanding of wontiee's rather than to clarify it, especially
when specific situations are examined more clogghgn in instances when a particular culture
employs this rhetoric, it seems to operate at aréieal level only; when the specific cultural
dynamics are examined more closely, the categbagm to collapse. Thus, the predominance
of the language in scholarship indicates far mbi@athe historiographic stance of those who

employ the language than about the societiesaitrgdts to describe.

Chapter 3: Esther the Politician: Traditions of Gmeling Women

This chapter addresses one aspect of the Esthalassiiip presented in Chapter 1;
specifically, the viewpoint that Esther representsome way an exception to standard portrayals
of biblical women. Although Esther is one of onlfeav narratives in the Bible in which the title
character is a woman, the narrative about her cteralludes to a great deal of previous
literature. Thus, one problem with viewing Esthglaa exceptional figure who defies gender
stereotypes is that she participates in a litetragition with a number of other figures from both
biblical and other ancient Near Eastern literarg historical sources. The relationship between

Esther and other wise women who counsel royalex@&nined in this chapter. These narratives



in conjunction with historical sources when reagether allow for the possibility that one
political role available to women was that of rogdVvisor, a literary tradition in which the story
of Esther participates. The literary resonance betwEsther and other women of the ancient

Near East challenges the specific application efahblic/private paradigm to the Esther story.

Chapter 4: Implications of the Patrimonial Housethdllodel on Women'’s
Participation in Politics

Chapter 4 examines to the political structurearafient Near Eastern monarchies to
examine whether or not women might have had at¢oessole in political negotiations. This
chapter focuses especially on the Patrimonial HuoiseModel (PHM) because of the
implications of this work for thinking about thdagonships between families and households as
important in shaping both political structures ametaphors. The Patrimonial Household Model
does not specifically address the role of womehiwipatrimonialism. Yet work on this subject
is especially significant because the evidencegmtesl indicates the ongoing importance of
family relationships and metaphors in both intéora! and domestic political arenas, even
during times of political centralization. This wotklls into question one previous scholarly
assumption that the monarchy or other centralizdidypundermined kinship networks. The
PHM does not rely on bureaucracy but rather ontaor& of relationships. Thus, if kinship
structures remained even with political central@atthen another pillar of the public/private
paradigm is undermined because it is through fameigtionships that women, like men, might
have had access to power, depending on the resaiminto which they were born or married.

This has implications for the Persian period, altffiothe PHM may not apply in all its details,



because like Ugarit and Israel, Persian societytaimied strong family and tribal relationships

throughout the Achaemenid Period.

Chapter 5: Esther and Representations of PersiaygR¢/omen

This chapter examines the portrayal of Esther assstepresented in the biblical
narrative alongside both Greek and Persian souftese specific categories are examined,
including the representations of space and getigerole of royal counselors, and the political
position of royal Persian women. In none of theggesentations can the reliance on categories
of public and private be justified. The biblicaktef Esther does not portray Esther as
segregated in a private sphere, either physicaligetaphorically. The Greek and Persian
sources on women, although they do not presentiadpictures, both suggest the strong
presence of Persian royal women in political armhemic life. The book of Esther does seem to
include a number of stereotypes found within Gigekature about Persians—especially those
intended to portray Persian society as weak aretrgfiate in contrast to Greek culture—but
ultimately Esther is not the caricature of Pers@yal women found in Greek sources who is
vengeful and controlling. Rather, because the stbBsther also draws on a variety of biblical
stories, Esther emerges as a woman who is persuasd/authoritative precisely because the
stakes are so high: she is impelled to act onlyeugdeat duress because her very life and the life

of her people are at stake.



Chapter 1: Introduction to the Problem: Esther in Scholarship

Introduction

“No other book of the Old Testament has receivegth snixed reviews by good, God-
fearing men [sic] as the Book of Esthér.”

“Different people see the same person in diffevesys. This is true in both life and

literature. This is also the case with literaryfigs. It is acutely so with Esthet.”

One has only to scratch the surface of the libeeabn the book of Esther to discover that
scholars have subjected the title character tolwidigergent interpretations. On the one hand,
some have seen Esther as merely a beauty queemanwith little else but her appearance to
recommend her. Paton—a scholar of the early twénteentury—viewed Esther as remarkable
for her looks rather than any particular abiliti@8arey Moore in his 1979 commentary on Esther
stated in his introduction that Mordecai “supplted brains while Esther simply followed his
directions,® a statement that seemingly affirms the view pawvéod by Pator.Yet others have
seen in Esther a variety of positive possibilitisdré LaCocque, for example, describes Esther

as a subversive figure, thus categorizing the lmjdksther as part of a genre of protest

3 Carey A. MooreEsther: A New Translation with Introduction and Goentary(Anchor Bible 7B; New
York: Doubleday, 1971) xvii.

* Michael V. Fox, “Three Esthers” ifihe Book of Esther in Modern Reseatet. Sidnie White Crawford
and Leonard J. Greenspoon; London: T & T Clark,3300

® Lewis B. PatonA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the BooEsther(International Critical
Commentary; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1908) 96.

® Moore, Esther ii.
" This is a view about which Moore later expressezhgregret. Carey Moore, “ ‘It Takes a Village’ to

Produce a Commentary” ithe Book of Esther in Modern Reseafel. Sidnie White Crawford and Leonard J.
Greenspoon; London: T & T Clark, 2003) 3-8, at 8 8n
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literature® These dichotomous viewpoints, under various guls&ge continued to characterize
scholarship on the book of Esther up through prtesen

In recent decades, there has been an increasedsinin the book of EsthéOne cause
for the attention, among many others, is the grgviiady of feminist scholarship. The literature
on the book of Esther demonstrates a strong pityctiy read Esther in order to determine what
the narrative can tell us about the role of wonegther positively or negatively. The focus on
this subject is not without textual warrant. In thiet place, the title character of the book is a
woman. Moreover, the book of Esther highlightsidseie of power relationships between
husbands and wives in the very first chapter ofbibek, albeit in a comical manner,
demonstrating what Danna Nolan Fewell sees asfthgility of male sovereignty” in the
book. Upon Vashti’s refusal to answer the king’siswons to the banquet, Ahasuerus had her
deposed as queen. At the advice of his advisorsy Khasuerus declared an edict requiring that
“all women will give honor to their husbands, higind low alike” (Esth 1:20). It is precisely this
plot element—the removal of Vashti from the throrteat occasions the scenario by which a
Jewish orphan rises to the throne as queen, sefirtige entire plot for the book of Esther. Thus

the story itself introduces the subject matteratdtionships between husbands and wives into

8 In his introduction, LaCocque speaks about thigest in relationship to four texts: Susanna, Judit
Esther, and Ruth. Later he discusses the chamicEsther more explicitly. André LaCocquhe Feminine
Unconventional: Four Subversive Figures in Isradlladition (Overtures to Biblical Theology; Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1990) 1 and 71.

° It was in response to this growing body of literatthat a symposium on Esther was held in 2000 in
Omaha, Nebraska, out of which a joint edited volumas published: Sidnie White Crawford and Leonard J
Greenspoon, ed¥he Book of Esther in Modern Reseafdburnal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplet
380; London: T & T Clark International, 2003).

19 Danna Nolan Fewell, “Feminist Readings of the té@bBible: Affirmation, Resistance, and
TransformationJournal for the Study of the Old Testamaat(1987) 83.
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the narrative, hinting to modern exegetes thastlgect of male-female relationships is of no
small importance in this bodk.

Timothy Beal sees the focus on relationships betvwemsbands and wives in chapter 1 of
the MT of Esther as providing a frame thateigves the mark of erasuré’? one consequence
of which is that “there are traces of that gendesdal conflict and the problematics of gender
politics it entails.*® For Beal, then, the introduction in the first cteaps a palimpsest; the
narrative that follows is written over chapter gnkath the narrative that follows are traces of
that first chapter and the themes that are four@utfhout. Thus, he views chapter one is not
merely a plot device by which to set up the matioac rather it influences the whole narrative
and thus provides clues for the book’s interpretatlhe idea that the first chapter provides the
interpretive clue for the entirety of the restloé ook is probably overstating the case because
the narrative of Esther is exceptionally compleet oth Fewell and Beal’s observations are
significant; they both strongly suggest that gerdigramics are important within the narrative
and thus the text of Esther provides sufficientsesior investigating issues of gender and power
in the story.

When scholars have focused on the character bEEst relationship to the fact of her
gender, they have come to no consensus on hovewoher, echoing the ambivalence toward

Esther more generally. Zefira Gitay notes thatiidical text opens up this ambiguity, a fact

1 See, for example, the comment of Michael Foxttiith, the author is something of a protofeminist.
This book is the only one in the Bible with a cdoss and sustained interest in sexual politics. ddrecept of
sexual politics can be applied precisely and witlamachronism to Memuchan’s advice and the ensigagee in
1:16-22.” Michael V. FoxCharacter and Ideology in the Book of Estf2d ed.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
2001.

2 Timothy K. Beal, “Tracing Esther’s Beginnings,”AnFeminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and
Susannded. Athalya Brenner; The Feminist Companion toBhse 7; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995
87-110, at 103.

13 Ibid., 107. The introduction of this theme earthe narrative of the MT suggests to Beal “the
possibility of a critique of the very gender-codmder it is introducing” (89).

12



that has been reflected both in the scholarshigsther and in the visual representations of her
from early on until the present. She describeswleopposite interpretive possibilities evident
in both scholarship and visual representation ghestingly, not only artists are puzzled with
regard to Esther’s role in Ahasuerus’s court. Biyiics also express two diametrically opposed
views concerning Esther’s role. Some view her faslafledged queen, whereas others maintain
that the crown on her head (2.17) has decoratikevanly.™ It is precisely this tension within
interpretations of Esther that we shall take ad#tginning point our discussions on the book.
Some interpreters have found her to be exceptionéworthy precisely because she is
so different from the portrayal of other biblicabmen that she stands out as a paradigm of a
woman who, against all odds defies gender sterestythus serving as a positive model. One
reason for this view of her is tied directly to Ipartrayal in the biblical text as a woman who is
politically effective through the persuasivenest@f words: Esther 7:3—-4 records Queen
Esther’s speech to King Ahasuerus in which shedsiéar her own life and the life of her
people. Twice previously in the narrative, persgrablems have become political, escalating
into national crises—first when Vashti refused pp@ar when the king requested her presence
(Esth 1:13-22) and again when Mordecai would n@t before Haman (Esth 3:6—11). Here in
her speech, Esther cleverly mitigates bloodshedwhe inverts the violent trend toward
escalating personal problems that had been edtatlisy both the king and Haman,
transforming a political crisis—the pending genecad the Jewish people—into a very personal

matter and winning her case before the king (E2k4).

14 Zefira Gitay, “Esther and the Queen’s Throne,Aiffeminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and Susanna
(ed. Athalya Brenner; The Feminist Companion toBi#e 7; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1p936-148,
at 138.
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Conversely she has been read as a woman who oonébosely to gendered
expectations, the product of a patriarchal authoo Wvas used her character as a way to reinforce
a particular ideology of gender and power. Elementhe narrative suggesting to exegetes that
Esther is the product of patriarchal values incltiaefact that her beauty and obedience are
highlighted. Furthermore, it is only through hexditional role as a wife that Esther is able to
bring about change. Esther does not change thersybut rather finds ways to adapt to the
political and social limitations placed on her ars# them to her advantage.

Regardless, scholars who have focused on theigunedtgender, whether their view is
positive or negative, tend to frame the analysiteims of her relationship to patriarchy:
According to most descriptions of her, she is dektode either defiant of, or in conformity
with, patriarchal expectation3 These two trends in scholarly appraisals of Estharbe
described, in the words of Fewell, as a focus treei‘text-affirming” or “text-resistant”
readings-® Each of these analyses of Esther presumes thatitha regular way in which female
roles are consistently configured throughout theidal narratives. Evaluating Esther, then,
means a discussion of the degree to which she cosfto, or deviates from, set societal
expectations.

It is the purpose of this chapter to review andleate the scholarship on the book of

Esther, and the problems with evaluating her d®eiine of two options: exceptional or typical.

15 This observation has been made by others as Se#l for example, Timothy LaniaBhame and Honor
in the Book of EsthgSociety of Biblical Literature Dissertation Sexi£65; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1997) 6;
and Susan NiditcH,Short Stories: The Book of Esther and the Them&aoifnen as a Civilizing Force,” i@ld
Testament Interpretation Past, Present, and Futissay in Honor of Gene M. TucKed. James L. Mays;
Nashville: Abingdon, 1995) 195-209.

16 Fewell is not describing these types of readingtsgies specifically in relationship to scholapsbi
Esther, although she does discuss Esther in hieleatiut to describe different trends evidentémfnist scholarship
in general. Nevertheless, her descriptions of thesemodels are particularly apropos of the wayotafs have
assessed Esther. Fewell, “Feminist Readings dfidiwew Bible,” 81-82.
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The problem with characterizing her in these twpagite ways is that it relies on an assumption
of dichotomous and gendered categories that regulaimen’s lives, at least in ordinary
circumstances. Both the evaluations of Esthergbather as reinforcing and those that view her
as defying gendered expectations are problematiause gender was just one of many social
realities that determined societal expectations.wWithin the body of scholarship on Esther,
there are also a significant number of importagggestions that point toward a more nuanced

social and political reality.

Esther in Scholarship

In considering Esther and Ruth together, Estheh&determines that both stories,
although they are named after the primary femaseadter, are “toldby a man’s world, but also
for a man’s world. These are not stories of womenstaries of female role models determined
and fostered by the strongly developed patriaricieadlogy.™’ According to her evaluation of
Esther’s character, she falls short when compaotil to Mordecai and to Vashti: In contrast to
the positive portrayal of Mordecai, Fuchs deemé&isto be “pretty, obedient, silver-tongued,
and somewhat manipulativé®in contrast to “the willful Persian wife” Vashfsther appears
“meek and selfless® Through her adherence to patriarchal norms, Esiltietately reinforces
the status quo. Fuchs states, “Ruth and Estheopérshe reinstitution of patriarchal order.

Only by reenacting the roles assigned to them byp#triarchal system as wives and mothers

17 Esther Fuchs, “Status and Role of Female Herdmtee Biblical Narrative,” irWomen in the Hebrew
Bible: A Readefed. Alice Bach; New York: Routledge, 1999) 77-8484.

18 pid., 81.

19pid., 82.
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can women become national heroin&sZor Fuchs, the book of Esther both reflects and
reinforces patriarchy, portraying the male fantag female heroine: She affects victory for her
people while conforming perfectly to male expectasi of women.

Alice Laffey offers a similar estimation of Estlseecharacter as a woman who is
represented in the narrative as merely a sex olyjiet Fuchs, Laffey also contrasts Esther’s
behavior to Vashti’'s actions. While Vashti defiezt husband’s command, thus refusing to
submit herself to patriarchal expectations, Estbpresents “a stereotypical woman in a man’s
world.”** Mary Gendler would also prefer Vashti to Estheaasodel woman, offering a harsh
critique of Esther:

What about Esther do | find objectionable? In nvesys she sounds like an ideal
woman—beautiful, pious, obedient, courageous. iigjust this which | find objectionable.
Esther is certainly the prototype—and perhaps evetereotype—of the ideal Jewish woman
an ideal which | find restrictive and repressite.

Her concern is not only that Esther conforms tdéacedimited gender roles, but also that her
portrayal shapes expectations for future generstiddewish womeft Fuchs, Laffey, and
Gendler believe that the story of Vashti servea esutionary tale. The woman who defies
patriarchy will not succeed; the woman who confotai is held up an as exemplary woman.
Carey Moore’s commentary on Esther reflects a \oé®sther in which her role is
secondary to that of her uncle, Mordecai. He stdteshe Hebrew version it is more asserted

than illustrated that Mordecai was wise and goduijesbeautiful and courageous, Esther

2 pid., 83.

2 Alice Laffey, An Introduction to the Old Testament: A Femimstspective (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1988) 216.

22 Mary Gendler, “The Restoration of Vashti,”Tine Jewish Woma(ed. Elizabeth Koltun; New York:
Schocken, 1976) 241-47, at 242.

2 bid., 247.
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nonetheless seems to be almost two-dimensighalie low estimation of Esther’s role in the
narrative is reflected in his translation of EstBg}, which he translates as “Then, let the girl
who most please the king be queen in place of VA$hThe Hebrew verb he translates as “to be
queen” could also have been rendered in a moreeastiy, “to reign.*® He describes this

choice as intentional, intended to reflect EsthiexXk of status, stating, “Esther was called
gueen, but she did not rule; even after being qéeefive years (see iii 7), Esther still occupied
a weak and precarious position—in her own eyesastt+—for she was most uncertain about her
fate and her powers over the king (see iv i)lhus, Moore views the role that Esther occupies
in passive terms. She is the wife of the king,aatoman wields political power herself.

Bea Wyler also evaluates Esther in terms of bafamity to patriarchy, but also
recognizes that she is doubly disadvantaged, irstimis both a Jew and a woman. Although
initially reluctant, Esther does ultimately panpate in liberation of the Jewish people, but not in
the liberation of women and thus, “What she haskdabout discrimination as a Jew is
apparently not applicable to her situation as a aom a male-dominated world. Her
emancipation is one-sided and thus incompl&t&\Vyler described the dual problems faced by
Esther: racism and sexism, of which only one pnobieresolved. Ultimately then, for Wyler,
Esther never escapes the confines of patriarcmfpoming to gender norms. She states that

“Queen Esther remains bound to the decrees of wiéiten in the script and language of her

24 Moore,Esther LIV.
% |bid., 15.

% Here he is reacting against Paton’s translati@ti§ipally, choosing over and against Paton’s tiatitn
to use the passive rather than the active sense.

" |bid., 18.
2 Bea Wyler, “The Incomplete Emancipation of a QuéanA Feminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and

Susannded. Athalya Brenner; The Feminist Companion ®Bfble 7; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 309
132.
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own husband the king (1.22). She has no influend®ihg to bear on this state of affairs for
herself or for other women, due to her blindnessigber situation as a woman, at the single
moment when power is concentrated in her feminar&(8.1), she hands it all over to
Mordecai (8.2).%°

For Lillian Klein, the portrayal of Esther is cklg tied to the understanding of honor and
shame, values that she sees as important in tsraalture and a central concern throughout the
story of Esther. She argues that honor can be\sghia ancient cultures through autonomy,
something that can be accomplished only by men. @ooan achieve honor only through
embodying shame, that is, “they take pride in dbating to their males’ honor through
preservation of feminine modest’Underlying her understanding of honor and sharse, a
associated with men and women, respectively, isdh@nce on categories of public and private
spaces for describing gender norms. She stategyr@tect his honor and social reputation from
his wife’s shameful behavior, a husband has sguiattognized strategies: segregation of his
women, insisting that they remain veiled in pubdind restricting their social behavior to
‘women’s spaces.”* Thus Klein is somewhat circumspect about viewisthEr as an
exceptional woman because her “actions in the ntiascworld” are masked by the
“appearancef feminine shame* She states,

Esther has been championed as an example of aprsitey woman. Nevertheless, the text
demonstrates how she acts behind the mask ofifamshame.’ Thus Esther epitomizes the
book’'s message and manipulation of the honor/shherae.

%9 |bid.

%0 Lillian R. Klein, “Honor and Shame in Esther,” snFeminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and Susanna
(ed. Athalya Brenner; The Feminist Companion toBi#e 7; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1p9%9-75,
at 150-1.

* bid., 151.

32 |bid., 175.
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Klein’s evaluation of Esther, then, is that sha isoman who appears to embody gender norms
outwardly, while she subverts them subtly. Ultinhgténis text offers a message for diasporan
Jews who also cannot achieve full autonomy and st conform to outward expectations of
submission to the dominant political authority, lghexerting freedom to subvert expectations in
an inconspicuous way.

Other scholars have noticed that although Esttvefocms to gender norms, this view is
not one which the author of Esther endorses. ldstane have seen in the person of Esther a
representation of the diasporic Jewish community a$ole. This work builds on the
observations of scholars who have stressed thdttable of Esther was written to provide a
solution to theological tensions and problems tlaate along with Exile and life in Diaspora.
Take, for example, the thesis of W. Lee Humphreysihich he suggests that Esther and Daniel
“are tales of a particular type, which, along witleir considerable entertainment value, develop
a particular theological emphasis addressed tertierging Jewish communities of the Persian
and Hellenistic diaspora. They suggest and illtstaacertain style of life for the Jew in his
foreign environment® This argument is echoed by Levenson, who contératshe book of
Esther neither highlights nor ignores nationalibot, rather it “speaks . .. of a newly-defined
Israel. It tells how ‘Judeans’ became ‘Jew¥.Both Humphreys and Levenson highlight the
importance of identity politics—which have bothethnic and religious component—that are at

work in the book of Esther.

BW. Lee Humphreys, “A Life-style for Diaspora: Au8lly in the Tales of Esther and Danielgurnal of
Biblical Literature92 (1973) 211-223, at 211.

34 Jon Levenson, “The Scroll of Esther in Ecumeniespective,Journal of Ecumenical Studids
(1976) 440-52, at 451.
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It is in this vein that Sidnie White Crawford batbnfirms the view of Esther as a
traditional woman while offering a far more sympedtb portrayal of her. She argues tkather
serves as a role model for diasporic living. Shesdesther as “the epitome of a cooperative
courtier,” a character who achieves success byingtkvithin the system For Crawford,
Esther serves a symbolic value in modeling tharfgslof disenfranchisement felt by diasporan
Jews; her characterization suggests that adapyabith necessary element for life in the
Diaspora®® This view presumes that women are symbols of pessness, one that the author
recognizes but does not authorize. Rather, theoautfes the most powerless image possible, a
woman, an orphan, and a resident alien as a metpfgmthe vulnerabilities experienced by
Jews living under Persian rule rather than to diyeovestigate gender relationships.

In a later article on Esther and Judith, Crawiootes that both Esther and Judith play a
role in the subversion of patriarchal norms intthieifeat of two men, Haman and Holofernes,
respectively’’ The portrayal of women in the postexilic periochasoes against foreign powers
gives narrative shape to socio-political realiti®ke says,

The women, in addition to being women and thereddisecondary status in society, are also
representative of the Jews. . . . The Jews ipdiséexilic period were dominated by foreign
powers and thus politically in the cultural pasitiof women; the Gentile male’s defeat by the
Jewish woman thus resonated along political abasegender line¥.

In contrasting the two women, she follows the waoirkuchs, Laffey, and Gendler who critique

the characterization of Esther as an embodimepawfarchal valued’ suggesting that this is

% Sidnie Ann White, “Esther: A Feminine Model fomlsh Diaspora,” irGender and Difference in
Ancient Israeled. Peggy L. Day; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989)}1&] at 173.

%6 |bid, 166-7.

37 Sidnie White Crawford, “Esther and Judith: Contsas Character,” iThe Book of Esther in Modern
Researched. Sidnie White Crawford and Leonard J. Greeasphondon: T & T Clark, 2003) 61-76, at 65.

%8 |hid.
% bid., 71.
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one possibility for Esther’s ultimate acceptande the canon while Judith was not. She states,
“It is Esther’s essential adherence to this norat thakes her sometimes suspect conduct
acceptable to her mostly male audience, and mag played some role in the book’s eventual
canonization.*® According to Crawford, Esther conforms to patrieicvalues because of her
married status, her beauty, and her obediéhireher estimation, Esther adapts to gender
expectations, working within the privacy of homeyar exercising any kind of public
authority®? Crawford is mediating, then, between the two palas views Esther as a typical
woman in relationship to gender, but also recognihat gender may signify larger political
realities of powerlessness. Thus, from her perspgeatine cannot evaluate the degree to which
Esther conforms to gendered expectations withaagmeizing how this impacts and reflects the
Jewish community’s own sense of disenfranchisement.

The view that Esther is a role model, however,rf@gone uncontested. Timothy Beal’s
work challenges this view, suggesting that it isrbwsimplistic. Beal suggests instead that
Esther highlights the complex problems of idenpiyitics, rather than offering a straightforward
model to emulaté® He views as Esther as a “literary farce that higgtts the impossibilities of
locating and fixing the not-self, or other (spexdfly the woman as other and the Jew as other)
over against ‘us.”* For him, Esther is not a projection of a particitaage but rather “the

aggregationof many identity convergences, shifting alignmeatspivalences, and margin

“% bid.

*bid., 73.

*2bid., 72.

43 Timothy Beal Book of Hiding: Gender, Ethnicity, Annihilation,&aksther(London: Routledge, 1997).

* Ibid., ix.
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locations.*® Beal sees social identity as a complex phenomenloich includes, but is not
limited to gender.

In a somewhat different vein from the work of Cravd, liberation theologians have
also celebrated Esther as a character who is digaravaluable for the emancipatory possibility
that she presents. While Crawford sees Esthenaddel of how to work within the system,
several theologians have seen her as an examlibei@tion. The work of Asian-American
theologian Roy Sano focused on the story of Esther model for the way in which stories can
offer a resource to ethnic minority communitiesp@ak about their own histories of
oppressiorf® Building on Sano’s work, Orlando Costas argued tie book of Esther not only
offers language to minorities in the United Statearticulate their own experiences, but also
offers possibilities to “any theological discouthat seeks to be liberatin§”Thus, Costas finds
the book of Esther to represent a significant emajé to the societal norms. He states:

The story of Esther offers a paradigm of liberatimgological reflection. Its central episode
represents a radical questioning of the statuslfjdoes not accept a negative event as fate or an
accident of history. Rather, it identifies it awigked historical deed and challenges it in the
name of justice. It sees history as open to chéorghe better because it is led by a providential
and liberating God who stands behind the powedassoppressefi.

Sano and Costas focus less on the specific questtigender. However, Costas’ evaluation of
Esther stresses that she embodies “a radical quesdiof the status quo,” and thus can be seen

very clearly as a subversion of societal normsexbctations*®

** Ibid.

6 Roy Sano, “Ethnic Liberation Theology: Neo-OrthagdReshaped or Replaced?"@hristianity and
Crisis 35 (1975) 258-64.

" Orlando E. Costas, “The Subversiveness of Faiithdt as a Paradigm for Liberating Theology,”
Ecumenical Review0 (1988) 66—78, at 66.

8 |bid., 67.

“9 For another perspective on Esther as a charati@idemonstrates liberation and also serves todiber
others, see also, John F. Craghan, “Esther: A Riltigrated Woman,Bible Today24 (1986) 6-11.
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Talmon’s observations about the strong connecteawéen the canonical book of Esther
and the wisdom tradition earned Esther a high esiim in his analysis. Talmon categorized the
book of Esther as an “historicized wisdom-tale,’iethhe described as “@nactmenof
standard ‘Wisdom’ motifs® He acknowledged that the book of Esther is in ag @ set of wise
maxims like the book of Proverbs, functioning iol@ar and explicitly didactic manner, but
rather it is an example of “applied wisdom” illueting by example that the path of wisdom is
the one which leads to success. Thus, he desdfdibsr as one who “achieves proverbial
success (Prov iii 4)” for it is she who “overshadower uncle and outclasses his adversary
Haman in the art of crafty planning and successfekution.? One of the most significant
aspects of his analysis is that in connecting Estheiisdom literature, he also sees her portrayal
as a continuation of portrayals of other biblicalnmen who are also depicted as a clever:
Delilah, Jael, Michal, Rachel, Bathsheba, and tise woman of Tekoa, to name a fén his
estimation, it was not at all uncommon for bibliegadmen to be portrayed as wise, stating,
“Courageous and determined women apparently ofeme found in wisdom circles> For
Talmon, at least, Esther was a part of a largéitiom of women who might take on a more
active role in a wisdom context.

Bruce Jones uses Talmon'’s observations concewistpm and concludes that Esther is

portrayed in the narrative as “a sage, not a sgaetl?* In his essay, one of his two primary

*0 Shemaryahu Talmon,. “ ‘Wisdom’ in the Book of Estfi Vetus Testamentuft8 (1963) 419-55, at 426.
*! 1bid., 449.

*2 1bid., 450-1.

*% bid., 451.

¥ Bruce W. Jones, “Two Misconceptions about the BobEsther,"Catholic Biblical Quarterly39 (1977)
171-81, at 177.
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tasks is to offer a rebuttal to certain “liberateaimen” who “have found reason to dislike Esther

t.%° His work is in direct

because of the chauvinistic view of Esther whiakythee in i
conversation with earlier negative assessmentsibfelE by feminist scholars, including Letha
Scanzoni and Nancy Hardesty, who see the firsttehap Esther as an argument that women
must be obedient to husbarfd$ie says that those who have misunderstood theagatiof
Esther as negative toward women have overlookeddhgality of humor throughout the work
as a literary devic®. Jones explicitly cites Talmon and expresses ageaemith him regarding
the strong connections between Esther and the migdadition. Despite Talmon’s
determination that women were often depicted as wisnes finds suggests instead the role of
sage “is uncommon for a woman” but still finds teather “fills it, surpassing even
Mordecai.”® Both see her as embodying wisdom ideals, andahmere public figure. For
Talmon, this places her in a larger wisdom traditihile for Bruce this represents a kind of
anomaly.

Although many scholars have followed Talmon’s ssjipn that Esther has strong
connections to wisdom literature, others have gomestl this evaluation. Crenshaw, for example,
has serious doubts about relating the book of Estlweclosely to wisdom literature. In his
article, “Method in Determining Wisdom Influenceamp‘Historical’ Literature,” he examines

the methods of several scholars who have emphasieadle that wisdom literature has played

in impacting other books. His concern is for theaklkshment of formal criteria for the genre of

%5 |bid., 171. His other task is to respond to obget that the book of Esther is problematic becariske
“cruelty and nationalism” some saw in it (ibid.).

%% |etha Scanzoni and Nancy Hardegll,We're Meant to Be A Biblical Approach to Wonsehiberation
(Waco: Word Books, 1974) 93 citedJdones, Two Misconceptions,” 172 n. 5.

5 |bid., 171.

%8 |bid., 177.
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wisdom literature. He contends that wisdom canedilo broadly construed or it is no longer
constitutive of a genre, arguing “The multiplicdfwisdom’s representatives and answers must
not force one into a definition that is so comprediee that it becomes unusabfé ¥While
Crenshaw is helpful for thinking about the methondsessary for establishing a literary genre, it
does not undermine the central observations of dalragarding a strong connection between
wisdom traditions and the book of Esther, evendbies not employ all the requisite formal
literary markers of wisdom literature.

The observation regarding the limit to Esther’'stiayal in relationship to wisdom was
picked up by Kevin McGeough, who contends thataaltfih Esther does conform to wisdom
expectations in the beginning of the story, shienaltely moves beyond them. McGeough argues
that wisdom literature focused on the strategieg¥eryday life that would enable success.
These, however, must be abandoned when therea tbrithe normal, everyday circumstances.
He argues,

Wisdom, then reflects normative and ideal behafdaoeveryday life. When conditions are

normal or stable, wisdom provides good guidelimesbEhavior. When the normative construct is
threatened, these behaviors are insufficient. lisendiere a hero must step in. So the story of
Esther, ellgghough reflecting wisdom values, musvigl®a character that supersedes those values
as savior.

In this way, Esther does serve as a role modehtwalues that she demonstrates, but is not a
character that ordinary people would emulate bexhes actions were exceptional, brought on
by extreme necessity, not everyday situations. d¢telades then, “Thus, although the story of

Esther fulfills liberative fantasies, it is stitiierently conservativé’® McGeough does not stress

%9 James Crenshaw, “Method in Determining Wisdomuieriice upon ‘Historical’ LiteratureJournal of
Biblical Literature99 (1969) 129-42, at 131.

80 Kevin McGeough, “Esther the Hero: Going Beyond $dbm’ in Heroic Narratives Catholic Biblical
Quarterly 70 (2008) 44—65, at 65.

*t Ibid.
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the fact of Esther’s gender, but does assess bkeifisplly in relationship to whether or not she
offers a model of liberation from social expectasoUItimately, McGeough finds that Esther
does not subvert the status quo, but rather aets exceptional way due to the particularity of
her specific circumstances. Her behavior, howesearpt likely to be replicated by others:
Heroes are people that are admired but not imitategteryday life.

The title of LaCocque’s booKhe Feminine Unconventional: Four Subversive Figure
Israel’'s Tradition readily identifies him as a scholar who read$&sés a character who
subverts the gendered expectations placed on wokeeording to LaCocque, Esther is
anything but the embodiment of patriarchal stengesy rather the book of Esther, along with
Ruth, Judith, and Susanna, was written as a resgortee gender imbalance that had developed
during the postexilic period that looked back toeanlier time of gender equity during the
premonarchic eré: He sees the book of Esther as a “subversive pigliterature.®® Along
with Susanna, Judith, and Ruth, Esther standshatei biblical tradition; they are exemplars of
women who “break the stereotypes of femininity, lInpbecoming masculine, but by
transcending the male-female polarity while remmairthe feminine ‘females’ that they aré.”
According to this viewpoint, then, there are veegative stereotypes about women prevalent in
the postexilic period, but the author of Estheraswvay concurs with them; instead he imagines
through the narrative another possibility on hownven might be viewed. The conviction held

by LaCocque that Esther’s author is trying to subgender expectations, and thus portrays her

62 LaCocqueThe Feminine Unconventiond—6.
% Ibid., 71.

54 bid., 117.
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as “unconventional,” indicates a strong reliancdéhmidea that there are fixed gender
expectations, among which is that women ordinaldynot exercise public roles.

Michael Fox’s commentary on the book of Estheui®ss a great deal on
characterization. Although he views Mordecai asmioee exemplary character, he notes that it
is Esther alone who the author portrays as dynastating, “The distinctive feature in the
portrayal of Esther is change. Esther alone unasrgoowth and surprises the reader by
unpredictable development®He sees Esther having undergone a three-part lygmatess:
passivity, activity, authorit§° Esther’s process of growth, as well as the absehaogracles in
the story, places the emphasis in the narrativdhoman resources—intellectual as well as
spiritual—even of people not naturally leadetslh this way, Fox seems to draw on the work of
Crawford, concluding that although Esther’s actiaresnot typical, they speak specifically to a
postexilic Diaspora context. Fox sees the auth&sbier as providing a model by highlighting
the importance of “human character” in achievinlyation, rather than divine interventigh.

In Fox’s most recent edition of his commentaryjrieduded an excursus on “The Image
of Woman in the Book of Esthef*Fox recognizes that the critique of feminist sen®labout
the status of women is relevant to the book Esthikich introduces the very theme of
relationships between men and women. He examimesriique of Fuchs and Laffey in
particular and finds their critiques to be unwatean Rather than uphold and idealize stereotypes

of women, he suggests that the book, “teachetlata stereotypical woman in a world of

% Michael V. Fox,Character and Ideologyl,96.

% |bid.
57 |bid., 205.
%8 hid.

5 bid., 205-11.
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laughably stereotypical males is capable of fatiegultimate national crisis and diverting the
royal power to her own end$>Like Jones, he is aware of the role that humoyspia the
narrative, and thus describes the book as a “gatitbemasculineego.”* This is meant less as a
critique of constructs of masculinity in the abstrdut rather is a direct attack on the portrayal
of “male dominance as manifested in the Persiant¢&iThus, Fox balances between two
positions. On the one hand, he disagrees with La@and Jones who view Esther as an
exceptional woman who refutes gender stereotypesh& believes the author of Esther to be
sympathetic to her, describing the author as “shimgtof a protofeminist;” because of the way
that exaggerated stereotypes allow for an irontmoe of the Persian Empire. As is the case in
White’s analysis, for Fox, Esther fits perfectlyarihe roles proscribed for women by postexilic
patriarchy, but her adherence to these expectasamst commended by the author, but rather a
vehicle for diasporic Jews to voice their critiqefeforeign powers.

Susan Niditch describes her own work on the bddksther as taking a position of
“structured empathy’® a scholarly position that she defines as onettiest to understand other
cultures, whether ancient or contemporary, on theim terms without the need to adopt that
worldview as one’s owf Niditch, like Fox, emphasizes that Esther is tatis She is
presented initially as laetulahbut matures during the course of the narrativé tie central
moment of change taking place in Esth 5:15-16. Télus sees the theme of maturity as central

to the book of Esther. For Niditch, one cannotthgkquestion about how the author views

bid., 207.
" bid., 2009.
2 |bid.

8 Susan Niditch, “Short Stories: The Book of Esth260.

™ bid., 199.
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Esther without considering what “this mature antvacEsther . . . indicates about its creator’s
attitudes to women, about woman as a componehittltural and symbolic mag>Focus on
Esther’'s development over the course of the nagatalls into question views that would see
gender as a fixed constant in women'’s lives; theatige representation at least allows for a
variety of possibilities for women in relationshgpower over the course of her lifetime.
Niditch views the “structured empathy” of her ogyoproach as being of a similar kind to
that of Crawford and Fox, arguing that all threarsti'the emphasis on the wisdom of
expediency.” Fox’s observation regarding the role that Esthieygin satirizing Persian
masculinity adds an additional layer to this theBige contends that “Fox has pointed obliquely
to fascinating theme . . . of woman as the civiligforce in culture and the accompanying
related social critique of the male-dominated waitdwhich both men and women find
themselves.” Niditch identifies a literary theme that runs tighout much of the biblical
literature in which women function as civilizingeags. For Niditch, these are women who
contend with powerful males—usually men who usé thewer foolishly until they are
confronted by a woman through whose persuasivechpagcomes are changed. These women
include Esther, Abigail, the woman of Tekoa, arelwWoman of Abel Bethmaacah—women who
function in the narrative as the male conscienbks # coax them into changing their mind

against violent or rash behaviGrShe recognizes that although each of these worneksw

S |bid., 201.
8 |bid.
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within the societal norms rather than enact chaagesstructural level, the stories about them
also have a “subversive undersid@.”

Athalya Brenner introduces an important aspdct lver analysis of Esther as a character.
Her article examines the book of Esther in conwersavith Lewis Carroll'sAlice through the
Looking Glassa decision that is based on the common themmweérsion of fate,” that
characterized both. The two stories employ thediiedevices of repetition and symmetry in
service of this them®&. Her careful reading of Esther alongside Carralitgk highlights the
shared motif of significant female characters wheldvpower instead of the males who would
seem to be authority figures. She cautions, howekiat before the text is celebrated as
liberative for women, we should be cautious becdasle tales “depict mirror worlds” and thus
she concludes, “The situation remains unresolf&#i&r work emphasizes the difficulties of
reading the text of Esther as having a simple @fals meaning. Brenner underscores the
caution offered by Jon Levenson that “The book &thEr is many things, so many, in fact, that
it would be a capital mistake to view it from omige angle ¥ For Brenner, then, the
relationship to the status quo is neither straggiatbrd nor simple. Esther is not simply an
embodiment of, nor a reaction against, patriar@ime use of reversals, or in her language, of
“mirror image” complicates the picture of what mifg portrayed as reality and what is

portrayed as its inverse.

" bid., 204.

8 Athalya Brenner, “Looking at Esther Through theokimg Glass,” inA Feminist Companion to Esther,
Judith, and Susann@d. Athalya Brenner; Sheffield, England: Sheffidlchdemic Press, 1995) 71-80, at 71.

8 |bid., 80.

82 Jon LevensorEsther: A Commentar§OTL; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster/John Knox, 1B)71.
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In recent decades, there has been an increagedsnin the various versions of Esther,
which include the Masoretic Text, the Septuagint the Alpha text. Various studies, including
the work of Michael Fog? Linda Day* and Kathryn De Troyet, and Timothy Be&f have
complicated the picture of how Esther is portraiyeckelationship to societal norms by
demonstrating that there is no one portrayal ofi&stout there are several. In De Troyer’s
analysis of the three versions, she draws theviatig conclusions: 1) The Hebrew text is written
by men and imposes gender expectations; 2) thei&gipt slightly relaxes the norm established
in the Hebrew text; and 3) the Alpha text has \itlg concern for Esther except for her
functional role in advancing the pl¥tBeal’s analysis of the various textual traditicesnes to a
very different conclusion: the MT opens the podsibior a “critique of gender codes” that are
no longer present in the LXX and A%,

Each of the scholars who have analyzed the vatexigal traditions tends to repeat the
pattern of previous scholarship that evaluategrtree different versions of Esther in light of
whether they subvert or uphold societal norms.tiese studies complicate the picture of a

simple evaluation of Esther vis-a-vis genderecestigpes. In Linda Day’s work, she specifically

83 Fox, “Three Esthers,” 50-60.

8 Linda M. Day,Three Faces of a Queen: Characterization in thekaaf EsthefJSOTSup 186;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995).

8 Kristin De Troyer “An Oriental Beauty Parlour: Aknalysis of Esther 2:8—-18 in the Hebrew, the
Septuagint, and the Second Greek TextAiReminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and SusgedaAthalya
Brenner; Sheffield, England: Sheffield AcademicdBre1995) 47—70; see also, De Troyer, “Esther ii-Tand
Literary-Critical Paradise,” ifhe Book of Esther in Modern Reseafdburnal for the Study of the Old Testament
Supplement 380; London: T & T Clark Internatior2003) 47-70.

8 Beal, “Tracing Esther’s Beginning's” 87—110.
87 De Troyer, “An Oriental Beauty Parlour,” 70.

8 Beal, “Tracing Esther’s Beginning'’s,” 88-9.
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states in her introduction that her it is her itit@mto address the scholarly neglect of the
differing portrayals of Esther. She states, “The&easments of Ether’s character provided thus
far, excellent though they may have been, are mzate to describe all three Esthers accurately
and satisfactorily® In her conclusion, Day suggests that the bookstii&t, in all of the various
textual traditions, offers important resourcesféminist scholars because it demonstrates a
plurality of views within the biblical text. Althah the scholars represented in this body of work
do not endorse the same viewpoint as to whichd#gts the most liberative possibility, their
work intimates that gender realities are a bit nmmeplex. If different versions of the same
story might endorse a variety of perspectives ordgg then the cultural expectations for

women are likely not quite so fixed as had beenriptsly thought.

Problems and Possibilities Posed by the LiteratumeEsther

Part I: Problems

As we have seen, those who have focused on théepmstof patriarchy in regard to
Esther’s portrayal have tended to emphasize thatemowere likely constrained to the private
sphere® Take for example the language Klein uses to compather to Vashti. She says, “A
basic difference is that Vashtiamewoman confronted imale spacevith many meras judges;
Esther is amongranywomen confronted ifemale spaceith one maras judge ** Her

descriptions of way that Vashti would have beenveig at the king's feast as compared with the

8 Day, Three Facesl4.

% This subject is taken up in detail in the follogichapter. The quote here is merely intended to be
illustrative of this kind of language.

L Klein, “Honor and Shame in Esther,” 157. In anotinstance she described Mordecai’s inability to
communicate with Esther as being constrained bitaiphysical limitations to different spaces, “Gistent with
the established separation of authorized male @méilfe spaces, all communication between EstheMamdecai is
not direct but through a eunuch—a ‘safe’ demi-mats—messenger” (163).
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king’s judgment of Esther’s in the midst of othesmen presumes that the king’s feast was an
all-male space while the evaluation of women ireauty context happened in an exclusively
female space. Neither of these, however, is cleeberibed as such in the biblical narrative.

The review of scholarship at the beginning of tiapter has demonstrated that when
women are understood as being ordinarily constdaioeghe private sphere, two opposite
possibilities for interpretation emerge: they ather typical or exceptional. Both of these
diametrically opposed viewpoints have been spetifi@pplied to interpretations of Esther’s
character. Yet there are several problems withvilels. One problem with assessing women as
typical, and thus embodying gender stereotypdbaisin order to do this, they must be
evaluated with a different set of social standdéinds those applied to men. When women are
viewed as special case, discussions germane toaspects of biblical studies are often ignored.

Those who would view Esther as an embodiment oémalues cite several kinds of
evidence for this. In the first place, Esther’suigas a central aspect of her portrayal. Second,
feminist scholars have noted that she is compl@rying Mordecai’s orders as well as
conforming to social mores. Third, her actionshie harrative are closely tied to the traditional
female roles, especially that of wife. There aneesal problems, however, with these evaluations
of Esther because they do not take into accoudlpbevidence for each of these categories in
relationship to men, who are also described in $esfiphysical beauty, obedience, and by
traditional family relationships of father and hasd.

Each charge against Esther could be answeredriyy@nuanced evaluation of the larger
cultural implications of each of the items listéalthe first place, to describe Esther as beautiful
is not necessarily to portray her as an objecthh&ats Brenner has demonstrated, many men

and women in the bible are described as physibalutiful, especially those who are significant
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actors or have received some kind of divine fabe states, “The survey of basic/general terms
for human beauty reveals that, in so far as thesestare concerned, there is no marked
difference between references to female or malatiped/hile female beauty is described more
often, most of the available terms serve to demith genders* Among those who are
described as having physical appeal or statur&amé(1 Sam 10:23), David (1 Sam 16:7, ¥2),
and Joseph (Gen 39:6), to name just a few. Ystthe character of Joseph with whom Esther is
described in nearly identical terms (Gen 39:6; BEsi). Beginning in the late nineteenth century,
a number of scholars have the connections betws#reEand the Joseph stéfyThus, it is

likely that Esther’s description as “beautiful’idended by the author not to indicate her inferior
status as a woman, but rather the divine favorshet like Joseph, receiv&dn light of the fact
that the Masoretic text of Esther makes no refex¢acSod, the deliberate inclusion of this
language is highly suggestive of theological intese¢hat are work within the text far more than
an attempt to objectify Esther. Esther’s beautysdueo facilitate the plot of the story in which
Esther’s beauty wins the king's favor and earnsshetius but it also serves as shorthand,

indicating her favored status.

92 Athalya BrennerThe Intercourse of Knowledge: On Gendering Desiré Sexuality” in the Hebrew
Bible” (Biblical Interpretation Series 26; Leiden: Brill997) 45.

% The portrayal of David’s appearance is a littiedoimplicated. On the one hand, he does not seem to
represent at this stage a person of great phystiatire in contrast to Saul. Thus, God cautionsughnot to judge
individuals based on their outward appearance.@aphysical attractiveness, however, is also ersigbd very
clearly in the narrative.

% See, for example, Ludwig Rosenthal, “Die Josephgehte mit den Buchern Ester und Daniel
verglichen”Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche Wissensciafi(1895) 278-85; and idem, “Nochmals der
Vergleich Ester-Joseph-Daniefkitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissensclaf(1897) 126-28. Many other
scholars have also affirmed this connection. Fange, Sandra Berg sees Joseph as a model afiehn thiei Esther
story is fashioned. Sandra Beildie Book of Esther: Motifs, Themes, and Struct8&81.DS 44; Missoula: Scholars,
1979).

% The fact that both Joseph and Esther receive tenityss favor by others in the court as an indaratf
divine favor is emphasized by Levens&sther 60.
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One could make a similar argument about the cheniaation of Esther as obedient. As
Berg amply demonstrates, the motif of obediencediswbedience is a significant theme
throughout the book of Esther, but the motif is cmtfined to the characterization of Esther
alone® If we look at the story a bit more closely, seVéigures give and take orders. While it is
true that Esther does ultimately listen to Mord&scagquest, she does so only by risking defying
a royal command not to approach the king unsoticiRegardless of whether she listens to
Mordecai or not, she will ultimately have to defther the king or Mordecai and obey the other;
there is no option to disobey both at the same.tMwreover, Esther also commands Mordecai
regarding what he should do after agreeing to amtrohe king, telling him,

“Go gather all the Jews to be found in Susa, atd &dast on my behalf, and neither eat nor
drink for three days, night or day. | and my maidi$ also fast as you do. After that | will go to
the king, though it is against the law; and if tiph, | perish” (Esth 4:16).

What is especially interesting about this parthef $tory is that we are told that Mordecai
followed Esther’s orders precisely (v. 7)Nowhere does the story stress that female obeglienc
is a value that is upheld unequivocally. In additia number of other biblical narratives give
examples of ways that this theme is evident, beretis no evidence for specific gendered

expectations regarding obedience and disobedi®nce.

% Berg, The Book of Esthei72—82.

" In fact, it is this moment that Fox sees as theitg point in Esther’s characterization. Once abeepts
her responsibility, she becomes a commanding atimbatative figure, not merely an obedient youngwam. He
states, “She resolves to do her duty, and a chiamgediately comes upon her. Stemmanddordecai—in the
imperative, with no polite circumlocutions—to as$dethe Jews in Susa for a public fast. . . . Inveming such an
assembly and issuing directives to the communigyh& is assuming the role of a religious and natiteader, and
doing so prior to Mordecai’s own assumption of tled¢. She has taken control, giving Mordecai imsions,
enjoining a fast on the Jews, and deciding to actrary to law. Her behavior marks a woman deteeahito work
her way through a crisis, not one cowed into olrezke (Fox,Character and Ideologyl99-200).

% For example, Moses is reluctant, but initially pb&ahweh’s command to go to Egypt (Ex 3—4 ); Saul
follows Samuel’'s commands, which leads to his aimainas the future king of Israel (1 Sam 9-10); Sadnhuel
listens to Eli's directives (1 Sam 3), to name p$éw. In addition, there are instances in whietoanan disobeys
orders and is rewarded, including the story of Rahko lied rather than obey the order of the kihdesicho to
produce the spies she had hidden, instead helpérg escape. For this act of defiance, she andah@lyfmembers
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A third criticism of Esther’s characterization Heeen that it is only through fulfilling
traditional gender roles that she gains successfadt that Esther’s power is born out of her
relationships to men, especially her access t&itigeas a wife has been commented upon by
feminist scholars. This does not, however, relatelg to women either. For everyone, power
was mediated through an intricate web of relatigrstespecially familial ones. Women might
gain power through marriage or because of who tagier was. Conversely, men also gained
certain status based on both lineage and martfdgavid’s marriages to various women were
likely a deliberate political strategy to help colidate a power base. Moreover, there are
instances when status could be conferred on ing@gdnot only because of whom one’s father’s
was, but also based on the mother, especiallysascehere there were multiple wives. Thus,
Jacob favors the sons of Rachel, his favored v@&n(37:3), and Solomon gains access to
David’s throne through the machinations of his reotBathsheba (1 Kings 2). It is important,
then, to recognize the centrality of familial redaships and their impact on political life in orde
to better analyze the role that both men and wopfeyed in private and public ways. Family
roles and relationships may have constrained waahé&mes to certain kinds of activities, yet it
is also through family relationships that womeroatgy have had access to power, especially if

they were born or married into a powerful fantity.

were saved (Josh 2, 6:22—25). The narrative inelicabt only human but divine sanction on her astishe is
rewarded for her actions. Thus, biblical narratigeshot uphold female obedience as an absolute \alturather
obedience and disobedience are evaluated accdalthg specific circumstances.

% For a good example of how marriages played aipdbavid's rise to power, see Jon Levenson, “1
Samuel 25 as Literature and Histor@atholic Biblical Quarterly40 (1978) 11-28; see also Levenson and Baruch
Halpern, “The Political Import of David’s Marriagésournal of Biblical Literature99 (1980) 507-518. Levenson
and Halpern conclude that David’s marriages tooteriwomen were a significant part of his earlytpral strategy,
allowing him to consolidate power.

1% Titles connected to traditional male roles, sustfather, often can indicate a kind of status. Yelwior
example, is called both “father” and “husband.” fenis also evidence that traditional female roléghtibe used as
titles in ways that indicate status in a paraketion to the way that the term “father” does. TiReborah,
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In viewing women'’s activities as separate and aateglly of a different kind than those
of men, there is a risk of analyzing the descripiof women as if the same social and literary
conventions operating within the narrative suddethignge when it comes to analyzing women’s
experience. For this reason, the use of genderdiahotomous language for women’s roles
runs the risk of obfuscating complex realities. t®a other hand, to view Esther as an exception
ignores the fact that Esther is portrayed as palily effective and wielding a great deal of
authority like many other biblical women before haarticipating both in a diplomatic discourse
and a rich literary tradition.

In Esther 7, the queen pleads with king on behahieo people. The easy verbal
interchange between personal and political maiteEsther’'s speech portrays her as a woman
who is both familiar with and adept at using thegiaage of diplomacy and negotiation that was
common throughout the ancient Near E&5Both the dramatic and the comical political fadsir
of the king and Haman, as well as the manner ichvkisther’'s words evoke other women in
biblical literature who are skilled in the art cggotiation, serve to highlight the portrayal of

Esther as a skilled royal counsel8fin advising the king against violence, Estheripgmates in

prophetess and judge of Israel is referred to“asagher in Israel” (Judges 5:7). Also, in 1 Samwelyoman pleads
with Joab on behalf of a city of which people “useday in the old days, ‘Let them inquire at Abahd so they
would settle a dispute.” For this reason, the igit§yescribed as a “mother in Israel,” an argumieat apparently has
persuasive power because Joab does not attackdresshe city (2 Sam 20:18).

101 evenson describes Esther’s speech to the kifimasterful” on the grounds that she has used her ow
relationship to the king as leverage, “She is gleadbr her own life but also implying, without begj so tactless as
to say it directly, that the king is about to theé the person dearest to him and most with inim#h him.” He
compares this style of speech to the one in whiolséd pleads with God on the people’s behalf in EZB8,
likewise enlisting “his own personal favor in thgee of the LORD (vv. 12 and 13 [twice]). . . .Liksther, Moses is
the sovereign’s darling, and like her, he pleadssitaply for himself but for his people, boldly kisg the favor that
he has won in hopes of having it extended to thieesnation of Israel. And in each case the gamshleeeds”
(Esther,101).

192 This is a topic that will be taken up in a lateapter at more length.

37



a tradition with other wise women who appear ifibih narratives’® with the personification
of woman wisdont®* and with stories about successful courtiers igifpr courts®® The view
that Esther is exceptional fails to account forragtions to both biblical literature and ancient
Near Eastern diplomacy languagé.
Part II: Possibilities

The wide variety of divergent opinions on Esthandastrate some of the problems with
viewing her as an embodiment of gender stereotypd®e antithesis of them; yet within the

scholarship surveyed above, there are also a nuofili@portant contributions that help to

1031 Samuel 25, 2 Sam 14:2-21, and 2 Sam 20:14—28aeamples of wise women who offer counsel to
a king (or king’s representative), which has tHeefof preventing violence. See Claudia Camp, “Wise Women
of 2 Samuel: A Role Model for Women in Early Isf@leCatholic Biblical Quarterly43 (1981) 14-29; eadem, “The
Female Sage in Ancient Israel and in the Biblicasd®m Literature,” inThe Sage in Ancient Israel and the Ancient
Near Eastled. J. G. Gammie and L. G. Perdue; Winona Lalseribrauns, 1990) 185-203; and Silvia Schroer,
“Wise and Counselling Women in Ancient Israel: kétey and Historical Ideals of the Personified Hokhird A
Feminist Companion to Wisdom Literatesl. A. Brenner; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Rek995) 67-84.
Camp argues that several of these figures indecatecial reality behind the portrayal of Woman Véisdin
Proverbs in her articles. Schroer expands on Caargisments, broadening the corpus to include atloenen in
biblical literature. Neither one clearly connedtege women to Esther, but there are many verbathemdatic
parallels that make this move a possibility thdt kxé expanded on in the course of the dissertation

104 Shemaryahu Talmon, “Wisdom’ in the Book of Esthafetus Testamentur8 (1963) 419-55. Talmon
was the first to argue for a connection betweerbtiuk of Esther and the wisdom tradition, arguimaf the
characters in Esther embody common types in wisliterature. Thus he thinks that Esther should bdewstood as
a “historicized wisdontale” that demonstratesppliedwisdom” (427). Although he does not explicitlyecthis
example, Proverbs 8 depicts wisdom as a woman wtsaraways that are in some ways similar to E&hmwn
actions. See for example, Prov 8:15-16: “By me &ireggn, and rulers decree what is just;/by mersulgle, and
nobles, all who govern rightly.”

195 several scholars have noted connections betwetberEznd the story of Joseph. See for example, tArnd
Meinhold, “Die Gattung der Josephgeschichte undestserbuches: Diasporanovelle;” Pa@&jtschrift fir die
alttestamentliche Wissensch&f (1975) 306—-24; Part IZeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenscl&gt
(1976) 72-93; and Moshe Gan, “Megillat “Esther Bearglariyat Qorot Yoseph Be'misrayirifarbiz31 (1961—
1962) 144-49. Others—such as Ludwig Rosenthal, Io&ephgeschichte, mit den Buechern Ester und Danie
verglichen”ZAW16 (1895) 278-84; and W. Lee Humphreys “A Life-8tidr Diaspora: A Study of the Tales of
Esther and DanielJournal of Biblical Literature92 (1973) 211-23—have seen connections betweaerEsnd
Daniel. Finally, see also Susan Niditch and Roberian “The Success Story of the Wise Courtier: Anfal
Approach”Journal of Biblical Literature96 (1977) 179-93. In this article, they examinenthic elements
connecting Esther to tales of courtiers in foreignrts including Daniel, Ahigar and Joseph.

1% There are also theoretical problems with employiregdescription of “exceptional” to women. Julie
Asher-Greve states, “Feminist historians consideridea of an exceptional woman a phenomenon dféan
normative’ historiography,” describing how this ptematic approach has impacted representatiortedfgure of
Semiramis in both scholarship and culture. Seé Adher-Greve, “ ‘Semiramis of Babylon’ to ‘Semiis of
Hammersmith’ ” inAssyriology, Orientalism, and the Biljed. Steven W. Holloway; Hebrew Bible Monographs
10; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2006) 3&2-af 324.
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suggest a different approach to assessing gendee imook of Esther. In the first place, we have
seen that among the various versions of Esthdydimg the MT, LXX, and AT, there is a
degree of variability in how Esther is portrayeaine of which may well have gender
implications. The work of Beal, de Troyer, and etheminds us that among the various
versions of Esther, including the MT, AT and LXXgete are a variety of different
representations, suggesting that there is notea fperspective regarding women'’s role to which
everyone subscribes.

Second, scholarship on Esther has demonstrate#sttzer's narrative portrayal
indicates that she is not a static character. &égeholars, including Fox and Niditch, have
described the change in Esther’s characterizaB@anandividual who moves from a passive to a
more active role. The development of a charactédremarrative from passive to active opens up
a provocative historical possibility about the dlily of women’s status. Just as with the narrative
portrayal of Esther, so it was likely true of womiarthe Persian period: Status and authority
could and did change (whether positively, as incge of Esther; or negatively, as is seen with
Vashti)}°’ These changes, however, are not limited to wonueate echoed in the rise and fall
of the men in the narrative; Haman who rises t@h ktatus but loses it; and Mordecai who
fortunes shift several times in the narrative dtimately involve his attaining a very high
position in the king's court. In fact, the themerisk and fall in one’s status is a rather constste
theme throughout a number of court narrativesuutiolg stories such as Daniel, Ahigar, and

Joseph.

197 A similar picture regarding the fluidity of statamong nobles is confirmed by evidence from the
Persian Empire. Pierre Briant describes the s@itusn to nobles as conferred in part because eatie, but it was
contingent upon “royal favor” in Achaemenid Perdimbles could receive gifts, land, or politicaliof because of
the loyalty displayed to the king, but he noted)€3e royal promotions also imply that the nobladdtose their
prestige status from one day to the next. Convwertiebse of a lower rank might be propelled towtdue summit of
the social hierarchy.” See Pierre Briant, “Sociad &egal Institutions in Achaemenid Iran,”@ivilizations of the
Ancient Near Eadfed. Jack Sasson; New York: Scribner, 1995) 1:528:-at 519.
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Third, the story of Esther is one of great compjeXAs Levenson remarked, “The book
of Esther is so entertaining, so comical, and $dlsdhat to speak of its “message” can be
profoundly misleading. Like all great literaturedemands at least that the term be in plural: A
book whose structure is amenable to many anglesioih surely has more than one
message® This a very similar observation to that made bgrrer, who cautions us to be
careful before becoming too comfortable with ang osading of Esther for everything within
the story is couched in language of reversal, piteésg to us a mirror image of reality, and thus
inherently distorting perceptions. Whether storfsther is liberative for or detrimental to
women is not a simple and straightforward matter.

A great deal of scholarship on Esther has alschesiped the importance of ethnicity as
a social construct within the book. The work of B&awford, Humphreys, and Wyler, among
others, indicates that social identities overlag immteract in complex ways. This suggests that
other factors may well be taken into consideratioreflecting on how women are portrayed,
including, but not limited to the category of ettity and one’s status vis-a-vis the dominant
political power. At times, gender may serve to esent other types of powerlessness, including
the experience of being a resident alien, or ag@as by which to parody those with political
control in a subtle way. Yet ethnic and gender iidies also intersect with each other and other
social factors in a variety of ways and therebyndomerely serve as metonym for one another
but also influence those other social factors..

In very different ways, then, the scholarship thed been surveyed makes important
suggestions about how to read the book of EstHérolgh the majority of scholarship has

relied on one of two diametrically opposed viewgsther in relationship to gender, the

108) evensonEsther 12.
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suggestions that have been listed above poineimittection of a more nuanced approach to

gender analysis in the biblical narratives.

Conclusion

The portrayal of Esther has relied on the ceifuaistion: To what extent is this
representation typical of women’s experience andtiat extent is it exceptional? As we have
seen, much of the discussion about Israelite wosnexhé has relied on the dichotomous
categories of public and privat® The consequence of employing this language hbsen to
presume that these are separate categories—badicaly and conceptually—and that these
domains are gendered. This kind of thinking ordipatesignates “public” spaces as inhabited
by males while women occupy spaces that are “@ivaihus, scholars who have focused on
Esther’s beauty, obedience, and traditional domestes have concluded that Esther is a typical
woman, an embodiment of patriarchal norms. In smsnces, such as Crawford’s analysis, we
found that Esther is typical but that this is netessarily a view with which the author
sympathizes. Yet on the other hand, some schotas found Esther to be exceptional, one who
is able to defy the expectations and act in thdipsphere, violating gender norms. The
argument that we shall pursue here is that eitherad these poles is inherently problematic
because they are grounded in the faulty assumgadrthere were separate and gendered spaces

to which men and women were ordinarily restricted.

199 The matter of how the categories of public andgig are at work in biblical analysis has beenflyrie
examined here but will be taken up at more lengttné next chapter. For some examples of langusaed very
explicit about this, see, for example, Naomi Stengls statement, “Role behavior for men is localipeimarily in
the public sphere; where the interests of the puiid private sphere overlap, men are the chiefactVomen's
role behavior is confined to the private sphersatfiety.” “Gender Roles in the Rebekah Cycldriion Seminary
Quarterly RevievB9 (1984) 175-88, at 185. See also Michael Pa@i€@onnor, “The Women in the Book of
Judges,” 277-93, at 279 for another example ofileis.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Problems with the Language Bblic and Private

“Historians sometimes become imprisoned by the pesations, categories, and concepts that
we bring to our “texts”. . . We see or hear or redwht we have been trained to recognize,

applying predetermined categories perhaps beyangdmt of sensible or reasonable

interpretations *°

“More recently . . . feminist theorists have quaséid the universality and usefulness of the
public/private distinction. Such theorists contémalt the dichotomy mystifies or misleads us into
thinking of life in two separate boxes and make=aiy to assume that each of us fits more
naturally into one box or the other, accordinguo gex. . . .Our colleagues in history remind us
that the lives of the men and women they studyfarenore complex than such a clear dichotomy
would suggest***

Introduction

The first chapter examined some of the problenvadigs in which scholars have often
assessed Esther in describing her to be eitheardedr paradigmatic of patriarchal gender
expectations. This tendency assumes a model obtdistous and gendered spaces, a model that
obscures social complexities. This chapter will dastrate the way in which biblical scholars
have applied these concepts to both Esther, abiblioal women more generally, and some of
the theoretical problems with these approacifeScholarship from a number of other
disciplines outside of biblical will serve to explahe history of this discourse and a variety of
ways in which this language obscures more nuanistorical dynamics when specific situations

are evaluated more closely. It is the task of ¢thigpter, then: 1) to map out the scope of the

10 carol Lasser, “Beyond Separate Spheres: The Poiwublic Opinion,”Journal of the Early Republic
21 (2001) 115-123, at 115.

11 Nannerl O. Keohane, “Preface,”@endered Domains: Rethinking Public and Privatg#Mamen'’s
History (ed. Dorothy O. Helly and Susan M. Reverby; Es$eys the Seventh Berkshire Conference on the Histo
of Women; Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Pres892) ix—xii, at xi.

M2 |ater chapters, the application of these thesoid the specific historical and narrative corstexl be
considered.
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current discourse; and 2) to identify potentiallgpeons with the assumptions that undergird this

language.

Public and Private in Biblical Scholarship

Evidence that the categories of public and prigpteeres are integral to gendered
assessments of Esther is abundant in the schq@daabbady surveyed regarding Esther. Sidnie
White Crawford underscores this point in contragtisther with Judith. According to Crawford,
Esther “fulfills gender stereotypes by her actioimsthat “she does not take power publicly.” Her
lack of public power indicates that she “upholds piatriarchal social order” and, in Crawford’s
opinion, likely contributes to the book’s acceptait the canon while the book of Judith was
not!*® This presumes, then, not only that women were atiymelegated to private spaces, but
that violation of this norm could have negative sequences, a value that continued to be upheld
by future interpreters of the bod¥:

Lillian Klein’'s work on the categories of honorcashame operative in Esther is
predicated upon a similar viewpoint: A man’s hoisgprotected through constraining his wife to
private spaces:> She goes on to describe what this means for women:

Female spaces and female things are centered attoaifamily residence . . . and all things
remaining within the home are identified with tleeniale; those taken from the inside to the

113 Sjdnie White Crawford, “Esther and Judith,” 72—73.

4 There is some reason to doubt that the primargawnof early interpreters of Esther was to uphnzd
as a paradigm for the specific reason that shecbafined herself to private spaces (as opposedtioels such as
Judith, who had not). As Leila Bronner notes, ralmbinterpretation included Esther, along with $armdiriam,
Deborah, Hannah, Abigail, and Hulda, as one okthen prophetesses of Israel, an interpretatidnrtgicitly at
least, describes her in a more public capacitaddition, in anidrashon the prayer for Benjamin in Gen 49:27,
Esther is listed (along with Ehud and Saul) asmotential candidate for the descendant of the tolfelfill the
prophecy. For a discussion of rabbinic interpretaiof Esther, see Leila Bronner, “Esther RevisifadAggadic
Approach,” inA Feminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and SusgedaAthalya Brenner; The Feminist
Companion to the Bible; Sheffield: Sheffield Acadefress, 1995) 176—-206, at 192-5.

1151 jllian R. Klein, “Honor and Shame in Esther,” 151
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outside—the male ‘space’—are identified with thdama. . Accordingly, women are excluded
from male social assembli€S.

Klein does recognize that Esther subtly subvegtiwer structure, but only while maintaining
the appearance of the proper social order. ThuanKloncludes, “The text allows that, in
threatening situations, social paradigms may batimedy interpreted as long as the prescribed
gender role is publicly observed:* The most important aspect, then, of the publivgie
dichotomy, according to Klein’s analysis, is theezral and visible maintenance of the system
in order to preserve everyone’s honor, especibty of men-*®

For Bea Wyler, what is most distressing aboutcthrestraint of women to the private
sphere is that is has implications for contempoggnyder relationships. Because her analysis of
Esther found that she was liberated as a Jew l#sh@ woman, and thus, her emancipation was
“incomplete,” Esther’s story poses a dilemma fanteonporary Jewish women. She says, “As
Jews, we have good reasons to celebrate PurimAs women, we have no reasons to celebrate,
for following 1.22, our subjugation still standseVélre still struggling for our rights as human
beings and our place in public lif&*® What is striking about her analysis is that shesse
women’s exclusion from public spaces in contemposaciety as rooted in a history of such

dichotomous thinkindg?°

118 |bid.

7 bid., 175.

118 A similar understanding of gender roles is expedsa a later book by Klein, in which she sees male
dominance as a reality that led to women’s neadhpitulate and develop strategies to work withat tontrol. See
Lillian R. Klein, From Deborah to Esther: Sexual Politics in the HalBible(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003).

11%Bea Wyler, “The Incomplete Emancipation,” 134.

120 One of the main arguments advanced in this wotkasthe public-private divide is a particularly

modern conception, one that was not applicabladgontorld that produced Esther but rather a rettieof modern
categories onto an ancient societies, a mattemtitidte taken up later in this chapter and elsenehe
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In a similar vein to the scholar cited above, Ndouran describes Esther’s life in the
Persian court in terms of the physical divisionspdices between men and women, a separation
that had consequences for women’s activity. Shesthe following,

As far as we know, the king’s court is entirely tkalm of men, the women being kept, in a sort
of cabinet to be taken out individually when desife The boundary between the women'’s space
and the men’s space is navigated only by eunudhs,bging neither male nor female may have
authority over the women within the women'’s pland also may move freely into the men’s
court, to bring in what women are requestéd.
The discussion of women and private spaces, treenpften been understood both as a
conceptual and a physical reality. It is both ih&thtion of women to certain activities and to
certain physical domairn§®
André LaCocque’s analysis of Esther as an “uncotieeal” woman employs a similar
logic. In comparing Mordecai to Esther, he says,
But his heroism, if it can be called thus, is sglgrqualified and overshadowed by the female
character who, eventually will brand her name anttbok. This is the story of Esther, not
Mordecai, which is certainly another most importaspect of the tale. For, to a story already
politically subversive is added another dimensibsubversiort?*

LaCocque’s language does not explicitly employtdrens public and private, but his analysis is

predicated upon a very clear set of social expecimfor men and women. Here, the gendered

21| fact, we do not actually know that this was tase. It seems that Duran here is basing hemitlea
separate spaces on an idea of harem life thatelyldrawn from analogy to the Ottoman Empire. Acdission of
royal Persian women'’s life will be investigatecklain chapter 5. There are, however, a numberasfores to doubt
that harem is even an appropriate word to usdatioaship to Persian royal women. For a descniptibthis, see
Pierre BriantFrom Cyrus to Alexander: A History of the Persiamiitre (trans. Peter T. Daniels; Winona Lake,
Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2002) 280-6, esp. 285.

122 Nicole Duran, “Who Wants to Marry a Persian Kir@@nder Games and Wars in the Book of Esther,”
in Pregnant Passion: Gender, Sex, and Violence iBthke (ed. Cheryl A. Kirk-Duggan; Society of Biblical
Literature Semeia Studies 44; Atlanta, Ga.: So@étgiblical Literature, 2003) 71-84, at 77.

123 See also Nicole Duran, “Having Men for Dinner: BlgeBanquets and Biblical WomerBiblical
Theology BulletirB5 (2005) 117-124 for a discussion of the way lmiclv Esther works within proscribed gender
roles to bring about violence in comparing herael JJudith, and Herodias who likewise using feastor a deadly
purpose.

124 André LaCocque, “The Different Versions of Esthdiplical Interpretation7 (1999) 301-22, at 307.
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norm is that the heroic role is most often fillegdrben, an expectation that has been overturned,
thus rendering the story as a “subversive” talgéhis way, “ ‘heroism’ passes from Mordecai to
Esther, from warrior to the martyt?® It seems then, that in LaCocque’s estimation caigj
Esther is subversive and takes center stage idréma, she does so as a “martyr,” suggesting
that even a subversive woman in the Bible does somore passive way.

Lawrence Wills employs the categories of publid anivate to describe the historical
situation for biblical women in contradistinctiom the narrative portrayal of them. According to
Wills, despite the fact that women are active iolibal narratives in a variety of ways, it is likel
that this does not reflect the situation of actmaimen. He states, “In reality, women probably
did not enjoy such freedom of speech and signifiqaublic action, but in the narrative world
they do.*?° Rather, it is likely that this literary depictigmboth “classical Hebrew and Greek
literature” derives instead “from male projectiafsan archetypal dramatic world in which
women, like goddesses, have power and substafCetiis situation, however, changes during
the Hellenistic period, a reality that he belieises=flected both in historical records and litgrar
accounts of women, including the book of Esther.\Wdls, then, the constraint of women to
private activity seems to be limited to the preexeriod, while in “Greece and Rome and
among Jews as well, women really did begin to adewith men on social and business

level.”*?® Yet it is clear that that distinction between tseparate domains, public and private, is

125 bid.

126 | awrence M. WillsThe Jewish Novel in the Ancient Wofldyth and Poetics; Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1995) 11.

127 bid., 12.

128 |bid.
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a primary paradigm within which the activity of wem—and its relationship to narrative
accounts of them—is assessét.

The perspective on gendered spaces has impadagdiarof Esther for scholars of other
fields outside the realm of biblical scholarships&n Zaeske—a scholar whose work focuses on
the intersections of rhetoric, politics, and gerderkamines the book of Esther as a model for a
rhetoric that is not based on a “unitary, male-daated history of rhetorical theory.” Although
the book of Esther does not explicitly claim torbetorical theory, Zaeske argues that it has
operated as such throughout history for a numbeppfessed and marginalized groups,
including Jews, women, African-Americans, and lesbt*° In the book of Esther, she would
see a “rhetoric of exile and empowermelit. Her essay analyzes the story of Esther in
relationship to its interpretive history, spedliy as it has been used as a paradigm of
emancipation for a variety of women, including Glirie de Pizan and Sojourner Truth. In
analyzing Esther as a type of pragmatic rhetohe,fecuses on the way that space contributes to
this rhetoric. She says,

Quite the opposite of Vashti, Esther is not catlethale space, though she desperately desire
access to it in order to petition for her peofisther must decide whether to maintain in the
feminine space of the harem, which is seemingiypiieof the potential for political rhetoric, or

to transgress the male space of the palace codirtyhere rhetoric is regulated by strict laws. In
the eggz, Esther not only defies gender prescriptibut also breaks the law by crossing into male
space:

129\ills appears to suggest that the constraintiteape activity was beginning to break down by tineet
of Esther’s composition (along with other similéetature). What remains problematic, howeverhéguggestion
that there are separate categories of public dmdtpr an assertion that is inherently problematscthis chapter
will suggest.

130 sysan zaeske, “Unveiling Esther as Pragmatic Ra&ietoric,”Philosophy and Rhetorig3 (2000)
193-220, at 194.

131 pid.
1321pid., 201.
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Zaeske views Esther a model of liberation becahnedransgresses the public-private divide,
entering into “male” space. She does not specljicall this space public, but does describe it
as the arena in which political rhetoric can oceffiectively, as distinct from “female” space,
where there is no access to political power.

The view that women are limited to certain sphése®t exclusive to literature on Esther
but permeates scholarship on biblical women monegdly. In her analysis of Judith, Amy Jill-
Levine sees her activity in the public sphere dg atemporary transgression, one that
“endangers hierarchical opposition of gender, et class, muddles conventional gender
characteristics and dismantles their claims to ensiality and threatens the status qtid This
situation is later reversed with her “return to gnvate sphere and consequent reinscription into
androcentric Israel,” a movement that serves tmfoece the norms” that her actions made
explicit.** For Levine, then, it is precisely the fact thatiftudoes not remain in the public
sphere that underscores the strength of the somietraint on women'’s activities and the
anxiety that deviation from it produces. Ultimatelye only remaining public aspect of Judith’s
existence at the end of the narrative, accordifgetone’s analysis, is her reputation. Thus, she
concludes that in regard to Judith, “All that rensaof the intrusion of Judith’s otherness into the
public realm is her ‘fame’ (16.23). That is, heeds become incorporated into public memory
and public discourse, and it is thereby controlfédLevine’s description of the public-private
divide as it relates to women, then, does allowbfeef violation of the norm in times of crisis,

but this cannot be sustained because it is thrie@tén the social order.

133 Amy-Jill Levine, “Sacrifice and Salvation: Othesseand Domestication in the Book of JudithTime
Feminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and SusdedaAthalya Brenner; The Feminist Companion toBfise 7;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995) 208-2209.

¥ bid., 210.

%% bid., 223.
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In her analysis of the Rebekah narrative cycle,midteinberg critiques the Western
bias inherent in much of the gender analysis ohdaibivomen. For example, she argues that the
notion that women’s equality should be definedréfation to male activity and the access that
women have to that activity” is something foundAmerican society” and should not be used
as a standard by which to assess women'’s rolégiaricient world. In valuing activity in the
public sphere, feminists who analyzed the statushdical women often found them to lacking
since they were more often in domestic roles. &einalysis, although it critiques the way that
categories have been used to devalue women’siraledety, is predicated upon the notion that
there are separate public and private sphereshanthiese do have specifically gendered
dimensions. She describes the impact of role behdwveory for analyzing women’s roles as
follows:

Role behavior for men is localized primarily in gwgblic sphere; where the interests of the public
sphere overlap, men are the chief actors. Womelteshehavior is confined to the private sphere
of society. The story of the fate of Dinah is tlreaption that proves the rule. Though she goes
out into the public sphere, we are never told angtlbout her in the first person; and her public
visit brings tragedy upon her new husband andMie. message behind this story appears to be
that the public domain is not intended for wom#n.
Steinberg offers an important caution against irtipgrcontemporary values onto ancient
cultures and thus offers a new paradigm for viewiath men’s and women'’s roles, finding that
there is a degree of complementarity between tlodarivthe roles that they inhabit in the
domestic sphere. The continued reliance, howeveth® public/private distinction demonstrates

the endurance of the some Western cultural bidstieattempts to eschéw.

136 Naomi Steinberg, “Gender Roles in the Rebekah&ytinion Seminary Quarterly Revie3® (1984)
175-88, at 185-6.

137 In a more recent essay, Steinberg makes a siarment in relationship to the women portrayed in
Exodus 1-2 who she describes as principally invbinedomestic affairs with little access to the lwibphere.
Here again she offers the critique, based on woshapiproaches, that to judge domestic activityfesior to
public life is a problematic assumption that deealthe role women play within a culture. As wasdase in her
earlier work, the categories of public/private assumed but the values associated with them astigoed. See
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Beatrice Lawrence’s analysis of Prov 31:10-31naiis to demonstrate complexity in
the way gender is configured and described in aht¢seael. Her reading suggests that the ideal
woman described in the text is sometimes portrayéahguage that resembles masculine
modifiers. Moreover, the woman who engages inhaldctivities of the poem is highly
respected for her work, indicating that women’olalvas valued. The portrayal of the woman of
valor, however, is concerned only with her roléhia domestic realm, while her husband’s role
is in the public. Lawrence’s study of the anciesmaklites’ constructions of gender offers more
nuance by suggesting a certain amount of fluiditlahguage about men and women but even
still, her work continues to rely on the notionpafblic and private realms to which men and
women are relegated®

Some scholars have also argued the possibilityetlsaparate space for women within the
domestic structure of Israelite houses might hatgted. For example, Shlomo Bunimovitz and
Avraham Faust suggest that the design of the Foanfhouse in the Iron Age allowed access
to all rooms from one central room, at least opgnip the possibility that women could have be
segregated while menstruating in accordance witttypaws**° They argue,

The plan of the four-room house seems suitabledoh a custom. As will be discussed later, the
possible connection between the four-room planaasgecific ethnic behavior such as that
related to purity/impurity laws may hint that theup was adapted or developed to accommodate
suchlilopractice, or more likely, that the laws ¢harts of behavior) were structured by the house
plan

Naomi Steinberg, “Feminist Criticism,” iMethods for Exoduged. Thomas B. Dozeman; Methods in Biblical
Interpretation; Cambridge: Cambridge Universityd3re2010) 163-92.

138 Beatrice Lawrence, “Gender Analysis: Gender anthiigéin Biblical Studies,” iMethod Matters:
Essays on the Interpretation of the Bible in Hoobbavid L. Petersoked. Joel M. LeMon and Kent Harold
Richards; Atlanta, Ga.: Society of Biblical Litewa¢, 2009) 333—48.

139 Shlomo Bunimovitz and Avraham Faust, “The Four Rdgouse: Embodying Iron Age Israelite
Society,”"Near Eastern Archaeolody6 (2003) 22-31, at 29.

19 bid.
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A similar idea is also suggested by Hennie Marsmian suggests that the typical Israelite
homes might have included “separate women'’s qu&ftérin both cases, then, divisions
between male and female space is thought of ash moce than a conceptual distinction
between men and women’s roles but is also ofteenstalod as having a concrete, physical
dimension. Here they look at the how domestic spatght replicate spatial realities within the
home that are experienced on a larger communad.scal

Patrick Mullins examines the portrayal of bibligedmen vis-a-vis the status of women
in the surrounding cultures of the ancient Neat Eespecially Mesopotamia and Egypt. He
draws on a variety of kinds of evidence, includiiagh archaeology and texts, and determines
that there is little difference between the rolesomen in ancient Israel in comparison with
their neighbors. The normal situation throughoetltkvant is that women are normally
constrained by patriarchy. There are, however r@tyeof situations in which exceptions to this
rule are found, and thus some women gain accqgasile roles, often through family roles and
sometimes through on the basis the individual'satter. Mullins’ work does allow for the
possibility that the separate spaces for men andemaare permeable, but this does not represent
the lives of most women in either Israel or theghbbring cultures??

A number of feminist scholars have made connecti@tween women'’s roles and the
part that they play in domestic roles and familg.lFor example, Claudia Camp describes
women’s social roles as follows, “In a patrilingadtrilocal society such as Israel's, we can take

as a given that the primary source of a woman’saity will lie in her domestic roles. She may

141 Hennie J. Marsmaiv/omen in Ancient Ugarit and Israel: Their SociatidReligious Position in the
Context of the Ancient Near Edeiden: Brill, 2001) 709.

142 patrick Mullins, “The Public, Secular Roles of Wemin Biblical Times, Milltown StudiesA3 (1998)
79-111.
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well, however, perform other leadership roles,abknowledgement of her authority dependent
on the credence and authority vested in domesiitiber particular social setting® When
women do move beyond normal domestic actions,aften an extension of the roles that she
has already performed within the home or local camity.

Like Levine, a number of scholars have linked woimability to take public power
directly to times of crisis. Thus, many have sdengeriod of the judges—a time that the Bible
characterizes as a time of instabilffi—as a time of relative openness to women'’s autharit
more public ways. In describing the pre-monarcleidqa, Jo Ann Hackett argues that women
are prominent characters throughout the book ofdsithecause “women and marginalized
members of societies are more likely to wield puplower in times of disruption than in times
of peace and stability*** Similarly, Tikvah Frymer-Kensky contends, “wherté is no
centralized power, when political action takes placthe household or village, then women can
rise to public prominence.” From this perspectite, ability for women to move into public
spaces is greatly limited when there is a strorigiga power in place. Thus, Frymer-Kensky
argues, “When a strong central government is astedal, a pyramid of power extends from the

top down through various hierarchies and bureatgsaét such a time, women in Israel were

143 Claudia Camp, “The Female Sage in Ancient Isradlia the Biblical Wisdom Literature” ifihe Sage

in Israel and the Ancient Near Eg&d. John G. Gammie and Leo G. Perdue; Winona,lakie Eisenbrauns,
1990) 185-203, at 186.

144 See, for example, Judg 21:25, where the book odeslwith the negative assessment of that perind, *
those days there was no king in Israel; all theppeedid what was right in their own eyes.”

145 3o Ann Hackett, “There Was No King in Israel’: TBe of the Judges” ilfthe Oxford History of the
Biblical World (ed. M. Coogan; New York: Oxford University Pre$898) 132—64, at 144; see also, eadem, “In the
Days of Jael: Reclaiming the History of Women inchemt Israel” inlmmaculate and Powerful: The Female in
Sacred Image and Social Real{gd. C. Atkinson et al.; Boston, Mass.: Beacors&r&985) 15-38, at 19.
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frozen out of positions of power, and relegatethprivate domain™*° Times of political
instability, then, have often been understood Injidal scholars as creating a kind of vacuum
within which traditional power dynamics can be rgoigated, if only temporarily, a situation that
has important implications for womé#Y.

In her early work, Carol Meyers argued that a cthstinction between public and
private spaces can be correlated directly to tiverstdof the monarchy. For her, pre-monarchic
Israel represents a time of more gender equaliyh Bhen and women had to work more closely
together because of the difficult conditions crddig life in highland Israel. The introduction of
the monarchy, however, completely altered thattitn. She states:

The rise of the state meant the gradual end oti@tydn which the household was the dominant
social unit. The locus of power moved from the fgmihousehold, with its gender parity, to a
public world of male control. The establishmentafation-state meant the growing prominence
of the military and of state and religious bureag@s controlling economic development. These
institutions are typically public and male contealj whenever they become an important part of a
society’s organization, female prestige and poweede*®

The dominant assumption of a the majority of bidlischolars, then, has been that women
inhabit domestic spaces but that there are timesiieir public roles are expanded,

particularly in times of emergency and/or deceizeal authority**°

148 Tikvah Frymer-KenskyReading the Women of the Bilfiéew York: Schocken Books, 2002) xvii—
XViii.

147 The idea that women can attain power in timesatifipal instability is also echoed in the Michael
O’Connor’s article on Judges. See Michael O’Confibine Women in the Book of Judge${ebrew Annual Review
(1986) 277-93. It seems that for most scholardudiieg O’Connor, the description of more fluidity gender roles
during this period is a way of explaining the sfgr@int number of stories within the book of Judgbsut women.

148 Carol Meyerspiscovering EveAncient Israelite Women in Contéhtew York: Oxford University
Press, 1988) 190. A similar argument is made irahtigles, “Kinship and Kingship: The Early Monaychin The
Oxford History of the Biblical Worl@ed. Michael Coogan; New York: Oxford UniversitseBs, 1998) 165-205, at
202-3; and “The Roots of Restriction: Women in féstael’Biblical Archaeologisdl (1978) 91-103.

149 The question of the degree to which kinship amdilfaroles are negatively impacted by increased
centralized authority will be attended to in chapte
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What becomes apparent from surveying this schufars that the language of public
and private has had specific implications for hoanven are assessed by biblical scholars. Most
have seen women as confined to the private spheration that has spatial and functional
dimensions: women can inhabit certain spaces wattilers are off limits but they are also
limited to certain roles. Some scholars, includBiginberg, have questioned the devaluing of
domestic labor as the product of a Western cultoiesd while still retaining the categories. This
view holds that women are able to expand famitlamestic roles to enter the public sphere in
exceptional cases, especially during periods otdigalized political authority. In most cases,
however, there are negative consequences for warherransgress into the public realm (i.e.,
Dinah), which often negatively impacts male hoAdrose who gain entry into the public usually
do so only for a limited period (i.e., Judith), ahén must again retreat to the more normal

constraints that women experienced of living agiey domestic existence.

Problems with the Public/Private Discourse in Biali Scholarship

Despite the frequent use of public and privatepesative categories in biblical
scholarship, feminist biblical scholars are notwaie that these terms can be problematic. For
example, Meyers acknowledges the work of femimsghm@pologists and is very clear that
language about a “private-public dichotomy” is appropriate for describing pre-monarchic
Israel**° Similarly, Camp seems to view the public and pewdichotomy as waxing and
waning, in direct correspondence to the degreenfralized authority® Thus, the line of

argumentation that both scholars employ is asvi@ldNhen state control increases, the role of

150 Meyers Discovering Eve173.

151 Camp, “The Female Sage.”
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the family unit decreases, sharpening a divide éetnpublic and private spheres, thus severely
limiting the public political roles available to wen!>?

Often the narratives of the Bible themselves oftemot lend themselves to a neat
separation between public and private. In her 18886le, Karla Bohmbach contends that the
assumed relationship between women and the préypdtere is problematic specifically for the
Judges 19 narrative. She concludes the articletivilsuggestion that “the results of this
analysis should at least render us more cautioasrimise of the public-private construct—
especially, perhaps, the gendered meanings wbwtrio the construct. Otherwise, the construct
may lead us to assume, rather than helping ukitoilate and explain, too much about how
gender really works!>® Her argument about Judges 19 apphestatis mutandisto the book of
Esther, in which many of the characters represegel social and political realities. The
boundaries between what is “public” and what isvVg@te” in the Esther story are not well-
defined, nor do public and private represent sépanad mutually exclusively categories.

A similar argument is made by Edna Solvang abarmen during the period of the
monarchy. She argues that the dominant portrayadasfarchy as an exclusively male domain is
problematic expressly becaugseyal women in Judah are portrayed in the narrasiaes

essential actors in and representatives of the dndeonarchy *** In Part | of her study she

15210 more recent work, Meyers seems to questiorednker reliance on these categories altogether, an
not only in relationship to premonarchic Israelr Egample, in a 2009 article discussing Iron Agghaeology, she
describes the situation as follows, “Most Israslitere agrarians; and the household was the bemomic,
religious, political, and of course social unitpfemodern agrarian household was not simply a fanat was it
just a dwelling. It was both, and it had multiplen€tions. Workplace and living space were not miigtished as
they are in the modern industrialized world.” Segdl Meyers, “In the Household and Beyond: The &oddéiorld
of Israelite Women'Studia Theologic&3 (2009) 19-41, at 21.

153 Karla G. Bohmbach, “Conventions/Contraventionse Meaning of Public/Private for the Judges 19
Concubine,”Journal for the Study of the Old Testam@8t(1999) 83-98, at 98.

154 Elna SolvangA Woman'’s Place is in the House: Royal Women céldaehd Their Involvement in the
House of DaviqJSOTSupp Series 349; Sheffield: Sheffield AcadePress, 2003) 6 [emphasis original].
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presents evidence from the wider ancient Near tBastparallels>® her thesis about the way in
which Judean women are portrayed in narrative ai I}, she focuses on texts from Samuel and
Kings that depict in narrative the essential rbkg twvomen play in the functioning of a royal
household, focusing on the characters of Michath&zgeba, and Athaliali® Maria Hausl comes
to a similar conclusion in her work on 1 Kings ld2termining that these chapters depict royal
women as wielding great political powef.Solvang’s contention is that the narratives about
women as key political figures must be taken satourhey suggest, at the very least, the
possibility for women’s historical participation politics*® Solvang’s study focuses on Judean
royal women but her insights are relevant to saidiethe book of Esther as well. Her study
indicates both that narrative portrayals of womeals in politics can be suggestive of historic
possibilities, and that women’s access to polittods was not eliminated during periods of a
strong central government.

In addition to the work of Bohmbach and SolvangnBa Nolan Fewell also implicitly
calls into question this type of language in hecdssion of various feminist approaches to the
Bible by describing patriarchy as something thatilmerable, stating the “male sovereignty is
not an absolute’®® She uses the book of Esther to demonstrate tinis, gtating that Vashti's

“non-action” threatens to collapse the entire sysbé male domination. According to her view,

155 |bid.
156 | pid.

157 Maria Hausl Abischag und Batscheba. Frauen am Kénigshof un@kiienfolge Davids im Zeugnis der
Texte 1 Kon und RArbeiten zu Text und Sprache im Alten TestamdntSt. Ottilien, 1993).

158 According to Solvang, in light of the narrativerpayal of royal women, “any political or theologic
interpretation of the biblical depiction of the &ath monarchy that fails to consider their contiing and
perspective is incomplete” (ibid).

159 Danna Nolan Fewell, “Feminist Reading of the Bjblournal for the Study of the Old Testamaat
(1987) 77-87, at 84.
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then, Esther demonstrates that male sovereigrithefsendent and precarious,” while other texts
suggest that it is “incomplete, inadequate, anceaindble.*®°

The discussion relating to women'’s lives and gevapaces does not often directly
address the role of men in very specific ways, pkt@assume that they have access to the
public sphere. Susan Niditch’s work does, howesensider other groups beside women who
might have been at a social disadvantage. She \awwse who find themselves in a
powerless position as having to resort to tacties are less public as a strategy for success. She
notes that “The trickster and the wisdom hero/herdiave much in common: the stealthy,
home-based power of the women; the emphasis oercleghind-the-scenes manipulation of
those of higher status to secure for oneself bei&fit Although she does not use the categories
of public and private, Niditch’s description ofdksters and wisdom characters together both
employing “home-based power” provides an provoesaligginning point from which to question
whether or not society was structured in a way ¢thgétgorically constrained all women to
private activity, with limited exceptions, and umn@gpcally provided all men with equal access
to public power. Her work is suggestive of a variet other possible problems that attend the
assumption that public and private spaces are getids male and female, including the fact

that is unlikely that all men, regardless of sostakus, age or position in the community had

equal access to public spaces and roles.

160 |hig.

161 Susan Niditch, “Esther: Folklore, Wisdom, Feminjsmd Authority,” inA Feminist Companion to
Esther, Judith, and Susan(ed. Athalya Brenner; Feminist Companion to thel®ify Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1995) 26-46, at 41.
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Public and Private as Theoretical Categories

Despite some problems, the language of publicpaivdte has continued to be used
among biblical scholars to describe women'’s liWe. have already seen that the work of
several biblical scholars points in the directidmoancing the discourse, working to undermine
several of the assumptions providing the foundatese categories. In addition to their work,
there is a great deal of scholarship in a variéptioer fields that suggests ways in which the
categories of public and private often obscureerathan clarify matters.

Linda Kerber’s article outlines the history ofgldonceptual model in relationship to
American history®* She remarks that one impetus for the introduaticthese categories into
historiographic discourse for history about theteaiStates was a new publication of
Tocqueville’'sDemocracy in Americéllowing World War 1l. His description of life in
nineteenth century America—in particular, his dggon of the lives of married women—
according to Kerber, “provided the physical imatye (circle) and the interpretation (that it was
a limiting boundary on choices) that would contitoeharacterize the metaphdf®In looking
at the literature from the nineteenth century, aedidence of the language could be found, and
thus the trope was carried over into historian’scdptions. Kerber identified three stages to the
progression of this metaphor in American historaudry: The first in the 1960’s and early
1970’s focused on recognizing separate spheres iaspartant aspect of women'’s lives; the
second in the late 1970’s tried to identify postaspects of this paradigm by focusing on

“women’s culture.*®* However, scholars did not always use the metajphawery precise way.

162 inda Kerber, “Separate Spheres, Female Roles, &dtsPlace: The Rhetoric of Women'’s History,”
Journal of American History5 (1988) 9—39.

183 1pid., 10.

184 1bid., 17.
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There were a range of meanings ascribed to theutise of separate spheres, including, an
“ideology imposed owomen, a culturereated bywomen, a set of boundariespected to be
observedy women.*®®> One of the contributions to the third stage ofrretaphor’s
development was to apply this language to a muchdar range of human experiences, seeing
the phenomena of separate spheres as a pervaseat aEhuman cultures. Thus, scholars began
to notice this language in Greek thought and aaspect of European culture that was brought to
the colonies®®

Kerber’s analysis of the usefulness of these caiteg draws on the later work of
Rosaldo—in which she called into question thesees@mms she had initially endorsed—
echoing Rosaldo’s suggestions that to perpetuattatiguage of public and private complicates
rather than clarifies because it is inherently distip. Kerber states, “To continue to use the
language of separate spheres is to deny the retiph®tween gender and society, and to
impose a static model on dynamic relationshi8§The discourse was based on a metaphor, not
a precise assessment of complicated social realitaen the implications of the metaphor are
overextended, it ceases to be a useful tool. Abétaroncludes, “As we discuss the notion of
separate spheres, we are tiptoeing on the bouhadmeen politics and ideology, between
sociology and rhetoric. We have entered the redlheomeneutics; our task . . . is essentially
one of deconstruction:® Already in the late 1980’s, Kerber's analysis edlinto question a
significant metaphor in historical discourse refdtie separate, gendered spaces for men and

women.

165 |pid.
166 |hid., 18-109.
187 1bid., 38.

188 1pid., 30.
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Anthropologists contributed a great deal to theamoof gendered spaces as an
organizing concept for feminist inquiry. One imgort contribution was that of Michelle
Rosaldo, who described one source of women’s opioress directly correlated to the way in
which women were restricted to domestic work, whiehved to isolate them and prevent them
from entering the social realities of m&i.Just a few years later, Rosaldo rejected her pusvi
reliance on the mutually exclusive categories dfliguand private, suggesting that using such
binaries tended to ignore the more complex natfisecial relationships’®

The work of Sherry Ortner built on the framewankially proposed by Rosaldo,
suggesting that there was a universal corollatiéoconcept of separate spheres that accounted
for women'’s lower status across temporal and ddatiandaries. Women were confined to
domestic activities, and thus became associatddnatiure, while men’s public presence caused
them to be associated with culture. Thus, thesepaus of words: public and private, culture
and nature, were often used interchangeably ané seframe feminist dialogue about women’s
roles’’* Thus, these two pairs of words: public and privetgture and nature, were often used
interchangeably and serve to frame feminist diadogibout women’s rol€$? The two sets of
word pairs, then, became a useful heuristic defaicealking about and describing women’s
lives in feminist anthropological discourse. Desytite early reliance on this language,

anthropologists, including Rosaldo, soon becantgstion the degree to which these terms

169 Michelle Rosaldo, “A Theoretical Overview,” Woman, Culture, and Sociefgd. Michelle Rosaldo
and Louise Lamphere; Stanford, Calif.: Stanfordvérsity Press, 1974) 17-42.

170 \tichelle Rosaldo, “The Use and Abuse of Anthroggld Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and
Societys (1980) 389-417.

"1 Sherry Ortner, “Is Female to Male as Nature i€titure?” inWoman, Culture, and Sociefgd.
Michelle Rosaldo and Louise Lamphere; StanfordifC&tanford University Press, 1974) 67-87.

2 bid.

60



were helpful.

One of the major works that pushed beyond theudsons of public/private in historical
discourse was the volume edited by Susan Reveubparnothy Helly, titledGendered
Domains: Rethinking Public and Private in Womenistety*"® This volume brought together
the work of historians on a variety of historicakjpds and geographic regions. In the preface to
the volume, Nannerl Keohane articulated a numbéneproblems with this rhetoric. She argues
that, “The most familiar slogan of contemporary fieism ‘the personal is political,” subverts the
public/private separation by denying that it opesas it is usually supposed to d6''She
suggests that one of the contributions of histarianthis discourse is the awareness that specific
historic situations often reveal far more compkchtealities than the theories about
public/private often suggest& The language that had seemed to hold a greabtipedmise
and appeal crumbles under closer scrutiny, asdtegjories cannot be maintained as mutually
exclusive once they are located in particular histd circumstances. Public and private relies on
language that does not have an obvious meaningradhe categories represented by this
language mutually exclusive. Moreover, the two gaties often overlap and intersect in

complex and interesting ways’

173 Susan M. Reverby and Dorothy O. Helly, e@endered Domains: Rethinking Public and Private in
Women'’s HistorfEssays from the Seventh Berkshire Conference ehlistory of Women; Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1992).

17 Nannerl O. Keohane, “Preface” @endered Domains: Rethinking Public and Privat®Momen’s
History (ed. Dorothy Helly and Susan Reverby; Ithaca, NCarnell University Press, 1992) ix—xii, it

75 bid.

"% eohane states, that despite the tendency to faakgranted in our scholarly work...a separation of o
lives into two distinct categories marked as ‘paitdind ‘private,’”” these categories often break domhen we
examine them more closely. “When we try to prove iwhat we actuallyneanby these terms, however, we
discover complexity. As with many common binary cepts, the apparent clarity of the distinction oligss under
analysis” (ibid., x). For a similar argument, sésoaviargaret Thornton, “The Public/Private Dichotorendered
and Discriminatory, Journal of Law and Society8 (1991)448-63, at 448.
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Leslie Peirce illustrates precisely how the theafrpublic and private can break down
under closer scrutiny once specific historical winstances are evaluated more closely. Her
article in the volume edited by Helly and Reverlzgmines royal women of the Ottoman
Empire from the mid-sixteenth to mid-seventeenthtuees. Her analysis calls into question the
assumption previously held by most scholars thattygregation between men and women in
upper class Muslim culture produced “a gender-basgtbtomy between easily discernible
public and private sphere$’* This model presumes that female influence didemtgnd beyond
harem walls, and that the harem was a quintessempaession of domesticity/® In looking
more closely at the lives of these women, howestsz,found that women—as well as men—
maintained an intricate network of relationshipet ghlayed a significant role in bringing
individuals into positions of power. Thus she codéls,

Only when the paradigm of rigidly separate publiienand private/female spheres is discarded
can we begin to appreciate the ways in which thestre of the Ottoman ruling class enabled
women to participate in the political life of thmpire. Conversely, by understanding how women
were able to acquire and exercise power, we ohtalearer picture of the structure of Ottoman
politics and society’®

She stresses that the family is the central uniiradt which political life was structured, a fact
that challenges scholars to evaluate more clokelydle that women played in the familial
structures to understand better the political stmeés of the Ottoman Empire. Many of the
insights in this article suggest that similar asgtioms about women'’s political role in biblical

narratives might be reevaluated in a similar wayeig that the political system was modeled on

17 Leslie P. Peirce, “Beyond Harem Walls: Ottoman &&/omen and the Exercise of Power,” (ed.
Dorothy Helly and Susan Reverby; Ithaca, N.Y.: @lirbniversity Press, 1992) 40-55, at 41.

1781bid., 41.
179bid., 55.
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family and kinship structure’§®

In a 2001 article, Carol Lasser reflects on the afshe language of public and private
language as it relates to the historians accodraatebellum culture in the United Stat&5She
identifies some of the ways in which the trope séparate spheres” has proved inadequate,
drawing on previous works by Julie Jeffrey and laaMicCall. The language of public and
private was used by historians “(1) to explain ensal female subordination, and (2) to
legitimate the need for a distinctive effort to g into women’s particular experience&®”
This mode of discourse has proved inadequate taiexmore complex interactions between
gender, race, class, and ethnic¢ftyShe concludes,

We come to see more clearly the role of the pudgleere as an arena in which issues of gender
roles and relations were contested. Looking at geadd public opinion allows you to begin to
see “public” and “private” not so much as opposited rather as angles of vision. In so doing,
we begin to understand gender as an unstable, aitdlfluid relation, not as the enclosed space
that has imprisoned our thinkirf.

Her work affirms a similar picture to that of Paralthough the historical contexts are very

different. In each case, it becomes clear thapasific historical circumstances are viewed more

180 This study is especially helpful for thinking alboiie book of Esther because the description iheEst
of a “women’s house” (e.g., Esth 2:9, 14) has noftein been translated by scholars as “harem,” @ wuat tends
to conjure up a variety of associations. See Eblaa®g’s article, for a discussion of some of thelgbematic ways
this has been used, based on comparison to them@texemplar. She states, for example, “Any usbeferm
haremin reference to ancient Assyria and Israel intreduan analogy by which the physical remains antiaéx
legacies of those societies are interpreted ard lifai reconstructed based on Islamic models” ¥@ab, “Another
Look ‘Inside’: Harems and the Interpretations of M&n,” in Orientalism, Assyriology, and the Biljked. Steven
W. Holloway; Hebrew Bible Monographs 10; SheffieRheffield Phoenix Press, 2006] 374-98, at 375). 110 of
this chapter, | cited Briant’'s work as questionihg usefulness of the term harem for Persian\lfieether not the
term is applicable in the case of Esther neede tioestigated further. For the purposes of thiskywahat is
relevant is that there is no sustained discussignexisely what is meant by applying the Arabiaevbarem to a
Persian context and thus, no subsequent consioleiativhether or not this does in fact limit wonterprivate
spaces. What Peirce’s scholarship on harem womtreddttoman Empire indicates is that in that dperistance,
women were not visible in public but their presenees still an important factor in shaping publieli

181 | asser, “Beyond Separate Spheres,” 115-23.
%2 bid., 116.
183 bid.

184 1bid., 123.
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closely, imagining dichotomous categories of pubhd private as exclusive and gendered
domains is impossible to maintain.

The work of the feminist anthropologist DeborathtrRan calls into question the degree
to which the dominant ideology of separate sphigréfse nineteenth and early twentieth century
translated in everyday life on the basis of his@rand archeological evidence from Deerfield,
Massachusett$® Her research demonstrates that despite the walith the “cult of
domesticity” endorsed an ideal of separation betwmélic and private spaces for men and
women during this period of American history, sbatends that evidence from Deerfield paints
a different reality, in which “gendered uses of@pwere fluid and specifically that women were
active agents in the village beyond the domestiesn™®° Not only did women transgress the
imagined boundary confining them to domestic agtj\but men also participated in private
home life!®’ She says, “Real lived experiences and unique pafsmd community
circumstances often required that concessions loke neethe idealized categorization of space as
exclusive public/private or male/female.” Her waxdntributes significantly to the discussion of
gendered spaces because it suggests that gendiegids, even when they are upheld as the
communal ideal, do not necessarily correlate watlua historical experiences. Men and women
might endorse specific notions of gendered spadee transgressing those boundaries
regularly in the course of everyday life.

The use of language about separate spheres bdseals questioned by scholars of

American literature. In 1998, the jourrfainerican Literaturededicated an entire issue to this

185 Deborah Rotman, “Separate Spheres? Beyond the®itles of Domesticity,Current Anthropology
47 (2006) 666—74.

188 |bid., 666.

¥7 bid.
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particular problem. In the preface to that issusth§ Davidson described the problems related to
the discourse of “separate spheres” in Americandity criticism-2° She described the
importance of the discourse of the binary categarfeseparate spheres during the last quarter of
twentieth century in the literary criticism on niaenth century. One of the most important
contributions of her analysis stems from the faat she seeks to understand “why is the
metaphor of separate spheres both immediately diingpand ultimately unconvincing as an
explanatory device?®

In response to this question, Davidson suggeatstbmen have replicated the language
of separate spheres, found within literature framnineteenth century because the binary
language “allows contemporary literary historiam$acus on women writers who have been
excluded from the standard histories” and furthierdgots its logic of exclusivity in an
explanation of nineteenth century binaric gendetiens.™*° That is, women, who feel that
women’s experiences have been overlooked arei@gstii focusing on a women’s productions
because it represents a separate, if overlookpdctef nineteenth century life. Thus, the logic
of separate spheres is self-replicating and pravés problematic for Davidson because “it is
simply too crude an instrument—too rigid and taialg—for understanding the different,
complicated ways that nineteenth century Americatiesy or literary production functioned®
Her article cites the work of Kerber in identifyitige way in which the republication of
Tocqueville’s work gave birth to a “historiographetaphor.” She suggests that the use of this

language is far less descriptive of the nineteeatttury realities, instead demonstrating a great

188 Cathy N. Davidson, “Preface: No More Separate SgfteAmerican LiteratureZ0 (1998) 443-63.
%9 1bid., 444.
199 pid.

191 1bid., 445.
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deal about the post-World War Il culture in whitle metaphor took rodt? Davidson
highlights two central insights in this article:the language of public and private is “self-
perpetuating in a way that is implausibf*and 2) the use of the language demonstrates a
particular historiographic stance on the part diodars writing about a particular period more
than it reflects the specificities of a particytariod of the past.

Several others scholars have brought other objextabout these categories to the fore as
well. For example, Carole Pateman describes theimnvasich the terms public and private are
not only imprecise but also fluid in definition,dthus they tend to change meanings across both
cultures and time period$? Other scholars have argued that the roots of éhchous language
about public and private are inherited largely fidfastern liberal political theory and have a
distinct Western biaS’” This raises the question as the degree to whitheteategories of
public and private can be applied to ancient cakuFurthermore, anthropologists have

criticized this language because the logic behiehids to be somewhat circufaf.

192 hid., 446.
193 bid., 455.

194 For a look at the ways in which these terms atdixed across cultures or time, see Carole Pateman
“Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotohiy The Disorder of Women: Democracy, Feminism, and
Political Theory(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1989) 118-40.

195 Keohane states that “ancient Greeks” and “libpeéitical thinkers” are a part of this traditionekhane,
“Preface,” x. See also Susan Moller Okin, “Thinkinge a Woman,” inTheoretical Perspectives on Sexual
Difference(ed. Deborah L. Rhode; New Haven: Yale Universityd3, 1990) 145-159 for a history of political
thought about gendered dichotomies related to syi2kie identifies thinkers such as Plato and Hegel
contributors to this Western notion that “women pogentially subversive of public interest and ¢oenmon good”
(Okin, 145). Similarly, Thornton states, “Indeee tssociation of men and women with public andgpev
respectively is one of the few assertions thatbEnategorically made about the nature of the slmalvithin the
Western liberal tradition, men have been associattidthe public sphere, in the character of gowent,and civil
society, while women have been indelibly associatitl the private sphere, in the character of fgir(ilThe
Public/Private Dichotomy: Gendered and Discrimimato449).

19 As Sylvia Yanagisako and Jane Collier argue, “@laém that women become absorbed in constraining
and devalued domestic activities because of tb&@ras mothers is tautological given the definitidhdomestic’ as
‘those minimal institutions and modes of activityat are organized immediately around one or morthens and
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Conclusion

One of the major contributions of this vein of gletiship is to demonstrate that power
relationships and gender roles are always contingenery specific circumstances. Moreover,
these are fluid arrangements that are constanithglmegotiated and reconfigured. No one
paradigm can describes the complex dynamics okaoial construction, including gender,
across all cultures and historical periods. Ratéey,study of gender must reflect both cultural
and historical nuance as well as allowing varip#iven within a given society because status
can change based throughout a person’s life. Thysung, unmarried female, for example
might have a very different status than that oblger married woman who has had several
children, particularly if those children have aggdi some status. An individual woman might
experience different relationships to power thraugthe course of her life. Even when the
cultural rhetoric endorses the language of publiegte realms, the lived reality may reflect a far
greater degree of nuance.

Scholars have frequently evaluated Esther in mrlatiip to the way that she remains
with the domestic sphere or transcends it to gniblic life. Yet the contingency of power
evident is a particularly striking way in this bodks a single Jewish orphan, the character of
Esther at the beginning of the book has very ldatieess to personal or political power. Her
marriage to the king and her favored status irkihg's palace quickly shift her position. By the
end of the story, Esther is able to influence ting leasily, without fear of reprisal and has
secured not only her own safety but that of hepfgeavho were also previously very
vulnerable. In addition, she has also acquiregptbperty formerly belonging to Haman. It is on

her account that Mordecai also gain status, amaugir her that he is given property to manage.

their children.” “The Mode of Reproduction in Antipology,” inTheoretical Perspectives on Sexual Difference
(ed. Deborah L. Rhode; New Haven: Yale Universityd3, 1990) 13141, at 133.
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Her high status, however, is not fixed, as theufoes of both Vashti and Haman remind us.
Individuals can lose power just as easily as tteygain it within the palace where personal
relationships dominate the political landscape.

The work of Davidson offers an important suggestiothinking about how to better
understand feminist biblical scholarship and tHamnee on the dichotomous categories relating
space and gender. Her arguments indicate thatsthefithese categories demonstrates a
particular historiographic stance within biblicahslarship of the 1970’s through 1990’s. The
use of the terms allowed for and facilitated fewstitiiblical scholars’ focus on women in the
canon, a previously overlooked aspect of Israeliteure. Inasmuch as the discourse gave
occasion to specifically study women, the logi¢hed metaphor was continually reinforced.
Studies on women fill an enormous void and servmaredibly important function. The
problem with the application of gendered and diohwius language as a theoretical approach,
however, is that is also meant that scholarshipathe social realities in Israel and the ancient
Near East was often performing the function thakescribed, relegating tls¢udyof women to a
separate and distinct sphere from the study ofimsimilar situations?’

One of the problems within biblical scholarshiptthaes these terms is that there is no
sustained theoretical work that defines what ismhbg the terms public and private. Some
scholars seem to indicate a physical reality. étibok of Esther, for example, this might relate
to the presumption that Esther’s life in the “wonsdmouse” meant that she was sequestered in a

harem, with little access to the outside world.shseem to indicate that it is has to do with

97 |n the previous chapter, for example, | discudsad attributing patriarchal values to the author of
Esther in describing her as beautiful while notlgipg the same language to men who are depicteéanly
identical terms is highly problematic. On the othand, as we will see in ch. 4 of this work, theywawhich
studies on kinship’s central role in the politiddlee ancient near East has not considered thedhtpia may have
had on women (whose authority is thought to defiom family roles) demonstrates a second way inciiihe
language of public and private continues to repdiceholarship that is similarly divided into twepsirate spheres.
The language, then, not only provides a rationaieHis work but becomes self-replicating, prodgcascholarship
that parallels what it is describing.

68



women’s primary activity being related to domestark and built on women'’s relationships to
the family. This might then refer to Esther’s primmaole as wife of the king. Yet a number of
problems emerge within the language presentedégdtegories. Where do the boundaries
between the public sphere end and the private sfiegin? Is the king’s household a public or
private space? Is a royal feast between EstheraHand the king a public affair or a private
one? Is Vashti's refusal to come to the king’s f@adomestic matter or a national crisis? Is
Esther still relegated to the private sphere ef/émeiwomen’s house described in Esther 2 not a
harem in the traditional sense? These questionsnamg more like it that could be asked
demonstrate the difficulty of neatly categoriziifg into two separate realms as a means of
understanding gender dynamics.

If the use of this binary has served to facilitedbolarship on women, then it has served
an important function within the field of biblicatholarship. Yet the reliance on the terms public
and private as separate and mutually exclusiveaggedctategories cannot be sustained because
no metaphor can transcend all cultures and histioperiods to universally describe women'’s, or
men’s, experiences. New language is needed to #lokt the ways in which men and women
occupied a complex set of social roles and expeatroles that could shift over the course of

their lifetime.
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Chapter 3: Esther the Politician: Traditions of Counseling Women

“Communication is the essence of diplomacy.”

“Diplomatic signaling typically aims at persuasion; that is, communication is designed to
influence others by modifying their behavior oribfd and attitudes. Attempts at mutual

persuasion are of the essence. In other wordsaipamg and negotiation processes are at the

heart of diplomacy®®

Introduction

In the first chapter | suggested that the charaxftEsther has been subject to
dichotomous portraits: One hand, some scholars iaweed her as exceptional, defying
gendered expectations by acting outside the prisfattere—the space to which scholars have
often assumed women were relegated. On the ottterlass have portrayed her as typical,
fitting into a set of gendered stereotypes. | hewggested that both positions are inherently
problematic, in no small part because they arestiople. Chapter two illustrated some general
problems with relying on dichotomous categoriepuflic and private. This chapter will look to
the particulars of the narrative context of thelbobEsther to see whether the view that Esther
is an exception— that is, a woman who overturngigeexpectations by acting as outside in the
public sphere—is warranted. It is my contentiort tree problem with seeing Esther as an
exception to normative portrayals of women is tietcharacterization draws on a number of
earlier biblical texts. The purpose of this chagen examine the relationships between Esther

and other biblical texts to determine what the iogilons of those relationships might be on the

198 Christer Jonsson, “Diplomatic Signaling in the AmaLetters,” inAmarna Diplomacy: The Beginnings
of International Relationged. Raymond Cohen and Raymond Westbrook; Balépidd.: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2000) 191-204, at 191. Here dinssdescribing international political communioat but a
number of the principles of artful persuasion aathmunication are applicable to domestic politicalations as
well and thus describe the narrative portrayalenfale negotiators and counselors in the Bible.
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issue of gender and space as it relates to thergnoionarchies and the role of female
counselors within them.

A significant connection between biblical women aviddom through a rich literary
tradition in the biblical texts hints toward thestaric possibility that women might have had a
significant social role as counselors. This rolalddave had specifically political dimensions
when women’s access to royalty through familiad sdlowed them to counsel kings and political
figures. In addition to an examination of biblicahterials, we shall examine the literature and
historical records from the ancient Near East temaine how the narrative traditions in Israel
correlate to evidence from a variety of culturesas the Levant and whether that combined
evidence might provide sufficient reason to arguetlie significant role women played in the
politics of negotiation.

Throughout the book of Esther, there are a nuraballusions to other literature in the
Bible, a fact that has already been well-documehted large body of biblical scholarship.
There are several indications within the book dhEsthat these are not accidental but serve a
very deliberate intention. One possibility for wéarlier biblical traditions were incorporated
into the story of Esther relates to the Diasporated within which Esther was created. As
Berlin argues, the use of biblical motifs in tefttam the Second Temple period, and specifically
in the book of Esther, was a conscious strategynaed to establish a link to preexilic Israel. She
states, “The burden of Diaspora stories is to gl@viewish continuity in the face of
overwhelming dislocation of the Jewish communitgdod way to provide this continuity is to
link the present with the past, and the new liteabf the Diaspora with older, traditional

literature.™® Furthermore, connecting the book of Esther tdembiblical texts helps to

199 Adele Berlin, “The Book of Esther and Ancient Steiling,” Journal of Biblical Literature120 (2001)
3-14,at 7.
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legitimate not only the story of Esther, but mamportantly, the festival of Puriff® In its final

form, the book of Esther provides the rationale @sttuctions concerning Purim observance.

Women and Royal Counsel in the Bible

Claudia Camp has suggested that there “seemsdorbe cultural impetus for the
emergence of the female wisdom figure from actiaéwomen.?®* She cites the narratives
about the wise woman of Tekoa (2 Sam 14) and tee woman of Abel (2 Sam 20) as evidence
for her argument that offering counsel providedléaist one significant, political role available
to women in the years preceding the establishmieihiedkingship in Israel, a role that continued
to exist into the monarchic era, but of which weéao evidence after the time of Davi?
Her suggestion is that the narrative depictionthe$e women, and the later personification of
wisdom, open the possibility that behind the litgnepresentation there was a socio-historical
reality. According to Camp, the role of counselmgs an extension of the kind of advice that
women offered in their own homes as mot&ts.

Camp examines two characters found in 2 Samuelyite woman of Tekoa (2 Sam 14)

and the wise woman of Abel (2 Sam 20). A numbehefobservations she makes about these

299 pid. See also, Jon Levensdisther(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 19973.13

1Claudia Camp, “The Female Sage in Ancient Isradliarihe Biblical Wisdom Literature,” ilthe Sage
in Israel and the Ancient Near Egq&d. John G. Gammie and Leo G. Perdue; Winona,llakle Eisenbrauns,
1990) 185-203, at 185.

292CJaudia Camp, “The Wise Women of 2 Samuel: A Roted®l for Women in Early IsraelTatholic
Biblical Quarterly43 (1981) 14.

23Camp states, for example, “The potential scop@efaise mother’s authority is, through this analysi
expanded from the realm of the immediate or extdridmily to a more comprehensive political unit¥\(ise
Women of 2 Samuel,” 26); see also Camp’s argunrefitie Female Sage,” including her statement thag“use
of mother-imagery in both of these stories, thoogtaphorical, seems to point indirectly back tedain social
reality, namely that the authority vested in deatgd wise women derived from their primary socié iin the
education of children and management of the patrarhousehold” (ibid., 188).
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two women also could be applied to the case ofdfdibcause like Esther, the words of these
women are significant in resolving national conflidn the first case, the woman of Tekoa is
summoned by Joab to persuade the king to allowdnsAbsalom to return from exile. Although
it is Joab who instructs the wise woman about winagy, it is only through her performance of
the message that the king relents. Both the wisaeamoof Tekoa and Esther dress in particular
way in order to act out the persuasive drama: Esther dresses in royal robes to approach the king;

the woman of Tekoa dons clothes of a mourner (Esth 5:1; and 2 Sam 14:2). The rhetorical

strategy that this wise woman employs is to preaggérallel situation to the king in which he is
able to make an unbiased choice before he redheasnplications that it will have on him. The
woman presents a personal problem, that of herfamily, as a way of illuminating the political
problems of the kingdom. She embodies the wisdonitadound in the words of Prov 25:15,
“through patience may a ruler be persuaded.” Heeslp moves easily between the seemingly
private, family affair about which she purportedbeks the king’s help and the very public
affairs of the king’s own familial problems. Thecfdahat the woman’s true intentions are
disguised from the king initially creates a dramatony: She appears before the king as a
woman in need of the king’s assistance, while at itais she who is offering the king counsel.
The wise woman of Tekoa’s role in helping the kiogiew things from a different
perspective—one that elicits a very specific actimery much resembles the role that Nathan
played following the incident with Bathsheba (2 $&h12). Like the woman of Tekoa, Nathan
is also given a message (in his case, from Yahatter than Joab) that he is to deliver to the
king. It is the persuasive power of the individuawever, that causes the message to be heard.
Both deliver a message in which the king makegigment only to discover that he has declared

a verdict on himself. In 2 Sam 14:13, the womaalfinreveals her true purpose, telling David,
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“Why then have you planned such a thing againspdwple of God? For in giving this decision
the king convicts himself, inasmuch as the kingsdoat bring his banished one home again.”
The bold language she uses could easily have rdheddng’s anger had she not artfully
delivered the message: The woman of Tekoa, liké&atis not merely a passive tool in Joab’s
hands but a skilled rhetorician, carefully pradaioe the art of persuasion.

The second woman who Camp examines is found of@wahapters later in 2 Samuel
20. The chapter opens by reporting that Sheba Bithri had started a revolt against the
Davidic line, causing Joab to pursue him to then@ivAbel Beth-maacah where Sheba and the
Bichrites had assembled. Joab and his men begattattk the city, using battering rams and a
siege ramp. In the midst of this battle scenetekerecounts that a “wise woman” called out to
him from the city wall. In a private negotiationtveen the woman and Joab, she persuaded him
not to attack the city but that instead promiseldawe the head of Sheba thrown down to him. In
speaking to Joab, she advocates for safety ofityjesaying “I am one of those who are
peaceable and faithful in Israel; you seek to destroy a city that is a mother in Israel; why will you
swallow up the heritage of thedRD?” (v 19). Her words shift the focus off of the edlibus
Sheba who is hiding within the city and towardHe tity itself: she appeals to the city’s history
and reputation as a “mother in Israel,” part oE“tieritage of the LORD,” thus intimating that an
attack on the city would be an attack on the LORBmp describes this approach as trying to
“employ a form of psychological pressure in ordeattain her goal of halting Joab’s sieG&.”
Her successful negotiation with Joab was no smeali, fa perspective that is made clear in the
larger narrative context. Just previously in the,t@oab had killed Amasa in cold blood using
deception to get close to him. Joab approached Amss friend—taking him by the beard as if

to kiss him—only to reach for his sword. Thus, Jtsthuck him in the belly so that his entrails

204 pid., 22.
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poured out on the ground, and he died” (2 Sam 20Tl fact that the wise woman prevented
Joab—a man notorious for his violent and impetumisavior—from besieging the city and
slaughtering those inside is of no small conseqgeieaitecting an oratorical coup. The placement
of these two stories side by side serves to undeggbe efficacy of the woman’s persuasive
power.

Both the woman of Tekoa and Abel employ matenmagery in order to persuade their
respective audiencé® The woman of Tekoa poses as a mother who is tredisand about to
lose her only son (1 Sam 14:5ff), while the woméAlmel pleads for her city because it is
known as “a mother in Israel” (1 Sam 20:19). Camnggests that the use of this maternal
language provides evidence that the source of aamtsnauthority was likely derived from her
roles in the home, especially that of mother; her right to speak in certain public situations was an
extension of her role in the famf{’

Rivkah Harris’ analysis of the Akkadian woedhquand its derivatives seems to
corroborate this pictur&mqu,meaning “experienced, skilled, educated wise, Wiyelated to
the words for a woman managing a housefifi@he states, “Other derivativesasfiqualso
have meanings that fall within the range of skildla@xperience. It is significant that terms for
housekeeper, such anigtuandemugqty imply that the woman who manages a house is a

prudent woman. Harris also notes that in Egyptetlage some fragmentary texts mentioning “a

205 |pid., 24.
208 |pid., 24-27.

207 Rivkah Harris, “The Female ‘Sage’ in Mesopotamiiferature (With an Appendix on Egypt),” ithe
Sage in Israel and the Ancient Near E@d. John G. Gammie and Leo G. Perdue; Winona,llakle Eisenbrauns,
1990) 3-17, at 5.
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wise woman,” who may have served a mediating mledal communitie$” The evidence
from Mesopotamia and Egypt appears to be very rmukbeping with the picture presented in
Proverbs 31 where tfen nwx is described in great detail. The source of h&revand strength
lies in the contribution to a successfully run asehold (vv 15-22), and her mouth speaks
wisdom (v 26). It is worth noting that it is notlgrthe content of Proverbs 31 that reinforces this
picture, but the form as well. The narrative dsthiéfore the poem, especially the first verse
structures the contents as if it the advice of #erogiven to her son, the king (Prov 31:1-2).

Like Camp, Meyers believes that women’s conneditowisdom and the role that they
play in the home as educators are intimately caedeShe states, “the socialization and
education of Israelite children took place withie thousehold setting in early Israel and,
probably, for most of the population, through mifaot all Israelite history. . . . The
instructional wisdom of woman in pre-monarchic é&raas an integral part of daily lifé®® This
line of argumentation has also been picked upemtbre recent work of Carole Fontaine—
Smooth Words: Women, Proverbs and PerformancehiicBi Wisdom—who likewise assumes
that the role of “sage women” begins with her iiokide the homé*°

A number of other feminist scholars have drawrCamp’s insights about the connection

between women and the role of counselor. Silvia@atargues that the portrayal in Proverbs,

208 |pid., 16.

2°Carol Meyerspiscovering Eve: Ancient Israelite Women in Con{@tford: Oxford University Press,
1988) 154.

“%Fontaine states, “As is often the case in the soidyomen’s lives in the past, we look for women'’s
participation first in the arena to which patrieatthulture routinely assigns them, the ‘private damof the home.
Initially, we seek the association of women withisdom’ by surveying the traditional roles of wifedamother.”

Carole Fontainé&gmooth Words: Women and Proverbs and PerformanBélital Wisdom(JSOTSupp Series

356; ed. D. Clines and P. Davies; New York: Shéffisccademic Press, 2002) 19. In this book, Fontdieelops

an argument from an earlier article, eadem “TheeSadramily and Tribe” iThe Sage in Israel and the Ancient
Near Eastled. J. G. Gammie and L. G. Perdue; Winona Laie:; Eisenbrauns, 1990) 155-64 and also cites Camp,
“The Female Sage,” 185-204.
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Ben Sira, and the Wisdom of Solomon cannot merelgttributed to the influences of ancient
Near Eastern goddesses, but must also have “arsstlsraelite basis** She cites Camp’s
analysis of 2 Samuel 14 and 20 but also includasnaber of other women, particularly wives
and mothers who counsel their husbands and s@peatvely”*? In each of the cases she gives,
the only example of a man who does not follow a woicounsel is in the case of Job's \fife.
Like scholars before her, Schroer views women'e asl counselor as an extension of familial
roles, especially the roles of wife and mother. 8lse, however, sees the phenomenon as being
very widespread, stating, “the social locationte tcounselling woman’ corresponds to the
ubiquity of this type of woman; the evidence extends from the classical biblical period to post-

exilic times.”** Schroer also utilizes the language of public arixage to characterize the role
of counseling women; however her inclusion of such a wide range of women in thditalb
tradition of female counselors serves inadvertetatlygomplicate the argument of Camp that this

role is most viable during times of political insily.

Z1gijlvia Schroer, “Wise and Counselling Women, in iemt Israel: Literary and Historical Ideals of the
Personified Hokma,” i®\ Feminist Companion to Wisdom Literat\esl. Athalya Brenner; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1995) 67-84, at 70.

#25chroer’s list includes women throughout a varitperiods and social settings, including: Abigail
Samuel 25), Judith (Judith 8), Sarah (GenesisR@&)ekah (Genesis 27) Manoah'’s wife (Judges 13)halligd
Samuel 19), Bathsheba (1 Kings 1), Jezebel (1 Kigsthe woman of Shunem (2 Kings 4), Job’s wifeb(2)
Zeresh (Esther 6), and Athaliah (2 Chronicles 2ay( 69—78).

213|n the case of Job's wife, a straightforward negdif the text would seem to indicate that Jobtdél
exact opposite of what his wife advised. Claire thieitvs argued for an alternative possible readirthisftext,
suggesting that Job’s wife’s advice was not meaubiet followed literally, resulting in Job’s deatiyt rather as an
ironic comment intended to prompt an appropriagpoese to the situation. If she is correct, thénaled
precisely as his wife had hoped. See Claire MattheeGinnis, “Playing the Devil's Advocate in Jolm Qob's
Wife,” in The Whirlwind: Essays on Job, Hermeneutics, andIBgy in Memory of Jane Morsdéd. Stephen
Cook; New York: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001)-1141.

24Schroer, “Wise and Counselling Women,” 78.
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Silvia Schroer includes Abigail (1 Samuel 25) as of the women who stands in the
same tradition as the wise women considered by Catithough Abigail is not explicitly
labeled as wise, the narrative in 1 Samuel abaueheounter with David deserves careful
consideration. She counsels David, the king-toalgajnst committing a great act of bloodshed.
Through her clever negotiations between her hushaddavid—two men bent toward
violence—she prevents David from attacking her hasglkby ensuring that David and his men
have provisions despite her husband’s lack of takyi In response to her actions, her husband
goes into a state of shock and dies soon therebifiéemwisdom is all the more obvious because
of its direct contrast with the behavior of herlfsh, drunken husbarfd® Lest the obtuse reader
miss the point, her husband is given the name Nébalish.”?’ As Levenson notes, the
characterization of Nabal is so thoroughly negatis¢o constitute “a kind of descriptive
overkill,”**® the details of his poor character are highlightedugh both the descriptions of the
narrator as well as through the mouths of sevararaharacters in the story. The literary
strategy of overdrawing the characters servesghlight the sharp contrast between Abigail and
her husband: Abigail is as wise as her husbanabissh. The dissimilarity to her own husband
also makes clear her complementarity to David, ®Homself described in similar language as

Abigail (1 Sam 16:11-12° Due to Abigail’s intervention, the situation isodved peacefully,

2%pid., 72.

1% Jon Levenson, “1 Samuel 25 as Literature and s®#i” Catholic Biblical Quarterly40 (1978) 11-28,
at 17; revised version published as “1 Samuel 2bi@sature and History,” irLiterary Interpretation of Biblical
Narratives(ed. Kenneth R. R. Gros Louis; Nashville: Abingd®882) 220-242.

217 _evenson suggests that giving Abigail’s husbarmdrthme Nabal is a choice by the author for literary
effect, not an actual historical detail. He statébg likelihood is that his real name has beemgea for purposes
of characterization. The story-teller wants usriow what this fellow is from the start” (ibid., 14)

8 bid., 15.

#9bid., 18.
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preventing David’s reputation from being tarnishé&then the matter has been concluded,
David’s words underscore the characterization dgaibas the model woman. He said to her,
“Blessed are you for your (good) judgment” (v 38)no uncertain terms, then, the biblical text
unequivocally characterizes Abigail as a womanamfchcharacter whose advice to David
averted violence.

While several scholars have focused on the roleashen in providing counsel more
generally, others have focused in particular orrdihe of king's mother in negotiating politics
and offering advice to kings. The tigebira’ is used a number of times in the Bible in
connection to royal women and appears to have heleinby the queen mother. For example, in
1 Kings 15, we are told that King Asa of Judah datsmoved his mother Maacah from being
gebirad’ because she had made an abominable image for Astigrings 15:13). This notice
has suggested to some scholars, including Gos&trAhi that this was a political position, since
individuals could be removed from if the king s@ided??° In addition, the title is often used as
a parallel term to that of the king by the finahy® of the southern kingdom. According to Elna
Solvang, “the titlegebird’ was one recognized and applied through at leash#jer portion of
the monarchical period in Judah. It was, appareatfgmiliar enough title that it required no
explanation in the text when the Deuteronmistidétiswas composed®*

Zafrira Ben-Barak made the argument that althobghetwas no fixed role for the queen,
certain charismatic individuals were at times dbleield power in the kingdom through the

force of their personalities, thus exerting sigréfit influence. This power, however, was gained

220 Gpsta AhlstromAspects of Syncretism in Israelite Relig{etorae Soederblomianae 5; trans. E. J.
Sharpe; Lund: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1963) 61.

221 Elna SolvangA Woman'’s Place is in the Hougkournal for the Study of the Old Testament Suptet
Series 349; London: Sheffield Academic, 2003) 74.
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only through the confluence of personal traits access to the throne born out of the intimacy
of familial relationships. For her, queens actisgaa important political presence in the court do
not represent the existence of a significant roteomen in Israelite political traditic?i” Thus,
she would see women such as Bathsheba as the iexaephe rule; yet her argument suggests
that such power and influence over the monarchywertainly possible.

Niels-Erik Andreasen, like Ahlstrom, reads thelibdd evidence concerning queen’s
mothers and comes to a very different conclusiomfthat of Ben-Barak. He argues that the
gueen mother operated as a significant positiohimvisraelite society that served to limit the
absolute power of the monartfiThe queen mother, along with several other pasitio
including prophets and counselors, acted to circuitms the king's sovereign authority.
According to Andreasen, the primary role of thegquenother was “senior counsellor to the king
and people, ** especially counsel related to the matter of reyakcession.

Susan Ackerman concurs with the conclusions of Aasken, against Ben-Barak, that the
gueen mother did have an official position withie palace and that her primary function was
related to offering royal counsel. Her view, howediffers from that of Andreasen by
suggesting that one reason the queen mother calfiltithis official role of counselor may have
originated from the belief that she representedytidtless Asherah within the monarchy. She
sees the role of the queen mother as being eslyesti@ng in the southern kingdom of Judah as

a development born out of the royal theology inchithe Davidic line was described in

222 7afrira Ben-Barak, “The Status and Right of @ebira” Journal of Biblical Literaturel10 (1991) 23—
34, at 33-34.

223 Niels-Erik A. Andreasen, “The Role of the QueentMs in Israelite SocietyCatholic Biblical
Quarterly45 (1985) 179-84, at 193-194.

224 pjd., 191.
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language of divine sonshfp: The arguments presented by both Andreasen andeke
suggest that the role of counsel was not limitethéopremonarchic period but extended into the
monarchy, potentially even as a formalized roledi®asen would see this role as an extension of
familial relationships that served to limit royalthority. Ackerman's argument goes even further,
suggesting that the role of queen mother is boitih lon literal family structures and bolstered by
the familial metaphors that were central to theatageology in the kingdom of Judah.

Several scholars who have analyzed the role ofitieen mother have also drawn on the
work of Shosana Bin-Nun regarding the functionhaf toyal titletawanannan the Hittite
kingdom. Early on, thtawanannawas a priestess, not a queen. However, she was aftoyal
women, either the sister or aunt of the king. Laterthe title was applied to the queen who also
served as a priestess of Arinna, the sun-goddess. &S the position evolved from its early
stages in pre-Hittite Anatolia and the Old Kingdtmthe period of Empire, there was only ever
one individual to hold the title. In addition, wharking died, the woman who held the title
would continue on in that position. From the evickenollected by Bin-Nun, it appears that the
role oftawanannaduring the Empire period did not extend to mattérsuccession and was not
necessarily the mother of the king or heir appai®rbrawing on Bin-Nun’s study and other
comparative materials, Ktziah Spanier concludettti@role of queen mother was the most

important political role in the southern kingdomJoidah that could be held by a wonfah.

225 gysan Ackerman, “The Queen Mother and the Culnicient Israel,”Journal of Biblical Literaturel12
(1993) 385-401.

26 Shoshana Bin-Nurf;he Tawananna in the Hittite Kingdofieidelberg: Carl Winter Universitatsverlag,
1975).

227 Ktzaih Spanier, “The Northern Israelite Queen Motin The Judean Court: Athaliah and Abifi”

Boundaries of the Ancient Near Eastern World: Auité to Cyrus Gordofed. M. Lubetski, C. Gottlieb, and S.
Keller; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 19985.
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The evidence for whether or not the queen motheriwéact a fixed role or worked in a
more ad hoc fashion is not conclusive. In eitheeciowever, what is clear is that the potential
for women to wield a significant amount of polificafluence was available. It is likely that
individual personalities and relationships withie ttourt would impact the degree of influence
an individual woman had, regardless of whetherabitimere was a defined role.

The work of EIna Solvang on the royal women of Judfiers compelling evidence in
favor of women'’s political participation in the ¢barn monarchy. She does not focus
specifically on the issue of royal counsel but eathn the active participation of women in royal
politics precisely because the palace was a hoilgkeBolvang argues that the narrative
portrayals of women in Judah do not suggest thabevowere marginal in the life of the court
politics. Rather, the narratives depict women wieiavolved in a variety of ways. Through
their participation in household roles, they alsedaccess to the king, exerting influence over
him or even acting in the place of kings in cer@ilcumstance$?® Solvang notes an interesting
piece in regard to the king’'s mothers in Judahikérthe regnal reports for the northern
kingdom of Israel or king lists in other ancientdd&astern societies, in the southern kingdom
of Judah king's mothers are listed for every kimgept two (Jehoram and Ah&Zy.Solvang’s
argument about the royal women of Judah could beneed to apply to the literary portrayal of
the character of Esther. Her participation in puhblffairs draws a picture of a royal woman who
acts in ways that are congruous with depictionsasfier biblical women.

One example of a queen mother who negotiates calftefther son to ensure his
ascension to the throne is Bathsheba. She is pititly called agebird’ but certainly

demonstrates a great deal of influence with thg.kim the case of Bathsheba, her initial entrance

228 5olvang,A Woman's Placgel—14.
#9bid., 79.
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into the biblical narrative is marked by very fewnds. She is taken by the king to the palace,
becomes pregnant by him, loses her husband by Bawigtderous plotting, becomes David’s
wife, all while having uttered only a few wordsgonctuate the narrative. These early depictions
of her make Bathsheba appear as a passive victine istory. When Bathsheba again appears in
the narrative, it is David who is old and powerl@dsings 1). In the interim between her two
appearances, Bathsheba has come to wield somerinéwand power at court: She and the
prophet Nathan work together to secure Solomoheguture heir to thwart the attempts of
Adonijah to gain the throne. Together BathshebaNaitian come up with a plan to persuade
David to choose Solomon over Adonijah as his swsmredn the pre-planned encounter, it is
Bathsheba who will initially approach David, wittatthan appearing in the middle of their
conversation to help solidify David’s support foeir plan.

When the encounter between David and Bathshebaisieed closely, two things stand
out. The first is that Bathsheba does not repeditatien the script that was given to her but
improvises, exercising political influence over hessband. Solvang describes her speech to
David thus,

Bathsheba pushes David to act: ‘all Israel’ is Watg to see whom he will appoint as his
successor (1 Kgs 1.20). She winds up her rhetaagsdult .with the clear intimation that if David
does not appoint Solomon, then she hedson Solomon will be killed as soon as David dies (
Kgs. 1.21%%°

Like both the woman of Tekoa, and the woman of ABakthsheba makes the situation
very personal; the consequences of David’s actions have concrete applications for specific
individuals. The second item of note is that sha [dathan succeed in their plan. In every
previous situation, David’s failure to make a degign regard to his own children is a notable

failure, possibly one of the character flaws thashthreatened his reign. Here, in regard to the

230 pid., 146.
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succession of Solomon, David acts quickly and witheesitation or indecision. As was the case
previously with the woman of Tekoa, it is an ordheted speech by a woman that persuades the
king to override his own indecisiveness and advemalf of his child. Later, once her son has
become king, Bathsheba seems to still hold anential role. Adonijah requested her to
intercede with Solomon on his behalf, indicatingtther influence is still significant, if not even
stronger than before. Although the Solomon doegrantt the request of Adonijah for David’s
concubine Abishag, it is clear that Adonijah peresiBathsheba to offer him the best chance at
success in persuading the king (1 Kings 2:13-25).

In comparing the portrayal of Bathsheba with BEistbeveral narrative features stand out.
In both cases, the two women appear in the stasyds individuals with little power or status.
Neither is especially vocal or active in the egntytions of the narrative. Through a series of
events, including important political marriages thomen come to gain greater access to power,
as their own influence with the king grows. Cerhathe beauty of the women is one of the first
features that each of the respective kings noo¢h are especially important in demonstrating
the contingent nature of power relationships, figr passive women who are objects in the early
portions of their stories come to wield power ivesty public way, influencing the fate of the
entire nation through their negotiations with kings

Other biblical evidence that has suggested tolachthat women may have been
involved in a tradition of wise counsel is the marification of wisdom and its relationship to the
portrayal of biblical women. One possibility forsassing the character of Esther in light of other

biblical traditions is to view her as a narrativeb®diment of personified wisdoffi’ In Prov

#1gee ch. 1 (pp. 13-17) for a discussion of Esthdrvésdom in biblical scholars. The first to notités
connection explicitly was Shemaryahu Talmon. Sofrfaobservations have been challenged, Crenshaw
suggesting that this text does not fit the genr@isflom literature; and McGeough suggesting théhdtsat times
goes against conventional wisdom, acting as a Rgardless there are sufficient literary resonamgth wisdom
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8:15-6, wisdom calls out, “Through me kings reign and rulers decree justice; through me

princes rule, and nobles, all who judge with justi@lthough it is only through a narrative
progression that this role is realized, ultimatbly King of Persia rules through Esther’s advice.
Later, wisdom continues, to speak, “whoever finds finds life and elicits favor from the
LORD,” (v 36). Esther, like Joseph is the recipienaahysterious grace which in turn profits
those who are allied with each of théth.

Esther as the embodiment of wisdom is more evidden depicted in relief against the
portrait of Potiphar’s wife, herself the wife opawerful man. The relationship between the
stories of Joseph and Esther, Israelites who oig@tver in foreign courts, has been noted by
many authors. If Esther evokes the words of Pra/8rPotiphar’s wife might well be regarded
as her narrative foil, thenr nwx” of Proverbs 7. According to Claudia Camp, thedege
woman” is a “multivalent symbol . . . she is strarmpth in the sense of being an adulteress,
whose breaking social boundaries disrupts thelgtabf the family household, and in the sense
of being a foreign national, who introduces theg#as of foreign worship and of ramifications
of power and wealth outside the communff?Both valences indicated by Camp apply to the
wife of Potiphar who is at once a married womaamaiting adultery and a non-Israelite. She is
loud (Prov 7:11, Gen 39:14) and her seductionhs fiath to Sheol,” or in Joseph’s case to a

near death experience in prison (Prov 7:27, GeRBF>*

literature that even if it deviates from the geordsther does not always follow conventional wisdeachings in
every case to warrant such an analysis of Esther.

32| evensonEsther 60.

23Claudia V. Camp, “The Strange Woman of ProverbStidy in the Feminization and Divinization of
Evil in Biblical Thought,” inWomen and Goddess Traditions: In Antiquity and Yqed. Karen King;
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997) 312.

234 As Susan Hollis notes, the motif of Potiphar'sani attested elsewhere in literature of the Artdiear
East, most notably in the Egyptian “Tale of Two Bers.” Susan Tower Hollis, “The Woman in Anciexibples
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Unlike Proverbs 7-8 the story of Esther is particularly sparse whesoines to
dialogue between characters. It relies more onrtepd action than it does on speécha fact
that serves to highlight the significance of Estherords to the king. But if, as Potiphar’s wife
and Proverbs 7 illustrate, the locus of female sgdn is in a woman’s voice and “her
bewitching words send the innocent man to his doGthere is a better attested tradition that a
wise woman’s words might prevent death and disa&teYee notes, the “foreign woman” and
woman wisdom are “competitors for the same nfahtjoth vocal and each vying to make her
words more persuasive than the other’s. Their wards'described in perilously similar
messages to beckon the young man to their respduivses?*°

As in Proverbs, there are two women who advise iméme book of Esther: Esther and
Zeresh, the wife of Haman. In both cases, the wopeesuade their husbands to act. Zeresh's
counsel results in violence, however, which, likattof the foreign woman, leads to a man'’s
downfall. Zeresh advises Haman to construct a gallior Mordecai, the precise instrument by
which Haman himself is later killed. The narratdrama between Zeresh and Haman recalls the
father’s warning to his son in Proverbs, “Do not let your hearts turn aside other ways; do not
stray into her path. . . . Her house is the wa$heol, going down to the chambers of death”

(Prov 7:25, 27). Esther provides the perfect foilZeresh, using her words to persuade the king.

of the Potiphar’s Wife Motif: K2111,” iWomen and Goddess Traditions: In Antiquity and Yded. Karen King;
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997) 28-42.

3% Carol Newsom, “Woman and the Discourse of PatniargVisdom: A Study of Proverbs 1-9,” in
Women and Goddess Traditions: In Antiquity and qed. Karen King; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992.
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Her speech, however, does not bring about her hd&demise but rather serves to avert
violence.

Esther not only draws on biblical portrayals ofraen as counselors and the
personification of wisdom but demonstrates conoestito other literature about wise courtiers
in both the Bible and Mesopotamian literature. Midiand Doran in their article, “The Success
Story of the Wise Courtier: A Formal Approach,’saithe subject of formal criteria for the genre
of wise courtier tale&!° They argue that a form must not only have commotifsbut a
specific sequence of the constitutive eleméHtShe literary form of the wise courtier was
identified by the Finnish school of folklore schaip, known as Type 922: “Clever Acts and
Words.”?*? In this genre, Niditch and Doran would includetbBaniel 2 and Genesis 41 as well
as the Assyrian story of Ahigar. Ahigar was a wiggn and a counselor to Sennacherib. He
adopted his nephew Nadan, who later betrayed hdraaoused Ahigar of disloyalty. Ahigar’s
death was ordered, but the executioner favoredanidnspared his life, hiding him away so that
no one will know he has survived. Later, the phanaoses question to Sennacherib which he
thinks cannot be answered by anyone in Ahigar’sats. The riddle provoked a crisis, causing
Ahigar to be summoned. He was able to answer thstagun and was rewarded, placed at the
head of the king’s househdf® In each of these stories, the elements whichrapeitant for the
form are: 1) younger person of lower status isechbiefore a person of higher status to answer a

difficult question or solve a problem; 2) person of high status poses the problem nosone i

249 gysan Niditch and Robert Doran, “The Success Stbttye Wise Courtier: A Formal Approach,”
Journal of Biblical Literaturg1977) 179-93.
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capable of solving; 3) person of lower status does solve the problem; 4) the person of lower
status receives a reward.

The connections to the Esther story are plentifuélationship to the “wise courtier” folk
tale. Like the story of Ahigar, the element of atiimp plays a role. The role of clothing and
dress, reward and treachery are all common elent@motsghout these tales. Furthermore,
Esther’s speech to the king does solve a partigutaslem although her story inverts the
expectations because in her case the king doeserat aware that there is a problem at all. In
another odd reversal of expectations, the kingeftg to half his kingdom to Esther even before
she has done anything that would merit such a@éspite the variances in motif, the story of
Esther shares several clear affinities with theesoof Israelites in foreign courts who come to

power.

Women's Counsel in the ancient Near East

There is also a great deal of evidence from oetig biblical text that the surrounding
cultures also allowed women a variety of accessyalty, granting them at least a measure of
political influence. Deborah Sweeney’s analysisgdech patterns in Egypt sought to determine
if there were gendered pattern by which women wonddte requests. Her study found that in
Ramesside stories, both men and women made regu@ssimilar fashion. However, in
contrasting two stories in which a man and a woneguiest a ferryman for a rid& it appears
that the woman has to employ more strategic langt@agersuade the ferryman. Thus, she

concludes that women might have had some disadyaimtacomparison with men, forcing them

%44 Deborah Sweeney, “Gender and Requests in New kimgdterature,” inSex and Gender in Ancient
Egypt: ‘Don Your Wig for a Joyful Hout (ed. Carolyn Graves-Brown; Swansea: The Claddiress of Wales,
2008) 191-214.
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to work even more to persuade then men in pasitightions®*® This confirms the picture that
we have from the biblical text as well. Women weot alone in advising kings and leaders to
act. Both men and women, would offer counsel, ofteing similar strategies (i.e., Nathan and
the woman of Tekoa). However, women did at timeplegnelaborate strategies to make sure
that their requests were fulfilled, such as dresgina particular way to facilitate the
performance (i.e., Esther and the woman of Tekoa).

To illustrate the depiction of women in the Eggptiales, we can examine one of the
stories that Sweeney considers in her article, “Tale of Two Brothers.” Sweeney uses this tale
to examine the request of the wife of Bata—theamonhist of the tale—when she attempts to
persuade the king to kill her husband. Earliehmnarrative Bata’s wife had left him for the
king and had arranged for Bata to be killed. L&ata returns to life and disguises himself as a
bull that comes into favor with the king. While tkiag is feasting, the wife approaches the king
and couches her request in veiled language, maddingromise to grant the request before he
even knows what it is. The king quickly agreesh® tequest but is soon very distressed when he
learns what he must now do. This pattern repeats aghen Bata returns to life in the form of
Persea trees. In both cases, the wife approacbédsntdy when he is feasting, speaking just after
the narrator declares that he was “very happy hétti’ Both time she entices the king in a
private setting to agree to her demands even bafkmows what they will b&° As Sweeney
notes, the wife’s demands of the king are a ceptolelement®’ At the heart of the drama

between Bata and his wife is the recurrence otrtyerg to have him killed repeatedly, while he

% bid., 194.
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continues to return from death in order to indiet. I'sweeney remarks on the strategy employed
by the wife in approaching the king, “Making thegipromise without knowing to what he is
committing himself is a form of judo against a pofukperson—using their own status against
them, because if they refuse the request oncedisegver its implications, it would harm their
credibility.”%48

Rivkah Harris also examines evidence from Mesopi@tdan women’s wisdom. She
discusses the various types of roles in which womgyht engage in the Mesopotamian context
that relate to the category of sage. Among thosaddmtifies are female scribes—these include
bureaucrats, poets, and scholars—performing artisters, mantics, and counselors. Harris
finds that the evidence in Mesopotamia for womdarofg counsel is more sparse than that cited
by Camp for the Israelite context but states thapable, even remarkable women, are found at
all times especially and not surprisingly from tbgal and upper classes—but not confined to
it.”?*° She briefly mentions two examples that might casevidence for female counselors:
Siduri, the innkeeper who counsels Gilgamesh aadvwtmen of Mari, especially Kiru who
offers advice to her father on political matternsic® Harris does not discuss these examples in
detail we shall now turn to a more careful examarabdf these and other Mesopotamian women
who offer advice.

Harris highlighted the role of Siduri in offerirglvice to Gilgamesh, for it is Siduri who

“advises Gilgamesh on how to cope with de&tfiih the Epic of Gilgamesh, the tavern keeper

appears for only a very brief scene but it is af@imoment in Gilgamesh’s journey. Gilgamesh
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has recently lost his best friend, Enkidu to ilsi@de wanders about, distressed and unkempt. In
Tablet X, Gilgamesh encounters Siduri, the ale-wifieo advises him about how to find Ur-
Shanabi, the boatman. This role is of no smalliBa@mce to story, for it touches upon a central
motif of the story, the quest for immortality arektanxiety Gilgamesh feels about death.
Several other women also display characteristi@gwise women or counselor in the
Epic of Gilgameshin Tablet 1, Gilgamesh's mother is called by i@t of epithets, including
“wise mother,” “wise, wild cow Ninsun,” and “the 8¢ mother of Gilgamesh, all-knowinf*
Ninsun, interprets two dreams for her son aboufthige as a king>> The same epithets for
Gilgamesh’s mother are repeated again, referrifgetas both “all-knowing” and “wise” when
speaks to Gilgamesh in tablet’3 Here she advises her son, although the textiskeh so it is
a little unclear as to what the content of her eelvs. Later in Tablet Ill: Gilgamesh's mother is
concerned for her son's safety. Thus, she intescetth the gods and adopts Enkidu—
Gilgamesh’ friend and close companion—as her som fihal character of note emerges in
Tablet X1 of the Gilgamesh story. Ut-naptishtim’'gevwice speaks to her husband regarding
Gilgamesh, in both cases providing the impetusrti@ates him to action. In the first case, she
advises her husband to send Gilgamesh away, progipér husband to put a plan into action
that will precipitate his leaving; the second time she tells her husband that they should not send
Gilgamesh away empty-handed, prompting Ut-naptisidi inform Gilgamesh about a plant that

can help mortals to attain immortality.

luGilgamesh,” in Stephanie Dalleiyths from Mesopotami@Dxford World's Classics; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998) 50-135, at 58-9.

%52 Although she does not function primarily in a ceeling role, Shamhat also plays the role of dream
interpreter for Enkidu. She also serves in a sintiggacity to female counselors in biblical traati in that she
helps to prevent male violence, albeit in a mucheniodirect manner.
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The Epic of Gilgamesh offers a narrative descripppwomen and goddesses who give
advice and interpret dreams for the king. Thisudelk a wide variety of types of women, from
the tavernkeeper to the king’'s mother. Thus, tteedry account that we have depicts both royal
and common women offering advice, often at critro@ments in the narrative, to the king. The
fictional accounts of goddess and women in ep&stdb not necessarily tell us about the
realities of historical women, including whethemat they serve as counselors to royalty, but
the literary representation does allow for thedrisal possibility.

In the correspondence from the Mari archives, axeelha different kind of evidence of
women’s participation in politics, including theole as negotiators. This correspondence relates,
for the most part to people who were associatel thi royal palace and speaks very little to the
lives of ordinary women. It is interesting, howeMagcause the correspondence does give details
about the thoughts, experiences, and actual livesabwomen. Even if the women at Mari were
the exception and not the rule, they further sugted women at least were not categorically
prohibited from filling this role.

Several of Zimri-Lim’s daughters were given in pickl marriages to vassals of the king
to help secure the vassal’s loyalty. The dual rofesife to a vassal and daughter of the king did
not, however, imply that women were merely passijects in male political negotiations.
Rather, these women often played an importantingb®litics, both domestic and international.

In some cases, this influence was formalized thnagrgnting an office to the daughter. In other
cases, the evidence is less clear. Inib-sharriisendor example, appears on a list of local rulers
who have sent gifts to Mari, suggesting that shg hawve held office as a local ruler of a

province that required her to send tribute to ting kn Mari?** In the case of Zimri-Lim’s

#4Bernard BattoStudies on Women at MgBaltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins University Rrek974)
42.
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daughter Kiru, the evidence is more explicit. Iredetter to her father, she recounts a statement
from her angry husband that mentions her role agoma

At times Zimri-Lim’s daughters would offer advice the king. Kiru wrote to her father
with advice, hoping to persuade him to heed itdoyinding him that in the past when he
disregarded her advice, there were negative corsegs’>> Our evidence does not go so far as
to describe how others viewed Kiru's advice, andhves do not know whether the king received
the advice well and listened to her request. Régssdthe fact that she was given a political
position and often corresponded with the king iathe some degree of influence.

In addition to the daughters of Zimri-Lim, his wifgbtu played an important political
role 2° From her letters to her husband, it would seernttiz Sibtu’s responsibilities were very
extensive, often giving her authority over a wideiety of arenas, including workshops and
temples. In addition, however, she held a gredtafgafluence in the kingdom, often standing
in for the king when he was not around. Becaudeeofyreat importance, people would often try
to curry her favor so as to use her influence erkihg?’ From Mari then, we have examples of
royal women who held office, carried out resporgies on behalf of the king, offered the king
advice, and played the role of mediator betweerkithg and individuals.

At a later point in Mesopotamian history, Queen @uk the wife of Sennacherib, played

an important role in political affairs of her tifi€.Like Bathsheba, she negotiated to ensure that

% bid., 44.

26 The queen did not always have the same kind oepaw Sibtu was able to wield. We might, for
example, compare Sibtu to the wife of Yasmah-Addho Wwad far less political control. The contrastmstn the
two women is due in part to the differences betwberreigns of Zimri-Lim and Yasmah-Addu. See ipRi.
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her son, Esarhaddon, would succeed his father Skanh on the throne. Evidence from the
time of her son’s rule indicates that she remasrednportant figure in Assyria even after her
husband had died and her son had inherited thadghfone artifact that has been found, a deltoid
shaped bead that was arguably part of a neckladea lshort inscription on it. Although it was

not foundin sity, the inscription indicates the queen’s close i@tship to her son as well as the
fact that she probably owned property and wouldevafferings to templeS?

The narrative about Esther demonstrates affinitiéls a wide variety of earlier biblical
and ancient Near East figures, both men and womdnstorical and literary accounts. Esther's
speech to the king re-enforces the identificatietwieen Esther and her people, while
simultaneously drawing strength for her personiaktienship to him as a wife.

In her approach to the king, she makes the setengpersonal, a small intimate
gathering between herself, the king, and his nrasted advisor, Haman. The repetition in the
king's questions (““What is your request, Queens Esther, and it will be given to you; what is your
petition, up to half the kingdom and | will do itfBsth 7:2]) have the formal characteristics of
poetic parallelism. Esther’s answer continues tmalfelistic structure: “If I have found favor in
your eyes, O King, and if it please the king, let my life be given to me; this in my request, and
my people, this is my petition” (Esth 2:3). Thipéyof repetition is a literary device that
functionally identifies Esther’s life and that afihpeople closely with one another. There is no
longer any separation between the one and the other; their fates are intimately wedded, easily
interchangeable in the sequence of synonymousl@léal. Her statement of the problem takes
on a certain kind of cadence, “For we have beet, soyself and my people, to be destroyed, to

be killed and to be annihilated” (v 3a). Estheerthsaves her people because of the careful

%9 Marc Van De Mieroop, “An Inscribed Bead of Queakidtu,” inThe Tablet and the Scroll: Near
Eastern Studies in Honor of William W. Ha(led. Mark E. Cohen, Daniel Snell, and David Weigh&ethesda,
Md.: CDL Press, 1993) 259-261, at 259.
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network of relationships she has crafted betweerkiting and herself, and between herself and
the people. The king is drawn into concern fordaess in his kingdom because of the way they
are intimately connected to his own wife, Esthéelmany other biblical women, she is so
persuasive precisely because she makes the sitystieonal, providing a psychological
motivation for responding to her request.

In order to be more convincing, Esther devisesrefabstrategy for its delivery, delaying

her request on several occasions. As Fox notes,

“The best explanation for Esther’s delaying hemuesj until the second banquet is that she is
unfolding a premeditated strategy . . . . Suchratisty shows her building up the accusation with
great care; piquing the king’s suspense, eliciting a near-promise to fulfill her wish, withholding
information that could put the king on the defeegjlsy making him face his own culpability),
delaying other information (the identity of theaaifler) until has given full momentum to the
king's anger, softening her speech with deferextaltesies and demurrals that play to his ego,
cracking her accusations like a whip, then allowimgiters to take their course once she has set
Haman careening toward destructigff.”

Esther is a careful and clever negotiator. Thus, bt only through the content of her speech, or
the way that she carefully crafts her rhetoric,thetentire strategy that she employs serves to
further her goal byetting up a situation in which the king almost cannot refuse her; like the

woman of Tekoa and Nathan, she has almost guathtitegesponse before the king even

realizes how it implicates him.

Conclusion

Like the wise women who draw on familial metaphorsnitigate disaster, queen mothers
who take a role as counselor to both king and megarsonified wisdom who facilitates royal
leadership, and wise courtiers who offer advicmeign courts, Esther, too, takes on an

explicitly political role born out of the complexrkstructures and familial metaphors upon

%9 Michael V. Fox,Character and Ideology in the Book of Estk@d ed.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1991) 201.
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which the monarchy relied. The rich way in whichHes's character resonates with a broad
spectrum of literature is significant. She drawsaamen such as the wise women of Tekoa and
Abel as well as Abigail who served to counsel mepreventing disaster. She embodies ideals
depicted throughout Proverbs, including both imaafdke personification of wisdom and the
woman of Proverbs 31. She is the mirror image d¢ipRar’'s wife, for Esther is a character like
Joseph who is able to enact salvation for her getbpbugh her cleverness, a truly wise courtier
in her own right. Thus, the narrative of Estheeddfwarrant for viewing her as a woman who
continues traditions concerning wise women whoraftainsel. Like a number of the examples
suggested above, Esther's access to the kingid affher marital status. Yet the wide variety of
types of ways that women might offer counsel ardetktensive collection of stories across a
variety of time periods in biblical literature swaggs that centralized authority did not preclude
altogether the access that women might have titpmsficant political role.

Counseling royalty was not an exclusively female role; rather, both women and men had
opportunities to serve in the role of political &y, in both cases largely because of their status
vis-a-vis larger familial structures. Several senslhave done quite a bit of work to demonstrate
the traditions of women’s counsel already, althoogist would see this evidence as limited to
the time of pre- and early monarchic period. Myuangnt builds on the work of feminist
scholars who have suggested that women play aairble in the wisdom tradition and in
offering wise counsel. While | would agree thasttole is likely an extension of familial roles
that women play, | argue against the conclusionttteperiod of the monarchy severely limits
this role for women precisely because structurihdpe monarchy around familial metaphors
and relationships gives royal women direct acoeskd king. This role likely had its roots in

premonachical kin-based socio-political dynamiaes,this does not mean that the position ended
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with the introduction of a monarchy into Israel.tiRe, women continued to advise royalty
precisely because the monarchy was, both concéparal literally, a domestic structure. The
narrative traditions about women were so well-dithéd in biblical literature that by the time
of Esther’s composition, this tradition formed theesis for Esther’s portrayal. Israel’s stories as
recorded in the biblical text were not an aberrafrom the larger cultural milieu. Rather than
representing an isolated phenomenon, there is& ®tidence from previous narratives that
suggests women might have played a significanesoaile in the capacity of counselor, a role
which might extend to royal counsel.

To return the beginning of the chapter, we carateghe question that has motivated this
investigation: “Is Esther unique because she defeadiered expectations, acting outside the
private realm that would be expected of women?’r&laee two key parts to the question: Is
Esther unique? The evidence demonstrates thatrBsihestrong affinities with a wide variety of
biblical literature and is anything but unique amorrrative portrayals of biblical women (or
even men for that matter). As for the second plath@ question under consideration: Does
Esther defy gendered stereotypes by acting outised&rivate” realm to which women were
ordinarily constrained? To this, the answer is seha more complex. It is the task of this study
to demonstrate the improbability that ancient mohigs were structured according to
dichotomous and gendered categories of public amdtp. We will turn to the question of how
power was exercised and distributed in ancient mubries in the next chapter. This chapter has
attempted to demonstrate that whatever the histealities were for women, it is clear that the
narrative portrayals of ancient monarchies do nafam to this expectation that women have a

separate private space that would make engagemére politics of negotiation an aberration.
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Rather, women in narratives regularly offered aevtiroughout Israel’s history, at times to

important royal officials and kings, and thus pap@ating actively in political life.
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Chapter 4: Implications of the Patrimonial Househotl Model

on Women'’s Patrticipation in Politics

“For the Bronze Age Near East, in general, the FAHarimonial household model] has
important implications for textual and archaeoladjioterpretation because it calls into question
a number of widely held assumptions about socidlesronomic organization. It predicts a lack
of distinction in political and economic adminigiom between “public” and “private” sectors,
corresponding to the absence of any notion of matined bureaucracy, abstract
constitutionalism, or the impersonal stat&.”

The effective power of the ruler is diluted by heed to exercise authority through subordinates
(and their subordinates), whose “household” domaiesmaller in scale but similar in structure
to his own. As a result, all kinds of private ecamo activity and jockeying for political and

social advantage can take place beyond the rud@gst supervision. What looks at first glance
like an all-encompassing royal household reveaddfitwhen viewed from another angle, to be a
complex and decentralized hierarchy of househatdsenl within one another and held together
by dyadic “vertical” ties between the many diffaremasters and servants who are found at each
level of the hierarch§f?

Introduction

As we have seen, one of the grounds upon whicheEstbharacter has evaluated, either

as exceptional to or as paradigmatic of gendeestgpes, was the assumption that women were

ordinarily confined to domestic activity and thatygower they did wield was derived from

family life. According to this view, in times of pocal instability, women might expand those

family roles to gain additional power; the familalthority women may have experienced,

however, was circumscribed during times of incrdassntralized authority.

In the second chapter we saw that there were thearproblems with relying on the

categories of public and private, particularlytagiates to assessing women'’s lives. There is

%1 3. David Schloen, “Patrimonial Society in the BrerAge Near East,” ilthe House of the Father as

Fact and SymbdWinona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2001) 64.
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another compelling reason to question the useeasfetherms, one rooted in the political realities
of the ancient Near East. Scholarship on patrini@nieoffers important contributions as to how
the political and economic specificities of lifetimee ANE might impact the discussions of public
and private as well as the role of kinship withieaX Eastern monarchies.

The work of J. David Schloen on Bronze Age Levantinlture and the work of
Lawrence Stager on ancient Israel with regard tampanialism influence our study at hand in
two important ways. The first is that Schloen’digtie of the two-sector model jettisons the
previous reliance on a variety of dichotomies i a&mcient Near East, including both public-
private and rural-urban divides. His work dealdwiite Bronze Age, and focuses on Ugarit in
particular, but the model that he uses has impdinatfor the Persian Period as well. One
implication of this work involves the degree to alnia strong centralized government impacted
kinship and tribal relationships. This line of imguhas been pursued by Lawrence Stager, who
has considered this question in the context ofeamidsrael. While neither of these discussions in
any way address directly the impact that patrimiisrahad on women, the implications are
significant and productive for thinking about thaysthat women'’s role in political life has been
assessed by scholars. More specifically, biblicabsarship using the dichotomous and gendered
categories of public and private to describe wommdines have relied on the following two
assumptions: 1) the existence of domestic and pspheres in ancient Near Eastern societies;
and, 2) the belief that increased centralizatioa political system correlates to increased
bureaucracy, which sharpens the divide betweerigabtl private domairf$® If Schloen and
Stager are correct that traditional dichotomieswcaibe upheld in a patrimonial system, even
with increased centralized authority, then it opepshe possibility that women’s access to

political power is not categorically constraineceda gender. Rather, women’s status is likely

%3 Chapter 1 discusses the way in which this has bpplied in biblical scholarship.
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far more fluid because it is dependent on spefafiailial relationships, whether natal or

contractual (i.e., through marriage or adoption).

Women and the Domestic Sphere

In chapter 2, we saw how a number of scholars hadacterized women'’s ability to
provide counsel to times of relative political @sility. This understanding fits into a much
larger picture of women'’s political activity, whichost scholars have seen as limited during the
time of the monarchy and periods of greater paliteentralization. Carol Meyers comments on
this are representative of this vié@.In her chapter on “Kinship and Kingship,” in whishe
discusses the advent of the monarchy, Meyers desctihe implications for women as follows,

The continuation of agrarian village life, relafigv@ntouched in any negative ways by the tenth-
century monarchy, had implications for gender refest. In the pre-state period senior males and
female in the family households stood in relatiaeity with respect to subsistence specialization,
control of family resources, and authority over yboeinger generation and other household
dependents. This parity continued into the tenthiurg. In the kinship-based configurations that
characterized village settlements female enjoysttais that was related more to the prestige of
their households than to their gender. Only toetktent that traditional kinship patterns were
disrupted by the new state would female authorityehbeen reduced—especially in urban
settings, where emerging hierarchies meant theasing subordination of women. The
relatively authority of women tends to decline wittle rise of state institutions, although some
women (such as queens) exercise social power thriaiy class positioff®

Meyers is describing here the way the institutibkiongship in ancient Israel would have
impacted women. Her comments, however, have intmies for the book of Esther because her
statement that “the relative authority of womerdteto decline with the rise of state institutions”

could easily fit the picture of Persian rule.

%4 Here | have selected Carol Meyers to illustrageltasic assumptions underlying the language ofi@ubl
and private divide but in chapter 2, a number beoscholars who also endorse this view have biées and
discussed as well.

%5 carol Meyers, “Kinship and Kingship: The Early Maoohy,” in The Oxford History of the Biblical
World (ed. Michael D. Coogan; Oxford: Oxford UniversRyess, 1998) 165-205, at 202.
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What is interesting about Meyers’ analysis is gta does allow for the possibility that
gueens may have had status accorded to them, érdliosees women’s public presence
declining in direct proportion to the “rise of stanstitutions.?*® For her, the logic behind the
decreased public presence of women under a ceeitgholitical government is that women
derived their authority from their role in the hebsld, a status that declined to the degree “that
traditional kinship patterns were disrupted byleg/ state.” The question, then, that this chapter
will consider is whether or not state institutionghe Near East disrupted kinship structures. If

this cannot be assumed, then the implications fan@an must also be reevaluated.

Patrimonialism and the Two-Sector Model

Schloen’sThe House of the Father as Fact and Symbol: Patiaism in the Ugarit
and the Ancient Near E&8tuses the Weberian patrimonial household model terstand the
social and economic situation in Bronze Age cultespecially that of ancient Ugarit. His work
rejects functionalist and structuralist approachesl, in so doing attempts to dismantle one
previous model for explaining ancient Near Easseartiety held forth by Igor Diakonoff and
developed by Mario Liverani, the two-sector mo&ahloen uses indigenous language from
within the culture to provide the structuring rai@de, claiming that “ ‘the house of the father’ is
a basic demographic and economic fact” but it$e ghe central metaphor for the ancient

Levant, and thus also serves as a “powerful palitnd religious symbofZ®®

%6 Meyers seems to view queens, then, as an exceptibe general rule that applies to women. Whiile i
likely true that most women probably did not papite in national political life in a regular wahjs same
dynamic probably holds true for men as well, whspalerived their authority from the family or bytexsion of
those familial roles.

%7 3. David Schloen, “Patrimonial Society in the BrerAge Near East,” ilthe House of the Father as
Fact and SymbdWinona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2001).
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Schloen’s scholarship relies heavily on Ricoeur faber to provide a theoretical
underpinning. Building on the hermeneutical apphoaicRicoeur, among others, Schloen argues
that “the most fruitful course of sociohistoricakearch lies between the objectivism of
traditional positivist historiography and the raalibistoricism of poststructuralist®® Ricoeur’s
hermeneutical approach suggests a way of appraaotigrpretation of texts and artifacts that
mediates between either the Marxist and functighalpproach that “regard the ancient political
symbol of the ‘*house of the father’ as simply a kias the ‘real’ relationships of domination
and subordination” on the one hand and the positiwew that sees the symbol as “an
expression of social solidarity and the desireniamane political ties of obligation and
responsibility, which we would all do well to emtdan the present.” Rather, one can
acknowledge that symbols do distort but also “theth symbols first integrate and legitimate
social order before they can distort3t”

What this means, then, is that one must rely hgawilthe “native linguistic expression
of social relationships” in order to understandaheient Near Eaf! In other words, the
language with which a society describes its institis and relationships must be taken seriously,
both because this gives insight into the conceptwald but also to the social structures
undergirding the metaphor. Even if at some levefjiege represents political ideology, neither
can it be reduced simply to it. Instead, languageons social realities, drawing strength from
the fact that the symbolic language has a refevéhtwhich those who employ the symbol can
identify. In the case of the Schloen’s work, thenittant symbol, “the house of the father” has

symbolic political meaning only because it paralie@bncrete social institutions at a micro level

29 |bid., 9.
"% pid., 23.
2" pid.
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and thus cannot be dismissed as propaganda bat esttan embedded part of the social
structures. The political metaphors that descrdbationships in terms of family are intelligible
because they mimic the kinship structures thatbeady present within the culture, facts that
are reflected in both archaeological and textualence®’

In addition to Ricoeur, Schloen draws on the methagical approach of Max Weber
who described one of the most common types of ‘(medicratic” control as “patriarchal
domination.” This system is based not on “absmacms” but “personal loyalty””> “In the case
of domestic authority the belief in authority isskbd on personal relationships that are perceived
as natural. This belief is rooted in filial piety,the close and permanent living together of all
dependents of the househofd*Within the patriarchal forms of domination, a fpautarly
important form is that of “patrimonial dominatiorg”system which begins as a “decentralization
of the household®”® According to Schloen, the symbols that structuseciety are not, for
Weber, “reducible to economic or political intesgstor are they to be explained merely as
functional aids . . . . On the contrary, in an impot sense such symbalse society, because
they are constitutive of social action and thutghefregular patterns of behavior that comprise

social action and thus of the regular patternsebidvior that comprise social institutiorf$®”

22 gee, for example, Schloen’s discussion of arcleggml evidence from Ugarit as it correlates to his
model as he describes it in “Chapter 13. HousesPdad Neighborhood Organization,” 317-47; see élaorence
E. Stager, “The Archaeology of the Family in Anditsrael,”Bulletin for the American Schools of Oriental
Research260 (1985) 1-35. Stager’s discussion of the ambgeal evidence for Iron Age Israel alongsidettiex
accounts demonstrates how this works in the catsraxdl, painting a picture in which the family gpound is the
basic unit of the social system.

273\Weber, “Patriarchalism and Patrimonialism, Hoonomy and Sociefgd. Guenther Toth and Claus
Wittich; vol. 2; Berkeley: University of CaliforniBress, 1978) 1006—69, at 1006.

" pid., 1007.
#%pid., 1010.
2’® SchloenHouse of the FatheB0.
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In taking seriously Weber’s approach, Schloen tsjpeevious paradigms that assumed
urban governments of ancient societies employagteglicratic form of governmefit’ In
contrast to bureaucracy, Schloen then agrees wiheéithat the ancient Near East exhibits the
idealized type that Schloen refers to as the “petnial household model,” (PHM). For Schloen,

Patriomonialism is the antithesis of rationalizegidaucracy. In a patrimonial regime, the entire
social order is viewed as an extension of the ulesusehold—and ultimately of the god’s
household. The social order consists of a hieraoflsyibhouseholds linked by personal ties at
each level between individuals “masters” and “stdwar “fathers” and “sons.” There is no global
distinction between “private” and “public” sectarksociety because governmental
administration is effected through personal retedfips on the household model rather than
through an impersonal bureaucracy. Likewise, tieen® fundamental structural difference
between “urban” and “rural” components of sociétycause political authority and economic
dependency are everywhere patterned according toahisehold model, so that the entire social
order is vertically integrated through dyadic rnelaships that link the ruling elite in the
sociocultural “center” to their subordination irettperiphery.?”®

Kingdoms of the ancient Near East were structugdaround government with fixed
institutions but instead on kinship, within whidtetfamily is both the structural metaphor and
the real institution by which life is shaped.

The framework proposed by Schloen, then, preclddssriptions of Levantine culture
that rely on dichotomous categories because, ifohisulation, individual households and
properties are subsumed within the one larger hmidef the king. Thus, he rejects Igor
Diakonoff's use of a Marxist “two-sector model” analyze the ancient Near East, a description

that itself arose as an alternative to a feudaletfddIn particular he addresses the applications

27T 5chloen states, “In what follows | do intend ta@iidnge what | believe to be the faulty understagadif
ancient Near Eastern society that lies behind seeadl the modern term ‘bureaucracy’ (for exampbe)sbcial
phenomena that, strictly speaking, were not bunadiecat all” (ibid., 51).

278 |bid.

279 Diakonoff's rejection of a feudal description thie ancient Near East had to do with the fact that
“feudal” in Marxist analysis meant a specific stag¢he development of a society toward the develemt of class
consciousness. His analysis draws on a varietyiofgny sources, including legal, administrative aednomic
documents, evidence which he uses to suggestth&irig was not in charge of all land. For moreDagkonoff’s
understanding of the economy in the ancient Neat féor to the middle of the second millennium EC see Igor
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of Diakonoff's model by Mario Liverani and Michalkltzer to Ugarit®® In Diakonoff's
analysis of the “Asiatic Mode of Production,” thavere two sectors, one of which was state-
owned land and included both royal and temple ptgp&he land was owned by the king and
thus the profits from it were also his; the workegseiving rations for his work, but did not
control the production or profits from the lands@cond “free” sector lived off of community
land, thus controlling the means of productihContrary to Diakonoff's model, in the
patrimonial system proposed by Schloen, “Everysndtimately a member of the ruler’s
household—there is no “free” sector of indepengeaprietors who enjoy a separate conceptual
and legal status from that of the “nonfree” paldependents®®? Thus, in ancient Ugarit the
king has a symbolic control of the land, but atshene time, he is constrained by the
subordinates “whose ‘household’ domains are smallecale but similar in structure to his
own."?83

This system on the surface may appear to be extyaraetralized, but in reality, it is
predicated upon a more complicated dynamic thapgen to individual initiative within the
context of changing personal relationships betweasters and servants, but it is also highly
structured because it makes use of a simple setafepts derived from everyday life and

applied to many different situation®* Assessing who has authority in such a systemtis no

quite as simple as looking at various titles thatteeld, but relies instead on a complex system

M. Diakonoff, “The Structure of Near Eastern Sogieefore the Middle of the"2Millennium B.C.,” inOikumene
3 (ed. | Hahn, et al.; Budapest: Akadémiai Kiad#82) 7—-100.

20 gchloen treats this specific discussion in “Chapfie The Two-Sector Model: Ugarit and the “Asiatic
Mode of Production,” irHouse of the FatheR22-254.

81 SchloenHouse of the Fathed 92—3.
%2 1pid., 65.
23 bid.
24 bid.
106



within which a variety of people might leverageitlhpersonal relationships to wield power.
Thus, for the purposes of this work, the relevasfc8chloen’s observations relate to the fluidity
of power. Schloen spends some time analyzing tindifd language as it applies to male
authority figures but does not extend his worktoutow this work applies to women.

Like Schloen, Lawrence Stager’s work also applieber’s patrimonial system, in this
case specifically applying the model to ancieraés® In analyzing the list of Solomon’s
officials in 1 Kings 4, which includes priest, ss, a commander of the army, and “friend of
the king,” Stager argues that “these are not ‘busesic’ offices with clearly defined duties and
qualified civil servants to carry them out. These @fficials whose main duty is to serve the king
in a loyal manner. Itis a highly personal domaiiitton personal loyalties?® The positions
that are described in the book of Kings are ocaipiemen chosen by the king. Falling out of
the king’s favor, or replacement of one king bytheo, could quickly change the dynamics
within the kingdom.

Stager’s analysis challenges earlier formulatidvausa kingship as a foreign imposition
that disrupted kinship structures in a violent ¥#yStager instead sees kingship as an extension
of familial structures. He contends that “The fanahd household provide the central symbol
about which the ancient Israelites created thesntgon, the world in which members of that

society expressed their relationships to each ptheheir leaders (whether “judge,” or later,

%85| awrence E. Stager, “The Patrimonial Kingdom ofo&won,” in Symbiosis, Symbolism and the Power
of the Past: Canaan, Ancient Israel, and Their Kbigrs from the Late Bronze Age Through Roman Patee®d.
William G. Dever and Seymour Gitin; Winona Lakes&mbrauns, 2003) 63-74, at 67.

% bid., 67.

%7 see, for example, Stager's discussion of G. Eglitiin Stager, “Patrimonial Kingdom of Solomon,”
69.
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“king”), and to the deity.?®® He describes Israel as a “Patrimonial Kingdonmsystem which is
symbolically ordered as a “three-tiered cosmos thasea series of nested househofds.”
Another critical component of Stager’s understagds the work of the German political
theorist, Eric Voegelin. Voegelin was interestediimerstanding how people symbolically
ordered their univers@® According to him, “Every society is burdened witie task of creating
an order that will endow the fact of its existemgth meaning in terms of ends divine and
human.?** The attempts to order the universe symbolicaky“anperfect®®? but still
significant. People who employ them can recogntke @nalogical character of the symbdf§”
Stager views the household as the dominant an&lpgyhich Israel represents relationships at
three levels: domestic, royal and divine. He codeg) “Human kingship and divine kingship,
then, are more-inclusive forms of patrimonial doation. Households are nested within
households up the tiers of the cosmion, each &eolming more overarching as one moves from
domestic to royal to divine level$* One of the most compelling aspects of Stager'tyaisas
that it employs evidence, both biblical and arclhagioal, which demonstrates the regular

recurrence of household and kinship terminologgilatree levels he describes.

288 phjlip King and Lawrence Stagéiife in Biblical Israel(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press,
2001) 5.

289 stager, “The Patrimonial Kingdom,” 70.

290 v/0egelin tries to work this out i@rder and History, and specifically in relationship to Israel in vi
of that work,Israel and RevelatiarEric Voegelin|srael and Revelatiofvol. 1 of Order and History Baton
Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1956).

1yoegelin,Israel and Revelatigrix.

292 |bid.

23 |pid, 6.

294 Stager, “Patrimonial Kingdom,” 71.
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Frank M. Cross—with whom both Stager and Schlaedisd— further confirms this
picture in his understanding of the way in whiclvemant confers kinship on biological non-kin.
He argues, “The social organization of West Sentitii@l groups was grounded in kinship.
Kinship relations defined the rights and obligatiptihe duties, status and privileges of tribal
members and kinship terminology provided the oahgluage for expressing legal, political and
religious institutions 2*° For Cross, the language about family is not meaetpnvenient way of
describing social realities, but reflects a legatdurse, with which are associated rights and
responsibilities. He discusses how both adoptiahraarriage metaphors are used of divine-
human relationships to describe the covenantagjatitins between the people and Yahweh.
Thus, the covenants of the Hebrew Bible are mistgtded unless they are seen as an extension
of kinship dynamics and the relationships that stem them?®®

The language of kinship and covenant impacts tlierstanding kingship in important
ways because the Davidic king is often spoken af s@n, and Yahweh as the father. Thus, in
Psalm 89, Yahweh says, “I have found my servanidavith my holy oil | have anointed him .
... He shall cry to me, You are my Father, my Godl the Rock of my Salvation” (vv. 20, 26).
Similarly in 2 Samuel 7, Yahweh tells David of f@mise regarding his offspring, “I will be a
father to him, and he shall be a son to me” (v. I¥)his passage, David has approached Samuel
hoping to build a house (temple) for Yahweh. Ipaesse, Yahweh refuses the request, stating
that instead it is Yahweh who will build a housgr(dsty) for David (v. 11). The play on the

language of “house” indicates the centrality oftimetaphor for biblical kingship.

2% Cross, “Kinship and Covenant,” from Epic to Canon: History and Literature in Ancidsrael
(Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press98p3-21, at 3.

298 |pid., 14-15.
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Stager, Schloen, and Cross are all aware thdatigeiage of family and household
operates at the political level both as a sociityeand as a structuring metaphor. Their work
calls in to serious question the ability to cortelecreased political centralization with a drasti
reordering of social structures, particularly tleemrased importance of households. Rather than
diminishing the significance of household strucsyi@nd the authority that proceeds from it, the
monarchy extended the familial structures to craatew political “family” situated within the
context of a “household.” There is no reason, thessume that the introduction of strong
central political authority obviates the politicale women might play as political counselors
and negotiators. Furthermore, a pre-bureacrattesysalls into question the presence of public
and private domains, a move that suggests thearsgsghat have been used to describe

women’s subordination are simplistic.

Assessing the Patrimonial Household Model

The scope of our current investigation does nek $e prove whether or not the
arguments presented above are correct in evergtagpe rather to assess the degree to which
their observations about the relationship betweeship and kingship hold true, and
subsequently to make suggestions about the impacttis may have had on won@hMore

specifically, the issue germane to our investigatsothe following: To what extent does

297 There are reviews of Schloen’s work that take aous specific issues in more detail. Several espe
of Schloen’s work, for example, are examined byiBlaRleming in his review oThe House of the Father.
Specifically, Fleming examines the degree to whitthdegree to which Schloen’s evidence for Middlerze Age
Mari and Late Bronze Age Emar, Fleming's own armgfaexpertise, fit the patrimonial household mod&¥erall, he
finds Schloen’s thesis to be provocative, stativag his analysis “may be more powerful than he bifrfsas
allowed it to be” (80), although Fleming also firttigit there are certain kinds of evidence thahateaccounted for
in this schema, suggesting, for example, that tbeudsion of Mari should also consider “Both thgonpastoralist
component to the economy and the interplay of supem tribal social organization” (77). See DaiieFleming,
“Schloen’s Patrimonial Pyramid: Explaining BronzgeASociety"Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental
Research328 (2002) 73-80.
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kingship in the ancient Near East allow for thesprgation of familial relationships in a way that
disallows simple formulations regarding how powedistributed within the royal household?

In looking at a variety of documents from both Ugand Israel, there is substantial
reason to confirm the general picture provided dthSchloen and Stager. Schloen argues that
one of the main reasons that Weber’s patrimonialehworks for the ancient Near East is
because this reflects “the very durable native iteofogy used for all manner of political and
social relationships throughout the Near East énpite-Hellenistic period.” He states,
“Household language —the use of terms such as &bligather,” “son,” “brother,” “master,”
and “servant” in an extended political sense—camm@re significance than is usually thought . .
. personal relationships patterned on the householtkl served to integrate society and to
legitimate the exercise of power’® Administrative documents from Ugarit indicate thath
family relationships, and the political metaphdrattextended from family life, were prevalent
in the politics of Ugarit. The role of the queenther is emphasized through a variety of letters.
In a letter from the king to the queen mother, eags to her with reverence, “At my mother’s
feet [I fall]. With my mothexmay> it be well! [May the gods] guard you, may they jxggou]
well.” Her status as important political figureakso underscored by the subject matter of the
letter, which indicates that the queen motherspoasible for sending bodyguards to the king in
his absence and in charge of addressing the difyaiioregarding a princess of Amurft.Other

similar letters indicate that the queen mother afgen kept abreast of political affairs, including,

298 gchloenHouse of the Fathe55.

299«The King to the Queen-Mother in the Matter of #murrite Princess (RS 34.124) (3.45D),” translated
by Dennis PardeeC(0S3.4:90-91).
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for example, the king's meeting with the Hittitsgi>°° There is a great deal of evidence then,
that familial relationships structured politicspaling the role of mother to the king to wield a
significant degree of political power.

In another letter sent by the queen, the addresseérred to as “brother,” although the
relationships between the two cannot be known pegci® A number of texts addressed to the
king of Ugarit refer to him as “master.” Thus, Bsample a man named ‘Unz, possibly the
governor of Ugarit, writes to the king, “To the girmy master, say: Message of ‘@az, your
servant. At the feet of my master two times seimes (from) afar | fall.?%2

The language of family also extends to internatipaditical relationships, in which the
terms “son” or “father” are often used as a fornadflress. Status is conveyed through the term
used, equals might refer to one another as “brstivehile an inferior political party would
address a superior as “father” or “master.” A letem an individual by the name of PGN
addressed to the king of Ugarit, reads, “Messad@Gi¥l, your father: To the king of Ugarit, [my
son]. . . . Here with me, it is well. There wi[timly son, whatever is [w]ell, return word (of that)
[to me].”**® The writer of the letter is unknown, possibly adkiof Alashia. Here he uses the
father-son language here as an extended politiewwphor to address the king of Ugarit. The

king of Tyre, when addressing the king of Ugartead uses the language of brother, “To the

300«The King of Ugarit to the Queen-Mother in the Matof His Meeting with The Hittite Sovereigns (RS
11.972) (3.45E),” translated by Dennis Parde®$3.5.92), and “The King of Ugarit to the Queen-Mathethe
Matter of His Meeting with the Hittite Sovereigrranslated by Dennis PardgedS3.6.92-3).

301«The Queen to Yarmihaddu (RS 96.2039) (3.45Sfistated by Dennis Parde@@S3.19.103).

302« \yzzinu to the King (RS 94.2391) (3.45V),” translatedd®nnis Parded)0S3.22:105).

303«pGN to the King of Ugarit (RS 18.147) (3.45K)ranslated by Dennis Parde@®S3.11:97).
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king of Ugarit, my brother, say: Message of thegkirfi Tyre, your brother®* Significant
documentation from the administrative archives gafit demonstrate that both real and
metaphorical family relationships determined pcditiaffairs, for both domestic and
international relationships.

Kinship terms were used to express not only palitielationships but also of divine-
human interactions at Ugarit. Thus, in the storiKiofa, a heroic tale about a king, there are
repeated references to the fact that the kingtsefatvas El, and that Kirta was his son. In Tablet
| of the Kirta epic, the king has just lost his wénéamily. He dreams that the god El “father of
Men” came to him while he was weeping over his.ld$ge terms El often uses for Kirta to
address Kirta are “Lad of El,” El's servant,” ari@l"s son.” In this story, Kirta asks for sons, a
request which El promises to facilitate. El saykita, “Why are you weeping, Kirta? Why does
the Gracious One, the Lad of El, shed tears? Deeagant to rule like the Bull, his father, or to
have power like the Father of Mefi%"The relationship depicted between the god El hed t
king Kirta is one of a caring father, concernedHw son. Like the political discourse, then,
religious language also employed familial terms:xtpress relationships.

In Israel as well, familial and household langudgeinates political discourse. As we
have already seen, the Davidic dynasty is vieweal diginely established “house,” and the
Davidic kings as “sons” to the divine patriarch.aim exchange between King Hiram of Tyre and
Solomon, Hiram addresses Solomon as “my brotheKigs 9:13). The relationship seems to
be one of two kings on equal footing; Hiram hadmigal Solomon with materials for the

building of the temple in exchange for which Solengave him twenty cities in the Galilee (v.

304«The King of Tyre to the King of Ugarit in the Mar of Storm-Damaged Ships (RS 18.031) (3.45H),”
translated by Dennis PardeeS3.8:93).

305 «Kirta,” in Michael Coogan, ed. & transStories from Ancient Canadhouisville, Ky.: Westminster
Press, 1978) 58-74, at 59.
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11). Other examples within the biblical text confithis picture. For example, Deborah, a
prophetess and judge in Israel is referred to“asogher in Israel,” a description that is used in
the context of her rise to the position of leadgrgbudges 5:7b).

In the patrimonial household model, familial terdmninate political discourse, but it is
also significant that tribal relationships remaitact even with the introduction of a king. Thus,
Stager argues that the monarchy is not a foreigfituion that disrupted the older relationships
but rather a continuation or extension of the skimdased organization. In previous models,
scholars often relied on evolutionary models, basethe assumption that societies progress
through developmental stages in a particular oftfédne piece of evidence that G. E. Wright
used in favor of this evolutionary model was hiswithat Solomon’s provinces undercut
traditional tribal groups. Against this view, Stagentends, “That such a rational “bureaucratic”
system never existed in ancient Israel and thaptémonarchic clan and tribal allocations
remained intact are partially demonstrated by ti@&ia ostraca, receipts dated to tfie 8
century B.C.E. found in the Northern capitdl”The Samaria ostraca are also offered as
evidence by Schloen, both of whom use these readrdses to demonstrate that collection of
good such as oil and wine were carried out thratglexisting tribal and clan structures. The
Samaria ostraca offer a significant challenge éoidea that the monarchy undercut traditional
kinship structures in ancient Israel. Instead afl@ng from a tribal organization into a
bureaucracy, the political centralization that camith kingship was conceptualized as the one
national household within which the other familegdsrael continued to exist.

The work of Schloen and Stager, along with Cros®’kwon kinship, all clearly indicate

that the role of the family and kin structures waso way diminished during times of political

308 Stager, “Patrimonial Kingdom of Solomon,” 69.
307 1bid.
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centralization. What appears to be missing frorsd¢hanalyses, however, is the role that women
may have played within this patrimonial system.t@iaty the construction is predicated on the
concept of the “house of the father” as operatimgaphor and central paradigm. Yet the
evidence from Ugarit is unequivocal about the thkd at least one royal woman, the queen
mother, played in negotiations and political lilethe case of Israel, the situation is more
complex because we have narrative accounts of wono¢@dministrative documents.
Regardless, as Elna Solvang has demonstrated, wehatn be said for historical women, the
narrative representation of royal women in theéihbbicates that they participated in political
affairs 3% Bathsheba, for example, played a critical roleglaith Nathan in making sure that

David chose her Solomon to succeed him on the ¢hron

Implications of Patrimonialism on the Persian Perio

In thinking about what implications Schloen, Stagerd Cross have for the Persian
Period, we must proceed with great caution. Orotieehand, it would certainly be problematic
to apply loosely dynamics that were used to desqudrticular aspects of Bronze Age Ugarit and
ancient Israel to fit any time and place in theianicworld. Schloen does suggest, however,
PHM is not a rigid system but is flexible and caanifest itself differently as long as certain
conditions have been met. Thus the model, andridteriag symbols that accompanied it, were
exceptionally durable and flexible, continuing ®used “throughout the Near East in the pre-

Hellenistic period.®®

308 Elna SolvangA Woman'’s Placés in the House: Royal Women of Judah and Theiliment in the
House of DaviqOld Testament Studies; Sheffield: Sheffield AcadePress, 2003).

309 SchloenHouse of the Fathe55.
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Even with the durability of the language, the Rersiontext did certainly bring with it a
variety of changes. Stager and Schloen both dtinesshe analysis of a particular society must
focus on the specifics of the culture, and cannatety rely on application of general
anthropological principles, a model built on Crassderstanding of typological chani}8 Thus,
Stager states, “Archaeology’s search is not forépetition of endless cycles of culture. There
are recurrent patterns to be sure, but we canvteste we are in the flow of history rather
easily.®* We cannot simply apply data from Ugarit to a |gteriod and presume that the same
dynamics will apply. The relevant data that ardwider our analysis of Esther are the ways in
which the a priori assumption that centralized gorreent brought with it a bifurcation between
public and private life in a way that negativelyretated to women’s involvement is an
assumption that has now become suspect. Beyonduhisiight suggest several reasons why the
relationship between kinship and political authontay be relevant for our study on the book of
Esther.

The Persian Empire deliberately employed and toezgimphasize continuities with
earlier empires, unlike the Babylonians who debibelly attempted to show a break in tradition
with the Assyrians. Fulton makes this point cleamler article, stating, “under the Persians, the
resurgence of Assyrian titles combined with eatnfite titles show the desire of the royalty to
connect themselves to the earlier Mesopotamiamsiite particular the Assyriand*# In order

to establish legitimacy, Persian kings drew on Ndesamian theme¥= Thus, in the Cyrus

319 Frank M. Cross, “Alphabets and Pots: Reflectiom§gpological Method in the Dating of Artifactsyi i
From Epic to Canon: History and Literature in Aneidsrael (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1998) 233-246.

311 Stager, “Toward the Future,” 746.

312 Deidre N. Fulton, “Priests and Kings,” 227.

33 |bid.
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cylinder, for example, Cyrus employs traditionaidaage, describing himself as “king of the
world, great king, might king, king of Babylonsnkj of Sumer and Akkad, king of the four
quarters (of the world)*** In addition to stressing continuities with earkenpires, Persian
kings also emphasized their legitimacy by descghireir own family line. Cyrus gives his
genealogy in the Cyrus Cylinder by describing hilfrge “son of Cambyses, great king, king of
Anshan, grandson of Cyrus, great king, king of Aamslgreat-grandson of Teispes, great king,
king of Anshan, eternal seed of kinshi}>

There are specific aspects of Persian society kbt a general attempt to replicate
ancient Near Eastern traditions that indicate the of familial relationships in political life.
According the report of Herodotus, Persian sociedyg a tribal society. He describes the culture
using Greek terminology for kinship, but his degtians can be correlated to native Persian
vocabulary. Briant describes the Persian tribaicstire as follows:

The basic level of organization is the patrilinfzathily (old Persianmana); a group of families

constitute a clan (Old Persiai®); the clans are grouped in to a trizargt). The tribe is

simultaneously a genaological reality and a spadiality: Maraphii and Pasargadae are both

ethnonyms and toponyms. Each tribe and clan hadigoty of its own, the former being led by a

tribal chieftan gantupat). This was the situation that was to obtain uh# very end of the
Achaemenid period 3¢

Thus, tribal relationships were a significant factbaping Persian life throughout the
Achaemenid period. Like in the cases that we haea before, the consolidation of power does

not obliterate tribal loyalties but rather incoratas them into the structure.

314«The Cyrus Cylinder,” inThe Persian Empirérans. & ed. Maria Brosius) 11.
315 |bid.

318 pierre BriantFrom Cyrus to Alexander: A History of the Persianiire (trans. Peter T. Daniels;
Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2002) 18.

117



For the king, it was important to emphasize thetiooity with the previous ruling family
but these terms could be extended beyond naturalyfavhen necessary. Brosius describes the
way in which Cyrus brought Astyages, the Mediargkeind his daughter Amytis to live at his
palace after having defeated them. According tei@sg Astyages was viewed as a father and
Amysits as a mother. Brosius describes it thus,

Although an awareness of biological descent oflroffapring existed and the significance of the
natural mother was recognized, we observe a reiblarkxtension of parental terms in Greek
and Near Eastern sources. In the context of thht'to rule’ it was references to the heir's
parents that expressed the heritage of politicalgp@nd legitimacy of the succeeding king's
right to rule. . . . It appears that it was pobtlg expedient to express the relationship between
ruler/son and predecessor/parents in a positive arayif a direct family line was missing, terms
expressing a familial relationship took on an eghmeaning’

It appears, then, that in the Persian royal cdamjly language continued to dominate political
discourse. One way that this continued to be esprewas in establishing the king's legitimate
right to rule through employing kinship terms teatphasized continuity between one ruler and
the next.

The royal family established its legitimacy througinnecting itself to previous ruler. In
addition, the Persian aristocratic families opetatea parallel fashion to that of the royal family
including the fact that each household had a se#Aheads of households practiced
polygamy>*® and exercised authority in a similar fashion ® Erersian king®° Briant describes
the aristocratic households thus, “The aristocttatigses were directed and organized in a way

absolutely identical to the rules that governedgwol in the royal house. . . .In sum, Persian

317 Brosius Women in Ancient Persi21-22.
318 |bid., 335.
319 bid., 336.
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society functioned according to a hierarchy thas ataonce highly diversified and extremely
constrained ¥! Important Persian heads of household drew onl sibactures as a means of
attaining political, social, and economic powerhiitthe empire. Their status within kin groups
seems to have, at least to a certain extent, saveddelimiting factor in royal authorits?

The picture that emerges for the Persian empiceriginly a distinct case from that of
Ugarit and Israel. The data indicates, howevet,tti@role of tribal relationships and family
dynamics was important not only in the royal howsebut in those of the aristocrats as well.
Although there is less evidence about how thisetates to non-aristocratic families, there is
little reason to suppose in that family structusese disrupted in a way that would limit women
exclusively to a domestic sphere.

Furthermore, the evidence we have seen from ody sttithe tradition of counseling
women in chapter 3 confirms this picture. Kinshgmttnued, even during the monarchy and
periods of greater centralization of power, to pdewomen access to kings. The access to the
throne, born out of familial structures, allowedmean to serve as counselors and advisors, and,
at times, very influential. Although the story atBer is not about the period of the monarchy, it
does embody a number of earlier biblical narratirgditions, within which the dichotomous
categories of public and private cannot be subistizoit

The language in the book of Esther also emphatieeinportance of family
relationships. The genealogy given for Mordecaieisy much like that used of King Saul, “Now
there was a Jew in the citadel of Susa whose naamseéverdecai son of Jair son of Shimei son of
Kish, a Benjaminite” (Esth 2:5; compare to 1 Safy 2:Sam 16:5-18). This connection is

especially interesting in light of description ofidan as the “son of Hammedatha the Agagite”

321 pid., 335-6.
322 |pid., 336.
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(Esth 3:1) because of the conflict between Kingl &ad Agag, the Amalekite king (1 Sam
15:8). Here, two lineages are invoked in the nasgah a way that suggests an enduring conflict
between two family lines. In the past, Saul hacdefd Agag but failed to destroy the
Amalekites entirely as God had commanded, leadirigst downfall. The text does not indicate
that Mordecai was a direct descendant of Saulgdiber is used “to highlight the significance of
Mordecai and Esther’s deeds in the larger histbrggemption.?® But the importance of

family lines, one a descendant of the tribe of Bemp, the other a descendant of Agag,
continues the age-old conflict as “Mordecai riseghe very point on which Saul feff?*

In the Septuagint version of Esther, there is atitashal interesting detail in the
language used of the Haman'’s role. Addition B castéhe letter with the edict concerning the
annihilation of the Jews. It states, “Thereforehage decreed that those indicated to you in the
letters written by Haman, who is in charge of tffaies and is our second father, shall all—
wives and children included—Dbe utterly destroyedh®ysword of their enemies” (13:6). The
description of Haman as a second father indicatgsfamilial metaphors may have continued as
a part of political discourse, or at least surviasda metaphor within narrative texts for political

roles.

Conclusion
In Life in Biblical Israe| Stager and King describe the nature of sociatigiships in

ancient Israel as determined by specific contelxeyTwrite, “As all of the social terms are

323 LevensonEsther 57.

324 |bid.
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contextual, these traditional definitions are irgete. The terms are not rigid but fluif™
Previously, they had described one example of e aterm might be fluid, depending on the
circumstances. Thus, the “tefebedcan refer to anyone from a slave to a high govemtm
official.” 3% This description about the fluidity of terms ipesially important and parallels the
evidence about women'’s status and role. What KimthStager describe is the need for more
concrete information in order to make a judgmemudlistatus. Nearly nothing is known about
someone who is described with tebedwithout more specific details. In similar fashiame
cannot presume categorically anything about aqadatii woman’s status without finding out
what other social factors may contribute to hetustaCarol Meyers described the general status
of women under the monarchy as restricted, but tiednihat queens did have more power.
Likewise, very little can be known about any wonsastatus without knowing exactly such
details as whether or not she was married, to whleenwas married, who her family was, what
tribe she was a part of, where she lived, if sttedialdren, and a great number of other factors.
From what we have seen then, a negative correlagbmeen centralized government
and women'’s authority is a very limited way in wihio assess the potential for women’s access
to political power. Most discussions regarding womeeuthority have focused on the way in
which any status is largely derived from activitéa®l roles within the home, and thus they are
largely confined to the domestic sphere. Yet thdence above suggests that this both men and
women gained authority through the familial relashbips, during times of centralized authority
and times of relative political instability. Kinghibroadly construed, was the dominant manner

by which individuals acquired, maintained, or lastess to power and it was the central

325 phjlip J. King and Lawrence E. Stagkife in Biblical Israel(Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox,
2001) 39.
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metaphor that governed political discourse. Thasabse the royal palace was in fact
conceptualized and run like a household, there ieason to assume that kingship would
negatively impact women’s status within individéenilies or at the level of the royal family.

My argument does not deny patriarchy but callsafanore sophisticated language with which to
evaluate the variety of ways that biblical womea jportrayed within narratives. This means that
the view of Esther need not be a simple reificatibpatriarchical values or a defiant protest of
gender inequity. When these two extremes aregeitid, a much more nuanced and careful
conversation about women'’s role within the soceaty be considered.

Here then, is a precise example of how dichotonauguage about women and men in
the ancient Near East has translated into dichasrtfunking within scholarship on the same.
At the end of chapter two, | raised the possibilitstt the language of separate spheres is self-
replicating, reproducing itself in scholarly discee. Here within the language of
patrimonialism, what is yet absent from these eaabdns is a sustained discussion of how the
role of family relationships and language on bafigious and political discourse impacts
women'’s access to pow&. This is an area that will need more thorough eration on a wide
variety of fronts, particular in relationship teettnative linguistic expressions” that are used.
There are not as many obvious expressions witl@ritégrature of Israel but there certainly are
some possibilities, among which might be “mothelsiael,” the metaphor of wisdom as a
woman; Israel as a wife; the mother of the kingpagothers. The work of Christl Maier, for

example, analyzes the familial terms mother andyligr in relationship to Zion and considers

327 Scholars have certainly focused on questions ndegein relationship to a wide variety of regioriste
ANE, including Ugarit and Israel. This particulaatpmonial model, and the role of kinship and faahimetaphors
in relationship to women'’s lives, however, représem area that could yield interesting insights.
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the implications this has on understandings obiiece and the sacréd.Thus, there are a
variety of possibilities for contemplating the wagsvhich female familial roles might be
explored in relationship to political dynamics andtaphors. In addition, the scope of the study
could be broadened, and might include, for exantpkefamilial language used bwyditu

women during the Old Babylonian Period in descglimeir relationship to the goddess. In the
scope of the current work, we shall turn to thec#mecontext of the book of Esther as a test
case for how consideration of kinship might imgaetsian royal women, including both as

represented narratively in the book of Esther anthé context of Greek and Persian sources.

328 Christl Maier,Daughter Zion, Mother Zion: Gender, Space, and3hered in Ancient Israel
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2008).
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Chapter 5: Esther and Representations of Persian Bal Women
We cannot underestimate the implications of thimastof royal and noble wives could take.
Their actions can be observed in the Fortificatexis. Royal women enjoyed a position which
allowed them free disposition of the produce ofrthstates reflected in their ability to give their
own orders to officials, to use their own seals tmemploy their own bureaucratic staff to
execute their affairs. These women also had thvair centres of manufacture and their
workforce. Babylonian evidence suggested that aingitonomic activities were untaken by
noble womenrt?®
With the information provided by our primary sourtlee Persepolis Fortifications texts, it has
become evident that royal women acted within arbletefined spectrum of activities, being
involved in the administration of economic affaimsd engaging the same officials as the king.
Their ability to travel, the travel rations, theriedly of places they controlled requires us to
recognized the organization and structure thatdésnd such a division of wealth. . .. On the

basis of this evidence it is unthinkable that tleengn at the Achaemenid court were only an
undifferentiated mass leading a life behind palsakis without any function or purpo&®.

Introduction

In this chapter, we shall examine the book of &s#nd its historical context to
determine whether the use of the categories ofipabd private for royal women of the Persian
period—both as represented in the biblical nareagéind in Greek and Persian sources —is
warranted. Specifically, does the picture that \weehof the Persian period allow for the use of
gendered and dichotomous language regarding paibtigrivate spheres? In order to do this,
there are several requisite steps. First, we sinallto the book of Esther and determine the
manner in which Esther might be used as a sourda@dgtorical inquiry. Second, we shall look at
the narrative descriptions in Esther in relatiopgbithree categories central to our primary

guestion: 1) the relationship between gender aadesf®) the royal counsel; and 3) the status of

329 Maria BrosiusWomen in Ancient Persia (559—-331 ROxford Classical Monographs; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996) 199-200.

330 |bid., 200.
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royal women. Third, we shall examine sources, l&&tek and Persian, about royal women to

evaluate how this picture correlates to what igraged in Esther.

Esther as a Source for History

On the surface, the book of Esther reads assfatstraightforward, chronological record
of events that happened to a community of Jewsiga Suring the period of Persian rule,
opening the story with the words, “This happenethexdays of Ahasuerus, the same Ahasuerus
who ruled over one hundred twenty-seven provino@s findia to Ethiopia,” an introduction that
seems to place the narrative in very clear hisabtime period in the past (Esth 1:1). There are a
variety of stylistic features that recall othertbitographic texts in the Bibfé&' and a number of
details that demonstrate some knowledge of Peli§&aft? including the incorporation of several
Persian wordé®® Yet there are significant problems with reading bwok as history, not the
least of which is the fact that a woman named Essheowhere mentioned in the Persian

sources nor are any of the events described ihabk®**

3! For commentary on this, see for example, Lewisi®a Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The
Book of EsthefNew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1908) 64; @adey MooreEsther: Introduction, Translation
and NotegAnchor Bible; New York: Doubleday, 1971) 3.

332 5ee PatorBook of Esther64—65, who cites details in the narrative thathié overall portrait of the
Persian Empire, including customs about banquetimhthe use of couriers to deliver messages. Helwdes,
however, that all that these details prove is tthegt author had some knowledge of Persia and thad®elife which
he used to give local colour” (65).

333 Henry S. Gehman, “Notes on the Persian WordserBibok of Esther,Journal of Biblical Literature
43 (1924) 321-28.

334 For detailed discussions about the historical lerols with Esther, see the following: Pat&sther 64—
77; Moore Esther xxxiv—xlvi; Michael V. Fox,Character and Ideology in the Book of Estli@rand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 1991) 131-139; Jon Levengmsther(The Old Testament Library; Louisville: Westminsiehn
Knox Press, 1997) 23-27; and Adele Bettisther(JPS Bible Commentary; Philadelphia: The JewidhliPation
Society, 2001) xv—xviii.
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In addition to problems associated with historaiacrepancies, there are many different
elements within the story that cannot be corrolaataine way or the other but appear to be very
improbable. These are likely included as dramdtit glements, not historical facts, designed to
shape the narrative in specific ways. For exantpkeking’s feast that was said to last one
hundred and eighty days (Esth 1:1-3). This is fedld by a second feast lasting seven more
days, a description that seems to be an incredidggeration since this means that it lasted for
half a year. This detail might likely be intendedpaint an impressive image of the Persian
Empire, facilitating the plot because it demonstsahat the future adversary of the Jews was
imposing®*® At the same time that it portrays the Persian kisdpaving significant resources, it
also at the same time gives the impression thi Hecadent, given to great extravagaiice.

This corresponds to the Greek perspective on Rekgigs. Briant notes that “fourth-century
authors and Alexander’s historians were guidechbydesire to evoke a sense of wonder in their
readers by dwelling on what they considered moatasteristic of the Great King’s court—its
opulence, which they took both as a manifestatfdtsower and proof of its weaknes§”

The representation of the king in Esther, thenmse® play on the stereotypes of Greek
historiographers and exaggerate them for comi¢atef

Despite the problems with viewing Esther as histdy Adele Berlin commented about

scholarship on Esther, “Very few twentieth-centhitylical scholars believed in the historicity of

3% See Levenson's comment, “The description of thregbats in this first paragraph is, thus, less Hisab
then hyperbolic. The point is to stress the ovelmireg wealth, power, and status of the king of Rerfeor these are
what the Jews, soon to be condemned to genocitldave to overcome. Their victory, in short, wilb against all
odds” Esther 45).

338 This portrait is confirmed with other details, buas the king’s drunkenness (Esth 1:10) and thetshe
number of textual details used to describe the fédaduding “couches of gold and silver on a mogzavement of
porphyry, marble, mother-of-pearl, and colored st3rand the drinks “served in golden goblets” (Est8).

337 Briant, From Cyrus to AlexandeA History of the Persian Empiigrans. by Daniels; Winona Lake,
Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2002) 255.

126



the book of Esther, but they certainly expendeat af effort justifying their position3*® Paton
concluded that although Esther was not historit#d,a book that “wishes to be taken as
history.”*® For Paton the story needs to have the appeardeiog recorded factual events so
that the festival of Purim will have a solid bagissnumber of scholars followed Paton’s basic
assessment, that Esther does not represent adasewent, but was intended to be read as
such3%

Judging the historicity of the book, cannot, heare be simply a matter of weighing
certain details that seem to fit the historicai@eiagainst those they are problematic. Berlin

notes the problem with this perspective:

But it is not simply a matter of weighing one silproofs against the other side’s, for, when we
look carefully at the points for and against hisdity, it turns out that the historically authentic
material is the background and setting, while tlnncharacters and the important elements in
the plot are much farther removed from realitythls were a modern work, we would call it a
historical novel, or historical fiction***

Most scholars have come to the conclusion thatitatewer extent Esther imitates the style of
history, or even describes a specific historicttirsg, the plot elements described do not
correspond to actual events that occurred.

Following the work of critical scholars who wowddvocate reading Esther as a
historically accurate book, some who have takemdahjument even further, questioning whether
it was ever intended to be read as history afdtthough Paton argued that it was the historical

nature that lent credibility to the celebrationPafrim, a number of other perspectives have

338 Adele Berlin, “The Book of Esther and Ancient Stetling,” Journal of Biblical Literaturel20 (2001)

339 paton Book ofEsther 64.

349 For an example of this position see ModEsther He explains this position with the following,
“Moreover, the author, who begins his work in tharmer typical of biblical histories . . . encourspés readers to
confirm the details of this account for themsellgseferring them to a well-known historical record .Only a
writer acting in good faith would dare extend sachinvitation to his reader” (XXXV).

341 Berlin, Esther xvii.
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disputed this claim. Lawrence Wills argues instded Esther, along with other books from
around the same time period, was likely viewedd&gibus. He describes these works as
follows, “In the mind of the author and the audiena fictitious account is not about any
situation that really existed or any event thatlyezccurred (even if the characters represent real
historical personages}* In other words, a fictitious story is one that $h#o referent®2The
move from viewing Esther as a work that was intentdebe read as history to a literary creation
raises the question of genre.

Several different viewpoints have been advanceschyglars about how to categorize the
book of Esther if it is not to be read as hist@ye possibility for reading Esther is historical
fiction, “a historical novella set within the Persiempire.** Esther references a historical
figure, Xerxes, but no details about this kinghe harrative fit with what we know of the
historical figure. Others, including Humphreys, bagcognized several thematic issues in
common between Esther and other stories about ssfateourtiers, including the stories of
Esther and Daniel. He saw in Esther two types oftier tales: contest and conflf€t Like
Humphreys, Wills also views Esther as fitting iatstandard tale of court conflict, although he
sees this motif as insufficient to explain the cexjties of the Esther narrativé® Niditch and
Doran challenged the view that Esther is a stogooirtly conflict, despite the shared set of

motifs between the two stories. They suggest tlgaten literary form must not only display

342) awrence Wills,The Jewish Novel in the Ancient Woflldyth and Poetics; Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1995) 1-2.

343 Wills, Jewish Novell..
344 _evensonEsther,25.

345 \W. Lee Humphreys, “A Lifestyle for Diaspora: A Siuof the Tales of Esther and Danielgurnal of
Biblical Literature 92 (1973) 220.

348 Wills, Jewish Novel93.
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common features, but these elements must alsadegad in a specific order within the stories
in question. In adopting folklore types from Finstholarship, they argue that the stores about
Ahigar, Joseph, and Daniel might be consideredtteges folktale Type 922, “Clever Acts and
Words.”" In these tales, a younger person of lower statealled before a person of high status
to solve a problem that no one else can. The patlmwer status is able to solve the problem
and is rewarded for having done $6>According to the criteria they have establishesthEr
cannot be considered as belonging to the same gsrihe story of Daniel or Joseph from a form
critical perspective.

Chapter 1 discussed the work of Talmon, who weesaj the first scholars to make
connections between the book of Esther and theomddadition, an idea that has been picked
up by a number of scholars, including Bruce. Chapteveloped this picture further by
attempting to connect Esther to traditions of womio offer wise counsel, often to prevent
violence. Although Talmon'’s initial thesis cateigarg Esther within the genre of wisdom
literature has been questioned, a wide varietglbkars have seen different ways that Esther
embodies certain wisdom motifs and language.

Elias Bickerman categorized Esther, along with Bolmniel and Koheleth as one of
four strange books of the Bible. He saw in the tdiEsther not one but two plots, reflecting two
different original stories told about Mordecai dbsther that had been artfully combined to
explain the festival of Puririf> For Lawrence Wills, the problem of Esther’s stramegs is

solved if it is read in context of the literaturerh the same period, including stories such as the

347 susan Niditch and Robert Doran, “The Success Stbitye Wise Courtier: A Formal Approach,”
Journal of Biblical Literaturg1977) 180.

%8 |bid.

349 Elias BickermanFour Strange Books of the Bibliew York: Schocken Books, 1967) 202.
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book of Daniel Judith, TobitandJoseph and AsenetHe states that Bickerman appears to
suggest that the four books are strange “becaegedithnot fit comfortably in the biblical
categories of history, prophecy, wisdom, and s fills concludes, however, that neither
Esther nor Daniel seems as odd if it is read &wésh novel, a new genre of writing that
developed during the last few centuries B.C.E &editst century C.E* These stories were
“entertaining narrative marked by fanciful and iliteed setting, adventurous tone, happy
endings, and important women charactérs.”

Like Wills, Berlin stresses that Esther is besdras literature, not as historiography. She
does recognize that there are elements in Estaeb#ar common features to historiographic
texts in the Bible, including the book of Kings. \Mever, this style does not indicate that it was
intended to be viewed as history, merely that & waientionally replicating biblical traditions.
The concern is not to present historically relidlales, in her view, but rather to connect the
story to earlier stories, “The burden of Diaspdmaiss is to provide Jewish continuity in the face
of the overwhelming dislocation of the Jewish comityu A good way to provide this
continuity is to link the present with the pastddhe new literature of the Diaspora with older,
traditional literature ¥? The goal, then, of adopting the style of a hisiertp intentionally
establish Esther’s connection to other biblicaraiaves®?

There is possibly another reason, according téirBéor imitating the style of biblical,
and possibly also Greek, historiography. The udéaisfstyle lends a certain tone that in the

narrative context of Esther produces a comicalcefieerlin describes the effect, “The archival

0ills, Jewish Novell.
1 |bid.
%2Berlin, Esther and Ancient Storytelling.

%3 The relationship between Esther and earlier bliexts was discussed in the previous chapter.
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style, like the verbal style, makes the story sobigdand fancy, official and impertinent at the
same time-and this is exactly the effect that dggaired for such a book. All these stylistic
features reinforce the sense that the story isca fahey lend an air of comic burlesque to the
description of the Persian court and to all thaigems in it.”*** Berlin’s emphasis on the
comical aspects in the narrative builds on a sicgmit body of work that highlights the humor
that is found in Esthér> One of the most obviously funny scenes occurhapter 6, when
Haman is given the task of honoring Mordecai, dftaring misunderstood the king’s question to
him. The story’s comic elements, however, shouldovershadow the serious issues that are
raised within the story. The story is concernedwaiblitical realities, including the manner in
which Jews might succeed in a Gentile context. hewa notes that “For all its hilarious
exaggeration and its gross lack of historical weriigude, in its perception of political life,
Esther exhibits a sober realisft®The realism within the texts reflects a cautiousleation of
what it means to live under foreign rule, offeremgnodel of success for how to work within the
system.

From this body of scholarship on Esther, two ratevssues can be gleaned: 1) The
narrative elements within the story are not histriand possibly were never intended to be read
as such; and 2) Esther draws on a wide varietyeyhly genres and conventions, including
wisdom traditions, stories of court conflict, anmhtedy, among others. The problems of reading

Esther as a historical text do not preclude theipday that Esther might be informative about

354 Berlin, Esther xxviii.

3% For discussions of this, see, for example, Brucdldtes, “Two Misconceptions about the Book of
Esther,”Semitics (1978); Yehuda Radday and Athalya Brenner, €&isHumour and the Comic in the Hebrew
Bible (Sheffield, England: Almond, 1990); Kenneth Cr&gading Esther: A Case for the Literary Carnivalgsqg
(Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1995); RwobAlter, “Biblical Imperatives and Literary Pl&yn “Not in
Heaven”: Coherence and Complexity in Biblical Naiva (ed. J. Rosenblatt and J. Sitterson; Bloomingtod,; |
Indiana University Press, 1991) 13—-27; and Jon heer,Esther.

356 LevensonEsther 14.
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life in Persia, including questions of gender. Altg scholars have noticed that the author of
Esther is at least familiar with Persian life. Othkave also demonstrated connections between
Esther and literary tropes that the Greeks empleoyitdregard to Persia. This suggests that the
story might be a valuable resource for historiogliiry, provided that it is used with the proper
caution. The familiarity with some details aboutd?an life and as well as the fact that the story
employs a wide variety of Greek stereotypes abetdi® suggests that Esther may have been
written during the Persian period. The element withe story of humor aimed at Persia works
especially well in a context of the continued preseof the Persian Empire.

In his 1973 article, “Memorandum on the Approatiiistoriographic Texts” Mario
Liverani argued for a shift in the way that histmi$ approach texts “not as a ‘source of
information’, but as information in itself® This “Copernican revolution,” as he later referted
it, “takes away the subject-matter of the text fribva gravitational centre, and puts the political
aims of the author in its plac&® In this way, a text might consciously or unconssly reveal
the world view of its authors and the historicallitees with which they struggle.

The tactic Liverani has suggested leads us avealy & methodological approach that
gleans and compiles facts found in the narratiyeg to tie them to historical figures and
events. Instead, Esther might serve to inform abwihistorical world that produced it by
implicitly describing about the material world bedithe text. The portrayal of a fictitious world
may inadvertently hint at social, political, andter&l realities that are so ingrained in the
worldview of the author that they are not even tjoasd. We can, with caution, gain insights

about the everyday lives of individuals in a pariée culture, even if the work itself is intended

%7 Mario Liverani, “Memorandum on the Approach to tdisographic Texts,Orientalia42 (1973) 179.

%8 Mario Liverani, “Model and Actualization: The Kisgf Akkad in the Historical TraditionAkkad, The
First World Empire: Structure, Ideology, Traditiofed. Mario Liverani; Padova: Sargon, 1993) 47.
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to be understood as a fabricated narrative. Hebaeeisi-Weerdenburg makes this precise claim
about the usefulness of Greek historiographic tertBersian women, stating “Literature can
disclose information about the society that credtedot about chronologies and events, but
about values®° Similarly, although Esther is not intended to Hestorical account, it may
reveal things that are of historical interest.

The way the narrative world of Esther is creatiedishat a set concerns, interests, and
experiences that motivate this portrayal. We camere the text to determine what is
emphasized in the narrative and why, but also whaitted, and to what ends. To rephrase
these two questions as they relate to Esther whtratgte the problem thus: 1) What does the
portrayal of Esther as an effective royal counseldicate about the possibilities for women'’s
role in politics? and; 2) What is at stake in paying Esther in this way? With this in mind, we
shall turn next to the book of Esther to see whatiarratives portray about the issues of gender

and space, royal counsel, and the queen’s power.

Representations of Space and Gender in Esther

The book of Esther offers little insight into theels of non-royal women, only giving
hints about their activities. There is, howeveveey detailed description of the physical
landscape of the palace grounds, including margildegtbout the location of various actors
throughout the story, offering a perspective oragallife for men and women as represented in
the narrative. Males and females do, in some igs&nccupy separate physical spaces. In
chapter one, the description of the feast throwthieyking is followed just a few verses later by

a note that the queen gave a banquet for the wamtbe palace (Esth 1:9), thus presumably at

%9 Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Exit Atossa: Imagé&/omen in Greek Historiography on Persia” (ed.
A. Cameron and A. Kuhrt; Detroit, Mich.: Wayne Statniversity, 1983) 20—33, at 30.
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least some of the royal women of the palace weténmattendance at the king's feast but were
gathered with other women. We are told directlyt Washti was not there because the king had
to send for her, a request that she refused. Reg@tqueen’s absence from her husband’s party,
it was certainly possible that a queen would haveskiould have) attendétf. Both parties took
place in the king’s palace (Esth 1:5, 9) and théitedicates that the party thrown by the king
was for “all the people present in the citadel 0$& both great and small,” and thus would
presumably have included women.

According to the descriptions of the palace grajtide women occupied a house
specifically designated for them. The Hebrew phages n°2 translates literally to “women’s
house” (Esth 2:3, 9, 11, 14), and the only occuresrof the phrase in the Hebrew Bible are
found in the second chapter of Esther. Accordintpéostory, there may have been two such
houses: one that women lived in while preparingddefore the king, under the care of one of
the king’s eunuchs, Hegai (Esth 2:3), and anothera/women would remain as a concubine of
the king after having been presented before hirth(E44) under the custody of another eunuch,
Shaasgaz. The women’s house had a courtyard wherevere permitted. While Esther was in
the house under Hegai’'s care, Mordecai walked af ¢l courtyard of the house to find out
information about her (Esth 2:11). Later on, wetaté that Mordecai reported an assassination
plot against the king to Esther so that she cowthvim. It is not until later in the story when

Mordecai put on sackcloth that we are told thainéermediary was necessary for

360 Greek sources report that wives of Persian kingsldvbe present during dinner but were sent away if
there was a lot of drinking. Plutarch, for examplescribes the situation thus, “When the Persiagsktake their
dinner, the lawful wiveshai gresai gnaikey of the Persian kings sit beside them at dinned, eat with them. But
when the kings wish to be merry and get drunk, gend their wives away, and send for their musils-gind
concubinesrfiousourgoi kai pallakidgsin so far they are right in what they do, beesailey do not concede any
share in their licentiousness and debauchery fowezlded wivesdameta)” (Plutarch,Mor. 140b as cited in
Briant, From Cyrus to Alexande77). Some scholars have seen this as the conitinit which Vashti refused to
come to the party, her refusal indicating thatrdguest itself was a sign of disrespect. The kibtiext, however, is
not explicit on this point.
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communication between Esther and Mordecai. Indase, the reason given is that no one
dressed in sackcloth is allowed to enter the kigg® (Esth 4:2) rather than any gender-related
division. Mordecai instead walked around in theropguare in front of the king’s gate, which
was where Hatach, Esther's messenger, found hith ¢8).

Although Esther resided in a separate house fhankihg, the women’s house, she had at
least some access to the king, although the désor$pof this are a little complicated. On the
one hand, we are told that there was a prohibitidPersia against any “man or woman” going
before the king without having been summoned (Bsth). Through the inclusion of this
dramatic element, the reader cannot overlook Esthetions as a simple, ordinary act but one
that entails great personal danger. The prohibdigainst approaching the king uninvited
explicitly states that access to the king was mgaoized along gender lines, but applied to
everyone. Esther reminded Mordecai that “All thegs servants and the people of the king's
provinces know that if any man or woman goes tdkthg inside the inner court without being
called, there is but one law—all alike are to betpuleath” (Esth 4:11a). Interestingly, however,
earlier in the narrative when Esther had informatmgive to the king of an urgent nature—in
that case to preserve his own safety—she was @lolemhimunicate the message in time to save
the king. The text is vague about how the inforpratvas communicated but simply states, “But
the matter came to the knowledge of Mordecai, antbh it to Queen Esther, and Esther told
the king in the name of Mordecai” (Esth 2:22). Heslnot been given an explicit description of
the prohibition against approaching the king laterthe most obvious assumption would be that
Esther simply had delivered it.

When Mordecai persuaded Esther to approach thgg kndid so with the presumption

that she had a far greater degree of access thsinather citizens. Although there was a
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prohibition against anyone approaching the kingrdéoai believed, correctly as it turned out,
that Esther’s chance of being granting mercy bykthg was greater than anyone else’s.
Mordecai said to her, “Who knows? Perhaps you ltanee to royal dignity for just such a time
as this” (Esth 4:14). The implication in his questivas that she has a unique opportunity that is
born out of her special relationship to the kinchid her decision to approach the king is one
that does involve personal risk, it is not outdite realm of the possible. It is interesting timat i
the first chapter Vashti’'s punishment for refusihg king’s request is that she is banished from
his presence. His sages advised him to “let a roydr go out so that it may not be altered, that
Vashti is never again to come before King Ahasueand let the king give her royal position to
another who is better than she” (Esth 1:19). Thaghument of Vashti, although ironic, also
indicates that a certain amount of privilege waaisited with the role of queen, precisely
because it gave one the opportunity to be in thg'&ipresence.

The physical descriptions of space in the booksiher are at times organized along
gender lines, including a separate feast for tjalwomen and a particular house in which they
lived. It does not, however, appear that women wertuded. Instead the portrait is more
complicated: Esther dines with king and Haman aasldiscussions with Mordecai; Zeresh and
Haman’s friends together meet with Haman; and VVagds asked to attend the king’s feast.
Thus, separate housing for the royal women doese®n to limit their activities only to private
and domestic affairs. Rather both women and mem elitse ties to the king had opportunities to
be in his presence. The palace was a householdwstd by personal and family relationships,
thus eroding a neat distinction between the pubid private aspects of royal life.

In Addition B of the Greek version of Esther, thés an additional detail supplied

indicating that the Haman'’s law regarding the intpdoth Jewish men and women, as well as
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children. The letter of the king regarding the étlicexterminate the Jews, then, is not only
against Jewish males. This minor detail is likelended to convey the brutality of Haman’s
plan. Yet scholars have noticed connections betwh@srstory and that of Exodus and thus, the
detail may also reinforce the idea that this ismetely about population control or to prevent a
revolt as in Exodus 1 but about total annihilafihRegardless, neither gender is singled out;

both will suffer the same fate.

Counsel in the Book of Esther

In the previous chapter we already examined ttesipaity that the character of Esther
may deliberately continue traditions about womerm\&tvise royalty, especially to prevent
violence and bloodshed. In addition to Esther Herge story portrays a variety of characters
offering and receiving advice. Some of these rebsm to be fixed roles, like that of the king’s
counselors in chapter 1, while others are ad hatcotben involve those close friends or family.
In the beginning of the story, the king gathersdusisors together to help him to decide what to
do about Vashti’s disobedience (Esth 1:13). Thg ksrportrayed as one who was genuinely
baffled by his wife’s refusal to listen and he does know how to proceed in the situation
without advice. He consulted “sages” who serve lasrthe legal experts in interpreting matters
of state law. In the MT, there were seven offigilo came to counsel the king on this occasion
(Esth 1:14). In the Greek, there are instead thosernors who offer advice to the king, but in

both stories, the king receives advice from merupging official positions at the court.

%1 1n Exodus, the king pharaoh who arises in Egyptrigs about the Israelites becoming too numerous,
suggesting, “Come let us deal shrewdly with thenthey will increase and, in the event of war, joir enemies
and fight against us and escape from the land” Bxa1).
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Later, the king consulted with Haman after hawlisgovered in his archives that
Mordecai saved his life and was never rewardecth(&€). Haman was one of the king’s
officials and happened to be in the right placthatright time to play the role of advisor when
the situation warranted it, a role that he wouldehpresumably played whenever needed. He had
approached the king with his own agenda, havingsdeha plan to kill Mordecai, just as the
king was trying to decide how to honor the very eanan. Mistakenly imagining that he himself
is to be honored, Haman advised the king on howtbdsandle the situation, an unfortunate
case in which his own advice furthered his feeliafsumiliation and shame.

In both cases, there is a great deal of ironylieain the situation. In the first case, the
king required sages to help him understand stateviaen the situation was merely a minor
domestic problem with his wife. In the second, Harapproached the king with the intention of
plotting Mordecai’s fate, when instead he himsadswhe means by which Mordecai was exalted
in a kingly fashion. Both incidents in which a cheter seeks out advice function to show that
character as foolish.

Haman himself also gathers together a group tesadwm on how to handle his
problems with Mordecai. Those he gathers includé bes friends and his wife, Zeresh. They
offer advice on how to deal with Mordecai. Onceiagaman’s advice seeking demonstrates
his own foolishness. He recounts his status, welatge family, and his own special relationship
both with the king and Esther, but concludes thall imeans nothing if Mordecai refuses to bow
before him (Esth 5:13), a statement that is ridioalat best. In this case, Haman’s confidants are
his wife, Zeresh, and his friends. From the podfay the relationship between Haman and
Zeresh, the text allows for the possibility thatmweould consult with their wives for advice on

personal or political matters. As we see with thsecof Zeresh'’s advice to Haman, the counsel
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she gives relates to a personal problem but doesdmnsequences on a larger scale. If Esther
embodies biblical traditions about women who warkritigate violence, here Zeresh is Esther’s
narrative foil, advising her husband to bring abdotdecai’s violent death.

Chapter 1 of Esther offers the strongest argunnefiatvor of royal advisors being
primarily male for it is only men who are summonedhe king to give advice on a national
policy. The story is much more complex, howevergwlt comes to specific circumstances.
Both Esther and Zeresh play a role in advising thesbands regarding political action. This
suggests that family relationships as well as jalipositions gave individuals the opportunity
to counsel the king. Because the chance to adtiredsng on political matters was in large part
to personal relationships, this status could chatgay time. Thus, Haman who at one time

served to advise the king as one of his close&tialf§, is later hanged at the king’s commaffd.

The Status of Royal Women in Esther

There are several indications in the story of &sttad significant amount of power in her
capacity as queen, particularly in influencing kireg. We have already seen that Mordecai twice
approached Esther when he had information thatdrged her to convey to the king. Clearly he
saw her position as one that gave her access tortee, even if there were some limits to when
and in what manner she might approach him.

Not only Mordecai, but Haman also approached Estherder use her influence to save
him from the king’s anger. Haman, one of the kingtssest and most trusted officials, clearly
viewed Esther, the king’s wife, as his best hopesédvation. In an ironic twist, it is precisely

when Haman approached the queen to plead forfaighht the king returns and takes this as a

%2 The Joseph story also includes a number of intsdanwhich the rise and fall in status of a plays
significant role, including not only Joseph but thuwbearer and the baker.
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further insult, thus sealing his fate. It is notyotine special circumstance in which he has
angered the king during which Haman indicated tjuaen’s favor was something to be desired.
Earlier in the story, he boasted to his wife amehiis that he alone had been selected by the
gueen to dine with her and the king, taking thistgee as a sign of favor (Esth 5:12). The
implication was that Haman'’s status was advanceégtifier favored him; thus presumably her
power and influence with the king was such thatfaeor on someone could confer a degree of
status to that individual.

Thus, we see that different characters turn tbdtdtecause of her access to and
influence on the king. There is perhaps even yettan indication of her rank. When the king
chooses Esther, he places a crown on her headd8lbrew verb that is used to describe her
status isy7n, a word that means to rule in Hebrew. This is oftanslated as “he made her queen
instead of Vashti,” but could possibly be trangladdittle more forcefully as “caused her to rule”
(Esth 2:17). Although certainly Esther does notslegual power with the king, the language
used allows for the possibility that Esther’s titenferred with it certain powers and privileges
associated with her rank, not merely a royal title.

Later in the narrative Esther also becomes a prppelder when she is given
Mordecai's estate (Esth 8:1, 7). Although thereteue brief references in the text regarding
these land holdings, it is likely that this wasragerty of significant siz&% and her ownership
would entitle not only to land but to the goodsdarced by it. The transfer of Haman’s property,
formerly one of the king’s highest officials, totBer symbolizes a change in status: Esther’s
power and influence increases in direct proport@ohlaman’s loss of it. Just following the

description of Haman’s death by hanging, the sgimgs on, “On that day King Ahasuerus gave

363 previously in the narrative Haman had describefketesh and his friends “the splendor of his righes
likely an allusion to his household and property.

140



to queen Esther the house of Haman, the enemedfets; and Mordecai came before the king,
for Esther told what he was to her” (Esth 8:3) lelsthed clearly a causal relationship between
the events. It is Esther who places Mordecai ingdaf the household.

Thus, the narrative descriptions of Esther’s stag@int a more nuanced picture of the role
of royal women. Esther initially has very littleflmence, herself an orphan from humble
beginnings, but she continues to gain status atiwaty throughout the course of the narrative.
It is by association with her that Mordecai alsinga great deal of status. Thus, it is difficolt t
conclude that the narrative upholds a genderedtbahy in terms of men’s and women’s roles

in which women operate mostly within the realmtd# private sphere.

Persian Royal Women in Greek and Persian Sources

The problem of our sources for history of the Rer$eriod is one that presents
interesting challenges. Pierre Briant notes, “Ohthe remarkable peculiarities of Achaemenid
history is that, unlike most conquering peoples,Rersian left no writer testament of their own
history, in thenarrative sense of the word®® The Persians did leave written records, including
administrative archives and royal inscriptions, bothing in the way of historiography. For this
reason, historians have often relied on Greek adsaf Persia. Use of Greek sources to
reconstruct Persia’s history is not without challes, however, because of the ongoing wars and
hostility between Persia and Greece, finally endiith Alexander’s conquest of Persia in the

fourth century. Briant points out the irony thaistkituation has produced, “one must reconstruct

364 Briant, From Cyrus to Alexandeb.
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the narrative thread of Achaemenid history fromwuigings of their subjects and their
enemies *°

The reliance on Greek sources for Persian higtasyalso had a significant impact on the
way in which royal women of the Achaemenid perieddnbeen portrayed by scholars. As Maria
Brosius demonstrates with respect Persian royalemhe stories Greeks told not only were
based on the perceived contrasts between GreeRemstn women, but also were intended to
demonstrate the weakness of the Persian ¥ftghe describes the portrait Greek historians
painted of Persian royal women

Stories about Persian royal women were often stredtto fit a historiographic and

narrative pattern, and women were given a speftifiction within the story. It is very striking

that in majority of stories these women appeaglcriolent, and revengeful. They instigate
intrigues and are the cause of upheavals andtseWbyal women such as Atossa, Amestris, and
Parysatis are described by Greek historians agffolgqueens who exercised considerable
influence over the kingf’

Likewise, the work of Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenbuftpots similar findings. In her examination
of Greek historiographic sources on Persian worslea focuses on the queens and princesses
during Xerxes’ rule. She argues that “most of thetd about their lives and actions in the Greek
sources are not facts at all and that consequgatigralizations based on the influence and the
role of the women around the king lack any reaidnisal foundation.” Like Brosius, she
recognizes that one function of the Greek sounteslationship to royal women is not to
provide factual accounts about the women but ratiefproduct partly of a condescending

Western attitude towards the Orient, usually regdms effeminate®®

365 |pid, 7.

366 Maria Brosius\WWomen in Ancient Pers{&59-331 BCYOxford Classical Monographs; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996).

37 bid., 1.

368 sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Exit Atossa,” 20.
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Thus, for example, the Greek sources presentra sbatrast between their view of
Persian kings and the indigenous Persian sourgasdiag their own royal ideology, a contrast
within which the perception of royal Persian wonaea central to the Greek perspective. In the
second inscription on Darius’ tomb he describesskifras a king who is both just and a good
warrior, bestowed by the Persian god, Ahura Mawdlh, “wisdom and courage.” The
autobiographical statement describes how both tipglivork together:

This is indeed my courage as far as my body possdle strength; as a commander | amgood
commander; immediately the right decision is tatecording to my understanding when | meet
a rebel, and when | meet (someone who is) notel,rabthis moment, due to my understanding
and judgment, | know that | am above panic whesel @ rebel as well as when | see (someone
who is) not a rebef?

The inscription continues to describe Darius a# lactgood horseman,” “a good bowman, both
on foot and on horseback,” and a good spearmah,dsofoot and on horseback® The
inscription, then, describes a king who is an eoepl leader both because he is strong
physically and intellectually, one who does not fleia enemies, but also is able to make wise
judgments.

In contrast to the view of kingship expressed amils’ tomb inscription, the Greek
perspective of Persian kings indicated that moseweak, with a few notable exceptions. One
reason given for this perspective was the rolewmwahen play in raising Persian noble children.

In Plato’sLaws,the following discussion is held regarding the eatl®e perceived weaknesses

of Cyrus’ sons:

3695econd Inscription from Nag$-e RustamTihe Persian Empire from Cyrus Il to Artaxerxdgans.
& ed. Maria Brosius; LACTOR 16; London: The Londassociation of Classical Teachers, 2000) 65.

370 bid., 65—66.
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The Athenian:

Clinias:

The Athenian:

Clinias:

The Athenian:

Very well, | divine that Cyrus, whtherwise no doubt was a
very good general and patriotic, was quite nceoned
with the principles of education and paid rterion to
household management.

How are we to take a remark like that?

It is likely that from boyhood omaa he spent his life on
campaign and made over his sons to be rearagbimen. They
raised them from infancy, telling them how forate and blessed
they already were, because they lacked no coemi@f the
conditions that made them happy; and becatiseydforbad
anybody to oppose them in anything, on the musithat they
were so happy, and compelled everyone to peaisey/thing that
they said or did, they turned them into whatytbecame.

A fine education indeed, to judge froouy description!

Rather say an effeminate educagimided by royal women
who had recently become rich, and who broughte sons in
the absence of their menfolk, who were kepyliyswars and
endless dangefs.

This same text goes on to describe how Darius dogst this picture of a decadent, weak king,

because “Darius was not a royal son, nor was heghtaip in luxury.” Darius represented a type

of anomaly, however, because following his reiga,don Xerxes was also “brought up again on

the indulgent royal model of education of the rdyalise. . . . Thus Xerxes, the product of the

same upbringing, repeated the bad deeds of Camii/é@e picture presented is interesting

because the role that women play in the court agaldigures in educating and raising royal

children serves to further undermine the strenfth@ monarch from the Greek perspective.

Another problem from the perspective of Greek sesicontributing to the weakness of

the many Persian kings was related to the greabeunf concubines and wives of the kitiglt

was thought that women such as Atossa had a geahoflinfluence over the king, a stereotype

371 plato,Laws694c—695¢ as cited in BrosiuRersian Empire66—67.

372 bid., 67.

373 Briant, From Cyrus to Alexande#4.
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that continued into modern historiography as w&gincisi-Weerdenburg describes the influence
that Greek writers had on certain modern historidinghis interpretation they could follow
closelysomeof their Greek predecessors for whom Persian, barpaoriental was equal to
feminine. Greek culture was male, oriental cultwes female. Greeks were brave, orientals
were drowned in luxury, they slept on soft beds,dstinty spices, and wore jewelry . . . .
Whereas Greece was governed by men, all the skesubjects of the kings of Persia were
ruled either by effeminate kings, or, indirectly, women.?"*

Due to the limitations and bias of Greek sourcegewing Persian women, Brosius tries
to draw a more nuanced picture of Persian womeusing Persian sources, including the
Fortification texts from Persepolis. She notes thatGreek portrayals of Persian royal women
often depict them as cruel, and able to persuaglkitty to act as they wishét. For example,
Herodotus reports that Atossa, one of the wive3anfus |, was responsible for inciting the king
to go to war against the Greeks. His account, hewes likely a historical invention, naming the
gueen’s wish as the cause for Darius’ campaigneaitoring the international political
situation from the discussidf® Sancisi-Weerdenburg suggests that Greek soureeedli
certain events and then interpreted them withdat af the inside information necessary to
make judgments. In many cases, there were comelatianships that contributed to royal

women to the way in which royal women might expeceea sense of conflicting loyalties.

374 Sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Exit Atossa,” 27.

375 Brosius notes, “The wives of Achaemenid kings ffigprominently in Greek sources as cruel women
filled with desires for revenge. While the inforneet on legal, economic and culture status and iéietivis scarce,
stories of female court intrigue seem to form tre@mbackground for writers on later Persian hist¢k¥omen in
Ancient Persial05).

378 Ibid., 107.
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When the Greek portrait of Persian royal wometoimpared with Persian sources, the
picture is somewhat different. It is not clear ttieg king regularly depended on women to make
decisions and in some cases they may have haddiffiroelty gaining access to the king. The
woman at the royal court who most likely wielded treatest amount of power was the mother
of the king, who would at times be present at colinere is evidence, however, that the mother
of the king, and other women of the court did miets advocate on behalf of their families. At
times their role might include passing judgmentsiaipunishments but not because they were
cruel and vindictive, as indicated in Greek sour&agher, Brosius argues,

There were cases in which royal and noble womeralathnce to alter the king’s sentence once
expressed, and it is essential to understandithaitvement in the execution of a punishment
was not motivated by a desire for revenge and trualit by a dominating wish to act in the best
possible way to do justice for a family memBgr.

In other instances, women of the royal court migtdércede with king on behalf of a family
member. Thus, she concludes that the power arngeimée ascribed to Persian women in Greek
sources was often greatly exaggerated, in partused@ersian women did not fit within Greek
gendered expectations but also because it seradadsculate the Persian king. But even if the
Greek sources have exaggerated the power of Peasialhwomen, this does not mean that
could not act when needed. She concludes, “The seosbr women in royal and noble families
acted within given rules; their motives for actalgvays lay in their concern for the family . . .
This survey of the sources does not support thelgsion that women had an ever-increasing
influence at the Persian court nor does it recagaizy signs which support claims that the court

became more decaderif®

377 Brosius,Women in Ancient Persia21.
378 |bid., 122.
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The work of Brosius and Sancisi-Weerdenburg i&iatgy when read against with the
story of Esther in mind. The story of Vashti's redlito answer the king’s summons seems to
embody a number of the Greek stereotypes. As ielaiaes about Persians, the story does not
function only to highlight the willfulness of Peasi royal women; it also underscores the
impotence and extravagance of the Persian throrgein the midst of feasting, (“on the seventh
day”) when the king was drunk on wine (Esth 1:108t he commanded his seven eunuchs to
bring Vashti before him to show off her beauty. Masefuses, throwing the king into a rage,
causing him to turn immediately to the seven adsisor counsel on how to proceed. The fear
that they explicitly name is that all women in #ersian Empire will begin to look with
contempt on their husbands (vv. 17-18). As Bertitea about the similarities between Greek
historiography and the book of Esther, the sintikesiare shared literary conventions. Berlin
argues then, that this does not demonstrate amy#iiaut the historical lives of women but
rather that “Esther and the Greek works share afsgigerary motifs and stereotypes relating to
Persian court life3"°

Many translations on the book of Esther have tedadlthe Hebrew phrase, “women’s
house,” to “harem” in English. There is some evidethat royal women, including concubines,
likely would have had private quarters. Herodotgs anakes references to men’s apartments
(andren) that were separate from those of royal worff@iVe must only use the term harem
with caution, however, because evidence regardiagdttivities of most royal women indicates

that they were not confined to their houses. Ratheumber of women traveled throughout the

empire. There are a number of documents from thgfiEation texts recording the rations

379 Berlin, Esther xxviii.

380 Briant, From Cyrus to Alexande85.

147



provided for various royal women on their travédsie document from this collection states,
“Radusnamuya received as rations 176 quarts of supelied by USaya. For a period of 4 days.
She carried a sealed document of the king. Yeam2®th 12.3% In addition to being able to
travel, royal women were also given an educatian likely included a physical education
component® Briant concludes then, that “it is tempting to clole that aristocratic girls were
not prepared for a reclusive life at all, even tjtothey had special apartments in the royal
palace or their husband’s house. Although the tearemmust be retained for convenience, the
usual meaning cannot be applied to any women thlaerroyal concubines®

The evidence that we do have regarding Persian waymen does indicate that they
were economic players, holding property that predugoods over which they had control. In
several Persian letters there is a descriptionefdrge amount of rations given tdwaksis,
“princess.®** In the nineteenth year of Darius’ reign, we have letters that give orders from
Darius to provide the woman Artysotone, daughteCyrus Il and the wife of Darius |, with
provisions of “2000 quarts of win&® and “100 sheei*® from Darius’ own estate. Brosius
suggests that the large quantity may indicatettiegt were to be used for a feast. In any case, the
large amount of provisions demonstrates the queseswell provided for and had control over

significant resources.

31 pF 684 as cited in BrosiuBersian Empireg84.
382 Briant, From Cyrus to Alexandeg85.
383 |bid.

384 Brosius described the temiuksi§ as “a general term of reference for female membéthe royal
family, including the king’s wives, sisters, andudhaters.” (BrosiusPersian Empire82).

35«Documents with a female royal title,” as cited Brosius Persian Empire82 (document 159).

388 |bid., (document 160).
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Several primary documents from the Persian paisd indicate that royal women not
only could hold property but also were free to dahey wished with the goods from that estate.
For example, in a letter from Artystone, she stdte30 quarts of wine are to be issued to the
man called Ankama from my estate at Mirandtf. The letters sent by royal women were
stamped with the woman’s personal seal. Greekrugt@phers often commented on royal
women’s status as landholders because the situatisrvery different for most Greek women.
Socrates, for example, describes what he has labatd Persia as follows:

For | myself was once told by a trustworthy peradmo had been up to their court, that he has
traversed a very large and fine tract of land, Iyemday’s journey, which the inhabitants called
the girdle of the king's wife, and another whichswgamilarly called her veil; and many fine and
fertile regions reserved for the adornment of thiesort; and each of these regions was named
after some part of her apparéf®

In this passage, Socrates discusses the land pywmbstris, wife of Xerxes, with Alcibiades.
According to Brosius, “From a Greek perspective, fidrct that Persian noble women could own
land was extraordinary, and references are madedrgly in Greek texts to this phenomenon. It
reflected an exceptional status enjoyed by Perg@men in comparison to Greek women, who
could not own land >

Thus, the documents from Persia indicating thahem could hold property and travel,
as well the fact that they received an educationaasupport the idea of a gendered dichotomy
in which women were relegated to a private spheard,confined to domestic activities. This
corresponds to the picture that was present ibhdlod of Esther as well: Men and women were

sometimes in separate physical living spaces lgititl not preclude women from having a

public presence.

387 «Estates of Royal Women,” iRersian Empire83 (PF 733).
388 plato, Alicibiades 1 123bc iRersian Empire84.

389 Brosius,Persian Empireg84.
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In examining the book of Esther, it is apparent #iee is perceived by other characters in
the narrative as having a great deal of influerara lout of her marriage to the king. Likewise,
Brosius describes the relative status of womehetourt as reflective of their closeness to the
king.3*° The notion that Persian royalty had a degreeatéistbased on their marriage
relationships can be found in Persian sourcesmgl&h both men and women who gain status
through marriage. For example, in several Greeridg about the rise of Cyrus Il, there is
mention of political marriages. In both Herodotusl &enophon, Cyrus Il was the son of the
Persian Cambyses and the Median king Astyages’tdagygMandane. Justin describes how
Cyrus was supposed to be killed but instead Haipdguided instead to give him over to the
herdsman of the king’s cattle to be exposed. His wisisted that he retrieve the child, having
just had a child herself. The boy was found beimged by a wolf, a story that is also found in
Herodotus. Nicolaus of Damascus also tells a sib@yrus’ humble beginnings (calling him a
Mardian, the lowest of the tribes of Persia). Is $tory, Cyrus makes himself a slave to the royal
servant in charge of caring for the royal estais.gdod work was rewarded, for which reason
he was taken inside to work and thus became thieeauipr of the king. According to Ctesias,
Cyrus was not related to Astyages, the Median kimtgrather married his daughter, Amyiis.

The stories about Cyrus’s rise to power includi miraculous birth narratives and
serve demonstrate the way in which a person ofsiatus might rise to power through a
politically advantageous marriage—although the helgevary as to whether it was Cyrus’ father
or Cyrus himself who married a Median princess @aaghter of Astyages. The idea of foreigner

such as Esther rising to the status of queen skleares fantastical element of the narrative;

390 pid., 13.

391 Brosius,The Persian Empire5—8.
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much like the Greek legends about Cyrus, Estherialeepresented as a person of low status,
herself an orphan, who through marriage to king tosa position of great prominence.

Political marriages were an important part of Reréife. Marriages serve to solidify
power and might serve to promote someone’s st8tuwisi-Weerdenburg describes it thus,
“The centralised kingship was by no means safesaondre. Marriages were used by kings, as
well as tribal chiefs, to strengthen their relagpasitions.® Yet, there was a degree of
instability that could also be introduced in suelses, “Pressure on women from both sides in
this uneasy situation must have been very stramgjitze outcome of the this conflict of loyalties
never entirely predictable.” Because the king’'segiand concubines were often themselves
noblewomen and thus they would at times feel thdlicting loyalties between two families,

that of their husband and the family into whichytieere born.

Conclusion

The book of Esther has a unique perspective oRéingian Empire from a
historiographic perspective. As we have noticedvabthe story of Esther demonstrates
knowledge of Persian life and customs. The stogsdeplicate some common literary tropes
from both biblical and Greek literature, both ofiahaffect the story of Esther. There are
numerous elements in the story that hint that Geteteotypes about Persia abound in this work.
Esther 1 describes, in a comical fashion, the dibte luxury and decadence of the king’s court.
In the same chapter, we encounter Vashti, a quéerefused to obey her husband’'s command.
Both images placed alongside one another, a deckitgnand a willful queen are just two
examples among many that work together work togdthportray an emasculated Persian king

in keeping with the Greek perspective. The muletod feasts, most notably those that occupy

392 sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Exit Atossa,” 31.
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the better half of a year in chapter 1, also cbate to a general portrait of the Persian Empire as
decadent, a portrait that is consonant with Gresglations of Persia. As Briant notes, “It is clear
that it was the king’s bed and the king’s tablé thast attracted Greek&®

The motifs in common with Greek historiography msil amount to what several
scholars have seen as a parody on Persian mascufiok, for example, says “The satire is not,
however, directed at male dominance in and offjtbet at male dominance as manifested in the
Persian court, and, by extension, throughout timtilgarealm.®* Yet the portrayal of Esther's
character is more nuanced than the royal womeaatigyes of Greek legend. Esther’s initial
reluctance to go before the king to persuade higat@ her people serves an important function
in her portrayal. It serves to highlight the simiias between Esther and other biblical heroes,
mostly especially the figure of Moses. She, likede®, must answer a call and advocate for her
people against a threatening foreign potefhis connection was seen already by Gerleman in
his commentary on Esth&f Others have picked up on various aspects ofieise. Clines, for
example, states, “The Esther tale has in this pyimespect an affinity with the Exodus story, in
which the royal connections between the hero, Maaesnot dramatized as a conflict between
the pharaoh and a princeling but between a Géqtitpand a Moses as representative of the
Jewish people®”’

The connection between the book of Esther and xoel&s is further emphasized in the

Greek Additions to Esther. In Esther’s prayer, déscribes the situation of the Jewish people,

393 Briant, From Cyrus to AlexandeB55.
394 Fox, Character and Ideology209.
395 LevensonEsther 80.

398 Gijllis GerlemanStudien zu Esther. Stoff. Struktur. Stil. SiBiblische Studien 48; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1966).

397 Clines,Esther Scroll144.
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“And now they are not satisfied that we are indritlavery,” (14:8) a description that evokes the
slavery in Egypt. The important and deliberateditg continuities between Esther and a wide
variety of biblical literature underscore a verffetient concern than merely satirizing Persians
as emasculated and decadent, instead depictingrezgtione who must liberate her people from
an even more severe threat than mere slavery.n@ten that the danger facing the Jews in Susa
is greater than what had previously been experteincE&gypt is also implied in Esther’s speech
to the king. She says, “For we have been solddInay people, to be destroyed, to be
annihilated. If we had been sold merely as slavesy and women, | would have held my peace”
(Esth 7:4). The implication is that mere slaverpas a great enough threat with which to have
bothered the king, only complete destruction iseréhs a certain amount of persuasive rhetoric
within Esther’s speech, which was intended to ntbeeking to action. Yet there is also an
implication that the stakes are exceptionally higggessitating action.

The narrative resonance with the Exodus motif ismees that Esther is not the willful
or vengeful Persian women who are so often destiib&reek historiographic texts. She is
instead a woman who acts only when impelled toadalsen the welfare of her own family and
people is at stake. The narrative concerning Estnggests strongly the inadequacy of the use of
dichotomous terms of public and private for desoglpender. The fact that these terms are
simplistic and do not well describe the situatibiEsther does not, however, imply complete
gender equality. Rather, it suggests more compl@xithe ways in which men and women
might, and often did, act and interact. Power wésid, complex dynamic that people accessed
through a variety of complex relationships and dahift during the course of one’s lifetime as
status and relationships changed. In the narratoré&d of Esther, this happens when a foreigner

and an orphan girl finds favor at court and martiesking. Esther’s reliance on earlier
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traditions, both biblical and Near Eastern, sugtestthese terms not only fail to work for

Esther but for the ancient Near Eastern contexerhasadly construetf®

398 The extent to which this language works in a g other contexts throughout the ancient Neat Ea
needs to be taken up in a more explicit way in lagiotvork but the evidence presented here stronglgessts
problems with this discourse.

154



Conclusion

“Therefore these days are called Purim, from thedvirur. Thus because of all that was written

in this letter, and of what they had faced in thistter, and of what had happened to them, the
Jews established and accepted as a custom forehemand their descendants and all who
joined them, that without fail they would continteeobserve these two days every year, as it was
written at the time appointed. These days shoulédbrembered and kept throughout every
generation, in every family, province, and cityddhese days of Purim should never fall into
disuse among the Jews, nor should the commemorattitrese days cease among their
descendants.

Queen Esther daughter of Abihail, along with the B&ordecai, gave full written authority,
confirming this second letter about Purim. Lett®ese sent wishing peace and security to all
Jews, to the one hundred twenty-seven provincdsedfingdom of Ahasuerus and giving orders
that these days of Purim should be observed atdbebinted seasons, as the Jew Mordecai and
Queen Esther had enjoined on the Jews, just ashttkelaid down for themselves and for their
descendants regulations concerning their fastlagidlamentations. The command of Queen
Esther fixed these practices of Purim, and it veasrded in writing” (Esth 9:26-32).

The primary question that this dissertation hagjkbto answer is, “How might we
characterize the narrative depiction of Estherlgipal involvement in the affairs of the Persian
state?” Most scholars have tried to answer thastiquein the following way: Does Esther
represent an aberration from gender norms or aréimient of male patriarchal values? The
project undertaken here has been to challenge dlyarnwhich the entire question has been
framed because underlying it is a set of problerregsumptions. The results of the question
framed thus can only lead to more interpretiveicitties, either denying the commonalities
between Esther and other biblical women, or igrgptive dynamics at play when the very same
descriptions are used of men. In addition, theneke on these two categories has provided a
kind of self-perpetuating logic so that scholarsiijput men and women and their respective

roles tends to replicate two separate and divipberes within academic discourse.
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Chapter 1 identified two divergent tendencies,iemvEsther as either typical or
exceptional, both of which are problematic. Witthie body of scholarship on Esther, there were
also a number of insights that suggest a more mabapproach to evaluating her character.
Chapter 2 identified the underlying problems of dichotomous assessments of her in that they
rely on an assumption of gendered and separateespfoe men and women, a construct that
suffers from a number of theoretical issues, inclgdhe fact that these categories do not have
an obvious or fixed meaning, can change over tand,are anachronistic to ancient societies.
Chapter 3 suggested that Esther is portrayed abte@ player, a role that has strong biblical
precedents, especially in the role of counselors prievent violence. This portrayal connects
Esther to a wide variety of biblical literature ggesting that she is not the “exceptional” figure
that some have claimed but deeply embedded withiad#tion. Chapter 4 demonstrates the role
that familial and kinship relationships and metaghaay in structuring political life, a fact that
opens up the possibility for women to participai¢hie political arena, depending on their own
family dynamics. For both women and men, the famelationships that they had impacted their
roles and responsibilities, as well as the potefdraaccess to political power. Chapter 5
compares portrayals of Esther in the narrativerge historiography on Persia and indigenous
Persian sources, none of which indicate any resaasume that women were categorically
confined to a private sphere. While the story dhEsdoes employ a number of stereotypical
representations of Persians also found in Greefcepthe connections to biblical traditions as
well suggest that the narrative is not merely aesan Persia.

Esther’s portrayal as a woman who is involved mpblitics of negotiation is not unique
among biblical accounts of women, nor is it extdaaary for women of the ancient Near East,

including Persia, to act in such a capacity. Esthesarly fits into a larger tradition and also

156



seems to fit with a picture of other Persian rayaimen who at times exercise influence over the
Persian king. At the same time, there are textu@scthat we are not to simply accept Esther’s
actions as routine or ordinary actions but ratisenexoic acts brought on by a set of extreme
circumstances. She goes before the king, accotditige text, only at great personal danger both
because the king did not summon her and becauser status as a Jew, because the very life of
her people is at stake. This is a deliberate anefdgportrayal, likely intended to differentiate
Esther from other portrayals by Greek authors afimdative Persian women. Esther, for all of
her persuasive powers and influence with the kingpt the violent or vengeful woman of

Greek historiographic texts.

Esther may evoke images of Persian women, anddnguveat deal in common with the
portrayal of Persia through the lens of Greek hisgwaphy, especially as told through Greek
legend, which speaks of women who are powerfulgarduasive forces. Yet the story is very
explicit that Esther is not acting out of spitevardictive motives. Rather, this is a woman
impelled to act according to [divine] initiative.i$ only because the situation is so severe, and
the threat so extreme, that she interferes in msattiestate to risk her own life. But even if
pleading with the king for her people is not anioady, everyday event, even for the queen, it is
possible because of the very particular conditibias have given her special access to the king
and the divine providence that has helped herférdr in his eyes. What is interesting about the
portrayal of Esther’s role in pleading with the dsiion her people’s behalf is that this picture is
very similar to that which is indicated in the Ranssources about royal women who act only
under duress to save their families.

The idea that | have suggested in this work is ¢h@ploying categories of public and

private to describe women'’s lives, and in partictitee book of Esther, is misleading and
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problematic because the language is misleadingaadhronistic. In the case of Esther, it has
produced two exactly opposite evaluations of hescimolarship, depending on which aspects
scholars focus on in relationship to her. Sevebbg@aions might be raised to this thesis.

There are several reasons why the language oicparid private might have seemed to
provide a useful resource. That is to say, it iswithout textual warrant that scholars have
thought this language might be easily applicableilblical women and offer tools for helping to
explain their lives. As early as the Yahwist storyhe garden, the text indicates that there are
distinctions made between men and women. For tiedbedience, the man and woman receive
separate consequences; the woman will have paimggbirth and the man have to labor hard to
make the land produce (Gen 3:16-19). The punishmeptved by the woman here relates to
reproduction, and thus one might argue, the domsphere; while the punishment for the man
relates to his role in production, which might sesjgthe public arena.

In addition to the distinctions between men and @wowithin the creation stories, a great
number of biblical texts seem to have been writtgland for men, some of which are explicit
that men are the intended audience. For examm@dydbk of Proverbs is written as advice to a
son (i.e., Prov 1:8, among others). Many of theslawmthe Bible are addressed directly to men.
In the version of the Decalogue found in Exodus@@ of the prohibitions is against coveting
another man’s wife, a hint that the law is addrggsi male only audience (v. 17). The fact that If
texts and laws were not written by or addressedamen could appear to provide evidence that
women were not often found either in public spamgsublic roles.

While the laws in the Bible seem to address mesrethre also a number of laws within
various legal codes providing separate laws for amhwomen. The law of the Hebrew slave in

the Covenant Code, for example, allows for a défféprovision for male slaves than for female
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slaves (Exod 21:1-11). Male slaves are to be matedhin the seventh year; female slaves, on
the other hand, “shall not go out as the male slag (v. 7). This text read together with those
above provide a body of evidence that suggestsrieatand women were viewed differently in
the eyes of the law, and that men had a greateingdublic life. In addition, there are some
indications that there were public spaces from tvlwomen were prohibited. Thomas Staubli’'s
examines archaeological and textual evidence ff@ahcient Near East and determines that
although there are no specifically male spacesimvidbmestic residences, there were a number
of public spaces that were the exclusive domamef, including the army, the palace gate, and
the temple, among othet¥. This was true not only of Israel but through moélhe Near East.
He suggests that the seclusion of royal womencattimns such as Mari and Tel Amarna offer
further evidence to corroborate this. One mighgssg then, on the basis of such evidence that
there were indeed separate domains for men and mome

The fact that women were not often found in cartggaces, however, does not mean that
there were categorically restricted from all pulalienas either in terms of physical space or
terms of the roles that they filled. In fact, these great deal of evidence to the contrary. For
example, women are frequently depicted in bothalisnd textual representations as having a
significant public presence as mourners. Silviar@ehargues that women’s public roles were
especially connected to events at the beginningeaddf life, including both birth and death,
especially the mourning proces$&5Mourning was not a role exclusive to women, bus aa

public activity in which they were engaged. Jerdn8afor example, describes a practice of

39° Thomas Staubli, “Geschlechtertrennung und Manmeénsm im Alten Israel: Archéologische und
exegetische Beobachtungen zu einem vernachlasdigema,”Bibel und Kirches3 (2008) 166—-174.

400 5jlvia Schroer, “Trauerriten und Totenklage imeHtisrael: Frauenmacht und Machtkonflikte, Tiod
und Jenseit§TlUbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009) 299-321. Her argurséll seems to view women'’s public role as
relatively exceptional in that it was associatethwgertain beginning and end of life events, bt dbes recognize a
significant public female presence in certain kinflactivities.
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bringing in professionally trained women to mou@onsider, and call for the mourning women
to come; send for these skilled women to comehlein quickly raise a dirge over us, so that our
eyes may run with tears” (vv 17-18). Later, the warare addressed and encouraged to pass on
their professional knowledge to their daughter2().

Carol Meyers highlights evidence pertaining to waieénvolvement in musical
performance. Visual evidence in the form of fentakeacotta figurines playing hand drums as
well as textual evidence from biblical narrativeirates that women played a central role in this

practice. The practice, as Meyers describes, Ipablc aspect,

Implicit in the biblical passages mentioning wonteammers, dancers, and singers are two
salient features of the performance act. First)gheelites expected that, following a military
victory, the returning forces would be met by worméro had the musical skills to regale them in
a specific way. Second, the ensuing performancehetikin public before the leaders of Israel—

Moses, Jepthah, Saul—and probably some of theniauwarriors ready for joyous

celebratiorf®*

Here again, as with mourning, women are involved public way to mark important
community events, not merely as spectators bueasat actors. In 1 Sam 18:6, the greeting by
women of the King Saul and David as they returmfimattle indicates that women were not
only involved in celebrating local events withirethown village, but also involved on a national
level. Thus, we are told “As they were coming homlken David return from killing the
Philistine, the women came out from all the towhtsmael, singing and dancing, to meet King
Saul, with tambourines, with songs of joy, and withisical instruments.” The image of women
celebration military victory is a repeated motifdighout biblical narratives; including Miriam
who “took a tambourine” and “all the women went witth her with tambourines and dancing”
following the victory at the sea (Exod 15); andtBap’s daughter met him “with timbrels and

with dancing” upon his return from fighting the Aronites (Judges 11).

0% carol Meyers, “Of Drums and Damsels: Women’s Renfince in Ancient IsraelBiblical
Archaeologisb4 (1991) 16-27, at 23.
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It is likely, then, that there were certain roleattwere more normally inhabited by men
and others by women, but these were not necessaganized along a public/private divide.
Both men and women inhabited both spaces becaed®mtindaries between them were not
fluid. Moreover, even within these roles, thera idegree of flexibility to how each of these is
conceived. Men are much more highly representékddararmy; yet Jael and Deborah (Judges 4—
5), Judith, and the unnamed woman who killed Amlbécte (Judges 9) all indicate that women’s
participation in military events was not an impb#gy. Take, for example, the woman in
Judges 9 who dropped a milestone on Abimelech’d.n&laimelech views her act as bringing
disgrace upon him, asking a young man to kill hartheat he would not die at the hand of a
woman. This suggests that it would have been uhusuen disgraceful to be killed by a woman
in battle. Yet it is also clear that women werdiuis of the violence of war alongside of men.
Just previously in the narrative, Abimelech andrhéen had killed “a thousand men and women”
in a fire in the Tower of Shechem (Judg 9:49). Thmegardless of her act, women were already
involved in the violence; her actions were unugudlnot unprecedented. Moreover, her actions,
like that of Jael and Deborah, receive divine sanctt the end of Judges 9, we are told, “Thus
God repaid Abimelech for the crime he had commistgdinst his brothers” (Judg 9:56; see also
Judg 4:9-10).

Likewise, in Israelite religion, while women wereohibited from being a part of the
priesthood, they were able to participate in comahueligious life in a variety of ways. As
Carol Meyers notes, women were no more disadvadtiageligious practice than lay males,
adding that “Cultic events at the variety of shsimescribed or alluded to in the Hebrew Bible,

including the Jerusalem temple complex, were gdiyegander inclusive **? She notes

02 carol MeyersHouseholds and Holiness: The Religious Culturestddlite WomeiiMinneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2005) 9.
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examples of the ways women could and did partieipatluding the regulations in
Deuteronomy concerning offerings. Immediately afier notice about bringing offerings and
sacrifices to “the place that the LORD your God wiiloose,” the text goes, “And you shall
rejoice before the LORD your God, you together withir sons and your daughters, your male
and your female slaves, and the Levites who rasigeur towns” (Deut 12:12). Here the text
intimates that women, both daughters and femalesjare included among those who will
participate.

Other narratives indicate the presence of womealwed in religious acts at public
shrines as well, including the narrative of HanatBhiloh (1 Samuel 1). The narrative in 1
Samuel indicates that a woman praying and weegittgeashrine at Shiloh was likely not a
normal event. In fact, the priest Eli accuses Hdreing drunk because her behavior seems so
unusual to him (1 Sam 1:13-14). Yet her behavitiheshrine was also not prohibited or judged
negatively. Once Eli realizes that is not intoxazhther responds, “Go in peace; the God of Israel
grant the petition you have made to him” (1 SanY)L:Which is precisely what happens. The
fact that Eli provides a blessing and that God @raer request indicates that her actions were in
no way inappropriate.

A second objection to this thesis could be ralsgged upon the portrayals of both
negative and positive models of women in biblieatt$. Scholars have seen in a variety of texts
that women are upheld as models when they confoitimet expectation that they are to remain
in the private sphere and censured for enterirgythé public. In surveying this literature a little
more closely, however, the texts demonstrate a gesd more ambiguity than has previously

been assumed.
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One text that has been used to highlight the watwlomen who confined themselves to
domestic activity are idealized is Proverbs 31:1093he poem provides advice from a mother
to her son, the king. One part of the counsel sbeiges to her son Lemuel regards finding a
model wife, something that the text indicates yuware. Thus, she describes the “woman of
valor,” a woman whose activities contribute in siigant ways to the productivity and success
of the home. On the one hand, the depiction indg#tat the wife described here “provides food
for her household,” as well making sure it is weltected in inclement weather (v 23); her
husband, on the other hand is “known in the citggiataking his seat among the elders of the
land” (v 23). This has suggested to some schatatswomen should ideally remain with the
private, domestic realm while men inhabited thelipidpaces, such as the city g&te.

The poem is very clear to emphasize how the idé&alwill contribute productively to
the successful running of a household. Yet theliétles evidence to suggest that those activities
enclose her within an impermeable boundary of peivdomestic space. Rather, a number of her
roles seem to include tasks outside the home. &y dfield (v. 16); plants a vineyard (v. 16) ;
assesses merchandise for profitability (v. 18); ‘dmohgs her food from far away,” (v. 14) along
with a number of other jobs. She works hard phylsieegthin the household but also seems to
be involved in a great number of business transastiln addition, she demonstrates
involvement in the community, by providing for theor and needy (v 20). But she is not merely
someone who works hard physically or is businegsysé&he also demonstrates great
intellectual skills, for “she opens her mouth wittsdom, and the teaching of kindness is on her
tongue” (v. 26). This reference could indicate rheeerole of teaching her children within the
home but in the larger context of women’s counisal was considered in chapter 3, it is also

possible that she may have had a more public acelihen dispensing wisdom.

403 See, for example, Beatrice Lawrence, “Gender AsislyGender and Method in Biblical Studies.”
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For all of her labor and technical expertise, sheraised both by her children and her
husband (v. 28). The poem also invites the podsiltilat she ought to receive public
recognition as well, closing with the words, “letrtworks praise her in the city gates” (v. 31).
The text does suggest that men and women would aftection in different roles within their
communities. Yet ideally men were probably alsotdbuting to the well-being of the home,
even if they did so in slightly different capac#ierhe poem describes a world in which there is a
less clear boundary between public and private plesple have often seen. If the woman does
not normally inhabit the public gate herself, heputation is known there; if she provides for the
home, she does through her labors as a successinegswoman, producing goods, purchasing
land, and managing workers, work that would indaltaequire a public presence within her
community?%*

One text that provides a negative view of womeRrsverbs 7’s description of the
“foreign” or “strange” woman, th&sa zira. On a surface reading of Proverbs 7, the poem
provides what might be seen as strong evidencenbiaien who transgress the boundary of
private spaces are judged harshly. This womanssrited as “loud and wayward, her feet do
not stay at home” (v. 11). She is found in theetgein the public square, and “at every corner”

(v. 12). This woman who wanders about and can bedmut in the streets should, according to

the text, be avoided at all costs for her “houdtésway to Sheol” (v. 27); following after her is

0% For a more detailed analysis of the specific ey that may be described in the poem, see, tigis
Roy Yoder, “The Woman of Substance (‘St-hyl): A Beconomic Reading of Proverbs 31: 10—3aurnal of
Biblical Literature122 (2003) 427-447. She describes the image ofitimean described in the text as follows,
“Consideration of Prov 31:10-31 in light of the Emronomic evidence presented here suggests thabtirait of
the Woman of Substance may well reflect real woinghe Persian period. She is a bride valued higdiyer
wealth and socioeconomic potential. Her dowry amthiegs are ‘loot’ that her husband may use foiokia gain.
She manufactures and trades in textiles. She mg/sells in the marketplaces and brings food ‘fadar’ to her
household. She manages workers. She acquiresstate¢ and develops it for income. In short, hefogmonomic
activities mirror those of Persian-period womentipalarly those of affluence or position. The sagas taught
about her in a manner typical of the wisdom tiadit-by pointing to the world, indeed to the womehhis
context” (446). The activities described here alhpto the idea that the ideal woman would havgaged in public
activities to provide well for her family.
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a certain path to one’s destruction, she has haxy matims (v. 26). Does this text, then,
indicate that any and all women who are found ibliptspaces, such as the public square, are
seen as evil temptresses associated only with denegnd death?

Proverbs 7 read alone might provide seem to sulistamhe claim that women who
transgress the public realm are subject to harshiem. This poem, however, cannot be read in
isolation because in the chapter immediately foil@ythere is a description of that woman’s
complete opposite, wisdom personified. In Prové&bsisdom also has a very visible public
presence, and, like her counterpart is also vecalv@Visdom is found in a variety of very public
places, “on the heights, beside the way, at thescoads,” (v. 2) and she calls out, raising her
voice aloud in public. This woman is neither quiet hidden but makes her presence known;
but unlike her narrative foil, her words bring hagss and favor from the LORD for those who
heed her advice. She not only calls out to pasgéngbalso influenced kings and royalty (vv.
15-16).

The personification of wisdom as a woman has Ied af scholars to speculate about
whether or not this image reflects real women, gsddraditions, or if in fact the use of female
imagery here merely reflects a grammatical faatesimisdom is a grammatically feminine noun.
Regardless of the source of the image, the congradkthese two figures side by side, the
strange woman and her narrative foil, woman wisdmmyide an interesting contrast. The very
close similarities between the two indicate thaoit the public presence of the strange woman
that is a cause for a concern or the fact thaegbecises a powerful influence with her words,
but the fact that her she uses her persuasive pawseduce men toward evil rather than lead
them toward righteousness. It is the content af gpeech, then, that constitutes the significant

distinction between these figures, not their actioithile both texts are highly poetic
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descriptions, and thus may reflect ideal typesenatiian actual historical women, the language
here, as with Proverbs 31, does not support treetltlt women were viewed negatively merely
for having a visible or vocal public presence.

The comparison between two women is also foundawdtbs 9. Gale Yee describes
how similar both of the women are to one anotheeXxgmining the speech of wisdom in vv. 2—6
with the speech of the foolish woman in vv. 16— Which there is a great in common between
the two, including the fact that they have the sandience. She says,

The two speeches are structurally parallel. Bottkbe the simple to turn aside into their houses.
Both invite those without sense to partake of thelid and liquid refreshment. Moreover, like
the sinners in 1.11 and th&Sa zra in 7.18, Wisdom invites the simple and without setts
‘Come (ek{)! Again we see both parties enticing the sameeaadi, fashioning their speeches
similarly.*®

What becomes clear is that the negative portrapfaleomen found in Proverbs 1-9 do not offer
unambiguous evidence that women are censured Yandha public and vocal presence. Their
presence can either be construed in a positivenegative manner, depending on what kind of
women they are. Again, what is at stake in theiteitte type of council they provide, not the
fact that they demonstrate a powerful presence.

The story of Esther also presents a number ofésting contrasts between portrayals of
women. Some have seen between Vashti and Estlexaanple of the negative consequences of
defying male authority versus the positive resoftebeying it. In the first place, this poses a
difficulty because although Esther does listen trdécai, she also defies a royal command.
Moreover, although Vashti is punished, the consegai®f her actions is somewhat ironic. For
her refusal to go before the king when he askegljshever against allowed to go before the
king. There is also another dimension to the catdraffered Esther between female characters

because it is not only Vashti who provides a nareabil for Esther but Zeresh as well. Zeresh

0% Gale Yee, “I Have Perfumed My Bed,” 64-5.
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counsels her husband to erect a scaffold for M@idedich ultimately becomes the means of
his own death. In contrast, Esther persuades hsyamal to prevent violence against her people,
through which she and her family rise to a grestatus than before, receiving Haman’s land.
Thus, if one simply views the book of Esther asaaning to women that disobeying men brings
negative consequences ignores the far greater drabnnance and artistry within the story.

The argument pursued here, then, does not denyegdifterence or disparity. Rather,
the movement | have suggested is away from an gggmthat the categories of public and
private are applicable to life in the ancient NEast. Scholarship on the book of Esther
demonstrates some of the specific ways in whichldibeourse of public and private has
complicated our understanding and has also obs¢ustatical realities at work behind the text.
While most would agree that Esther is not a hisad@ccount, many have still used her story as
indicative of the ways that women were ordinaiigited to a specific sphere of activity,
regardless of whether scholars found her to tramtsoe embody those ideals. When the matter is
probed a little more closely, however, the assuomptihat women’s lives were typically
constrained to domestic activity begins to breakmdWVhat we find is that the narrative of
Esther does not uphold this view nor does evideagarding the Persian period within which
the story of Ester is set.

Finally, we must consider what many scholars haen ss theaison d’etreof the
Esther narrative: the legitimization of the Puriestival. Most would see the book of Esther as
an etiology for the festival, providing a storyjtstify the practice. The narrative account of
Esther stresses the importance of ongoing obsesvaire festival in remembrance of the Jews’

escape from Haman'’s destructive plot. Accordinthiotext, the days should be marked by the
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as “days of feasting and gladness, days for sergiftgyof food to one another and presents to
the poor” (Esth 9:22).

Rabbinic tradition also mentions that in additioritie acts described within the book of
Esther, Purim observance should include readindytégillah for meeting one’s Purim
obligation (b. Meg. 3b). As Fox notes, the boolEsther does not specifically mandate reading
of the story but he suggests that there is some fogincluding this obligation within the book.
He argues,

The public reading of the Scroll is not ordainedhia book itself, yet the reading is rooted

in the book’s ideology. The only festival practibe author envisaged was festivities which
replicate the Jews’ rejoicing of year 12. Jewsudfsequent generations, rather than
commemorating something that happened to thegsdors, celebrate their ancestasperience.
The holiday has a reflexive, inner-directed qyalihe people remembers its own experience, and
that is accessible only through story, the vetiélmemory'®®

Thus, rabbinic interpretation likely recognizedegumplicit in the story of Esther that are
reflected in the mandate to read the full text egedr at Purim.

The story of Esther also emphasizes the importahegitten records in order to provide
a public account of various events. On numerouasions, royal edicts are sent out “to every
province in its own script” (i.e., Esth 1:22); vieih documents were distributed and passed
around (Esth 4:8); and royal annals are consuisth(6:1), to name just a few examples. Some
scholars have maintained that all this concern thighwritten records was intended to make the
work appear historical. Moore, for example, suggésat the author “encourages his readers to
confirm the details of his account for themselveeferring them to an accessible and well-
known historical record®” In contrast, Berlin views this as a kind of “bsd@e” of historical

writing, comparable to the conclusion of AndersdiTke Princess and the Pea,” which similarly

408 Fox, Character and Ideologyi,52.
97 Moore,Esthet XXXV.
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suggests that evidence for the story exists in semmu?’® But perhaps the book of Esther’s
concern with records is more than merely an inatatf historical writing, serving instead to
underscore the centrality of memory and the ongoorgmemoration of events. Even if
everyone was aware that there were in fact no paipinals to consult to confirm the story, the
literary motif throughout the text centering arowmdtten and accessible records provides an
interpretive clue for the story’s central aim: thregoing observance of the festival. Near the end
of the story, this point is underscored, “Thesesdstyould be remembered and kept throughout
every generation, in every family, province, ang;cnd these days of Purim should never fall
into disuse among the Jews, nor should the comnagianrof these days cease among their
descendants” (Esth 8:28).

If the story of Esther was written to provide aioleigy and rationale for the observance
of Purim, as most would believe, than it becomeshmaore difficult to sustain the view that
Esther is celebrated for her role within the prvaphere. Unlike Ruth or Judith, Esther’s story
has been read annually for several millennia, rafish in a public setting. It is difficult to
justify the reliance on categories of public andkge as adequate for describing this narrative
when the very purpose of the narrative beginsuo thie boundaries between the two. Even if
were possible to endorse the view that Esther wiasaply located with the domestic realm, her

story, and the festival associated with it hasdfamed her actions into a very public affair.

%8 Berlin, “The Book of Esther and Ancient Storytetji” 7.
169



Bibliography

Aboud, JehadDie Rolle des Kdnigs und seiner Familie nach dextdrevon Ugarit
Forschungen zur Anthropologie und Religionsges$tki27. Munster: Ugarit
Verlag,1994.

Abusch, Tzvi. “Gilgamesh’s Request and Siduri’s [@érPart I. The Meaning for Dialogue and
its Implications for the History of the Epic.” Pagé&-14 inThe Tablet and the Scroll:
Near Eastern Studies in Honor of William W. HaHalited by Mark E. Cohen, Daniel
Snell, and David Weisberg. Bethesda, Md.: CDL RBr&893.

Ackerman, Susan. “The Queen Mother and the CultemAncient Near East.” Pages 179-209 in
Women and Goddess Traditions: In Antiquity and JoHdited by Karen King
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997.

———. Warrior, Dancer, Seductress, Queen: Women in JudgdsBiblical Israel ABRL.
New York: Doubleday, 1998.

Aletti, Jean-Noel. “Seduction et Parole en ProverdbX.” Vetus Testamentuly (1977)
129-44.

Andreasen, Niels Erik. “The Role of the Queen Motihdsraelite Society.Catholic Biblical
Quarterly45 (1983) 179-84.

Asher-Greve, Julia M. “ ‘Semiramis of Babylon’ t8émiramis of Hammersmith.” ” Pages
322-73 inOrientalism, Assyriology, and the Bibledited by Steven W. Holloway.
Hebrew Bible Monographs 10. Sheffield: SheffieltbBnix Press, 2006.

Bach, Alice. “Mirror, Mirror in the Text: Reflectits on Reading and Rereading.” Pages 81-86
in Feminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and Susakuted by Athalya Brenner.
Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995

Bal, Mieke. “Lots of Writing.”Semei&b4 (1991) 77-102.

Baldwin, JoyceEsther: An Introduction and Commentafiyyndale Old Testament
Commentaries. Leicester, England: Inter-Varsifg84L

Batto, Bernard FraniStudies on Women at MaBaltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1974.

Ben-Barak, Zafrira. "The Status and Right of @ebird” Journal of Biblical Literaturel 10
(1991) 23-34.

."The Queen Consort and the Struggle for Sudoeds the Throne." Pages 33—40Lia
femme dans le Proche-Orient antig@@mpte rendu de la XXXIlle Rencontre

170



assynologique internationale, Pans, 7-10 juil&6l Edited by J. M. Durand. Paris :
Edititions Recherche sur les Civilisations, 1987.

Beal, Timothy K.The Book of Hiding: Gender, Ethnicity, Annihilati@nd EstherLondon:
Routledge, 1997.

. “Tracing Esther’s Beginnings.” Pages 87-11@&minist Companion to Esther, Judith,
and Susannarhe Feminist Companion to the Bible 7. EditedAblyalya Brenner.
Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.

Bellis, Alice OgdenHelpmates, Harlots, and Heroes: Women'’s StorighéHebrew Bible
Louisville, Ky.: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1994

Berg, SandraThe Book of Esther: Motifs, Themes and Structuvissoula, Mont.: Scholars
Press, 1979.

. “After the Exile: God and History in the Books$ Chronicles and Esther.” Pages
107-127 irDivine Helmsman: Studies on God’s Control of Hurkaents Presented to
Lou SilbermanNew York: Ktav Publishing House, 1980.

Berlin, Adele. “The Book of Esther and Ancient Stetling.” Journal of Biblical Literaturel20
(2001) 3-14.

. Esther.The Jewish Publication Society Bible Commentarylaelelphia: The Jewish
Publication Society, 2001.

Berquist, Jon LJudaism in Persia’s ShadoMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995.

Bickerman, EliasFour Strange Books of the Bible: Jonah/Daniel/Keli@lEsther New York:
Schocken Books, 1967.

Bin-Nun, Shoshana R. “Formulas from Royal Recofdsrael and JudahVetus Testamentum
16 (1968) 414-32.

. The Tawananna in the Hittite Kingdoieidelberg: Carl Winter Universitatsverlag,
1975.

Bohmbach, Karla G. “Conventions/Contraventions: Wreaning of Public/Private for the
Judges 19 Concubinelburnal for the Study of the Old Testam®8t(1999) 83-98.

Brenner, AthalyaThe Israelite Woman: Social Role and Literary TypBiblical Narrative
The Biblical Seminar 2. Sheffield: JSOT Press,5198

. The Intercourse of Knowledge: On Gendering Desiré ‘&Gexuality” in the Hebrew
Bible Biblical Interpretation Series 26. Leiden: BrilD97.

171



. “Looking at Esther through the Looking GlasB&ages 71-80 iReminist Companion to
Esther, Judith, and SusannBhe Feminist Companion to the Bible 7. EditedAblyalya
Brenner. Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academied3; 1995.

Brenner, Athalya, edA Feminist Companion to Esther, Judith, and Susafiha Feminist
Companion to the Bible 7. Sheffield: Sheffield Aeaic Press, 1995.

Brenner, Athalya and Fokkelien van Dijk-Hemm®s. Gendering Texts: Female and Male
Voices in the Hebrew Bibleeiden: Brill, 1993.

Briant, PierreFrom Cyrus to Alexander: A History of the Persiamtire. Translated by P.
Daniels. Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2002.

. “Social and Legal Institutions in Achaemenidr.” Pages 517-528 in Vol. 1 of
Civilizations of the Ancient Near Eagidited by Jack Sasson. New York: Scribner, 1995.

Bronner, Leila. “Esther Revisited: An Aggadic Appoh.” Pages 176—97 Feminist
Companion to Esther, Judith, and Susarftae Feminist Companion to the Bible 7.
Edited by Athalya Brenner. Sheffield, England: fibkl Academic Press, 1995.

. From Eve to Esther: Rabbinic Reconstructions ofi&dlb\Women Louisville, Ky.:
Westminster/John Knox, 1994.

. “Reclaiming Esther: From Sex Object to Sagewish Biblical Quarterly26 (1998) 3
11.

Brosius, MariaWomen in Ancient Persia (559—-331 BOXford Classical Monographs. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996.

, €d.The Persian Empire from Cyrus Il to ArtaxerxeEACTOR 16. London: London
Association of Classical Teacher, 2000.

Bunimovitz, Shlomo and Avraham Faust. “The Four Rddouse: Embodying Iron Age
Israelite Society.Near Eastern Archaeolodgy6 (2003) 22-31.

Camp, Claudia V. “Becoming Canon: Women, Text, 8odbes in Proverbs and Sirach.” Pages
371-387 inrSeeking Out the Wisdom of the Ancients: Essayse@ffe Honor Michael V.
Fox on the Occasion of His Sixty-fifth Birthd&glited by Ronald L. Troxel et al. Winona
Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2005.

. “The Female Sage in Ancient Israel and inBiitdical Wisdom Literature.” Pages 185—
203 inThe Sage in Israel and the Ancient Near ERslited by John G. Gammie and Leo
G. Perdue. Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1990.

172



. “The Strange Woman of Proverbs: A Study in Beeninization and Divinization of Evil
in Biblical Thought.” Pages 310-329\Women and Goddess Traditions: In Antiquity
and TodayEdited by Karen King. Minneapolis: Fortress Prd897.

———. Wise, Strange and Holy: The Strange Woman and tiend of the BibleJournal for
the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Se@8sI8ew York: Sheffield Academic
Press, 2000.

. “The Wise Women of 2 Samuel: A Role Model ¥omen in Early Israel?Catholic
Biblical Quarterly43 (1981) 14-29.

Clines, David J. AThe Esther Scroll: The Story of the Stalgurnal for the Study of the Old
Testament Supplement Series 30. Sheffield: UnityeodiSheffield, 1984.

Cohen, Raymond and Raymond Westbrook, Adsgarna Diplomacy: The Beginnings of
International RelationsBaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000.

Collier, J. F. and M. Z. Rosaldo. “Politics and @enin Simple Societies.” Pages 275-329 in
Sexual Meanings: The Cultural Construction of Geratel SexualityEdited by S. B.
Ortner and H. Whitehead. Cambridge: Cambridge &hsity Press, 1981.

Coogan, Michael DStories from Ancient Canaakdited and translated by Michael D. Coogan.
Lousville, Ky.: Westminster Press, 1978.

Cook, John MThe Persian Empird_ondon: Schocken, 1983.

Costas, Orlando E. “The Subversiveness of Faitthdéss a Paradigm for Liberating
Theology.”Ecumenical Review0 (1988) 66—78.

Craghan, John F. “Esther: A Fully Liberated Womdsilile Today24 (1986) 6-11.

. “Esther, Judith, Ruth: Paradigms for Humandrdtion.”Biblical Theology Bulletiri2
(1982) 11-19.

Crenshaw, James L. “Method in Determining Wisdoftubnce upon ‘Historical” Literature.”
Journal of Biblical Literature88 (1969) 129-42.

Craig, KennethReading Esther: A Case for the Literary Carnivalgsd.ouisville, Ky.:
Westminster/John Knox, 1995.

Crawford, Sidnie White. “Esther: A Feminine Model flewish Diaspora.” Pages 161-77 in
Gender and Difference in Ancient Israblinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1989.

. “In the Steps of Jael and Deborah: Judith esoithe.” Pages 5-16 Mo One Spoke llI
of Her: Essays On Judittiedited by James VanderKam. Atlanta, Ga.: Schdlagss,
1992.

173



Cross, Frank M. “Kinship and Covenant in Anciema#d.” Pages 3—-21 iRrom Epic to Canon:
History and Literature in Ancient IsradBaltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1998.

. “Alphabets and Pots: Reflections on Typologidathod in the Dating of Artifacts.”
Pages 233-246 irom Epic to Canon: History and Literature in Ancidsrael
Baltimore, Md.: The Johns Hopkins University Prei€98.

Dalley, StephanieEsther’'s Revenge at Sugaxford: Oxford University Press, 2008.

. Myths from Mesopotamia: Creation, the Flood, Gilgesim, and Other©xford World’s
Classics. Translated and edited by Stephanie Dallgford: Oxford University Press,
1998.

Darr, Kathryn.Far More Precious Than Jewels: Perspectives oni@&bWomenLouisville,
Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1991.

Davidson, Cathy N. “Preface: No More Separate SggiéAmerican LiteraturerO (1998)
443-463.

Day, Linda M.Three Faces of a Queen: Characterization in thek8awf EstherJSOTSup 186.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.

De Troyer, Kristin. “An Oriental Beauty Parlour: Axnalysis of Esther 2:8-18 in the Hebrew,
the Septuagint, and the Second Greek Text.” P&ges0 inFeminist Companion to
Esther, Judith, and SusannBhe Feminist Companion to the Bible. Edited biaya
Brenner. Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academied3; 1995.

. “Esther in Text- and Literary-Critical ParaeisPages 31-49 ihhe Book of Esther in
Modern Researchlournal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplet, 380. London:
T & T Clark International, 2003.

Donaldson, Terence. “Royal Sympathizers in Jewiahréive.” Journal for the Study of the
Pseudepigraphd6 (2006) 41-59.

Dorothy, CharlesThe Book of Esther: Structure, Genre, and Textotdrity. JSOTSup 187.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.

Duran, Nicole Wilkinson. “Who Wants to Marry a PFarsKing? Gender Games and Wars in the
Book of Esther.” Pages 71-84Rmegnant Passion: Gender, Sex and Violence in the
Bible. Edited by Cheryl Kirk-Duggan. Atlanta, Ga.: Soygief Biblical Literature, 2003.

. “"Having Men for Dinner: Deadly Banquets andBial Women.”Biblical Theology
Bulletin35 (2005) 117-124.

174



Durand, Jean-Mari¢.a Femme dans le Proche-Orient antiqgugempte rendu de |XXXllle
Rencontre assyriologique international (Paris,073dillet 1986). Paris: Editions
Recherche sur Les Civilisations, 1987.

Fewell, Danna Nolan. “Feminist Reading of the HabBable: Affirmation, Resistance and
Transformation.’Journal for the Study of the Old Testam@&at(1987) 77-87.

Fontaine, Carole. * ‘A Heifer from Thy Stable:” @oddesses and the Status of Women in the
Ancient Near East.” Pages 69-95Time Pleasure of Her Text: Feminist Readings of
Biblical and Historical TextsPhiladelphia: Trinity Press International, 1990.

———. “Queenly Proverb Performance: The Prayer afubepa.” Pages 95-126Tine
Listening Heart: Essays in Wisdom and the Psaimtd¢anor of Roland E. MurphySOT
Supplement 58. Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987.

. “The Sage in Family and Tribe.” Pages 155+6%he Sage in Israel and the Ancient
Near EastEdited by J. G. Gammie and L. G. Perdue. Winoaiel_Ind.: Eisenbrauns,
1990.

. Smooth Words: Women, Proverbs, and Performancébiic&® Wisdom Journal
for the Study of the Old Testament SupplementeSe&856. New York: Sheffield
Academic Press, 2002.

. “The Social Roles of Women in the World of \diisn.” Pages 24—-49 ik Feminist
Companion to Wisdom Literatur8heffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.

. “Visual Metaphors and Proverbs 5:15-20: SomehAeological Reflections on
Gendered Iconography.” Pages 185—-203erking Out the Wisdom of the Ancients:
Essays Offered to Honor Michael V. Fox on the GmraHis Sixty-fifth BirthdayEdited
by Ronald L. Troxel et al. Winona Lake, Ind.: Eibeauns, 2005.

Fox, Michael V.Character and Ideology in the Book of Esti@rand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1991.

. “Three Esthers.” Pages 50—-60Tihe Book of Esther in Modern Researaburnal for
the Study of the Old Testament Supplement 380dbonT & T Clark International,
2003.

Frymer-Kensky, TikvahReading Women of the Biblew York: Schocken Books, 2002.

Fulton, Deidre. “What Do Priests and Kings Hav€mmmon? Priestly and Royal Succession
Narratives in the Achaemenid Era.” Pages 225-84iidah and the Judeans in the
Achaemenid Period: Negotiating Identity in an intgional ContextEdited by Oded
Lipschits, Gary Knoppers, and Manfred Oeming. Wimbake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2011.

175



Fuchs, Esther. “Reclaiming the Hebrew Bible for WesmThe Neoliberal Turn in Contemporary
Scholarship.’Journal of Feminist Studies in Religi@d (2008) 45-65.

. “The Status and Role of Female Heroines inBHiical Narrative.”Mankind Quarterly
23 (1982) 149-60.

Gan, Moshe. “Megillat ‘Esther Be’aspaglariyat Qovatseph Be’'misrayim.Tarbiz 31
(1961-62) 144-49.

Gendler, Mary. “The Restoration of Vashti.” Pagé4-247 inThe Jewish Womakdited
by Elizabeth Koltun. New York: Schocken, 1976.

Gerleman, GillisEsther Biblischer Kommentar, Altes Testament 21. Neularm
Neukirchener Verlag, 1973.

. “Studien zu Esther: Stoff-Struktur-Stil-SinmBiblische Studied8 (1966) 1-48.

Gerleman, GillisStudien zu Esther. Stoff. Struktur. Stil. SBiblische Studien 48. Neukirchen
Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1966.

Gero, J. M. and M. W. Conkey, ed&gendering Archaeology: Women and Prehist@yford:
Basil Blackwell, 1991.

Gitay Zefira. “Esther and the Queen’s Throne.” Batfg6—48 irFeminist Companion to Esther,
Judith and Susannd@he Feminist Companion to the Bible 7. Sheffi@ldgland:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.

Grabbe, Lester L. “Biblical Historiography in therBian Period: or How the Jews Took Over
the Empire.” Pages 400—414@rientalism, Assyriology, and the Bibedited by Steven
W. Holloway. Hebrew Bible Monographs 10. Sheffi¢kheffield Phoenix Press, 2006.

Haelewyck, J. C. “Let texte dit ‘Lucianique’ du levzd’Esther: Son etendue et sa coherence.”
Muséoro8 (1985) 5-44.

Hackett, Jo Ann. “In the Days of Jael: Reclaimihg History of Women in Ancient Israel.”
Pages 15-38 immaculate and Powerful: The Female in Sacred InsagkSocial
Reality.Edited by Clarissa Atkinson et al. Boston: BeaPoess, 1985.

———. “‘There Was No King in Israel’: The Era ofdlludges.” Pages 132-164Tine Oxford
History of the Biblical WorldEdited by Michael Coogan. New York: Oxford Univeysi
Press, 1998.

Hall, Edith.Inventing the Barbarian: Greek Self-Definition tiigh TragedyOxford
Classical Studies. Oxford: Oxford University Preks391.

176



Hallo, William W., ed.Canonical Compositions from the Biblical Warldol. 1 of The
Context of Scripturd_eiden: E. J. Brill, 1997.

. Archival Documents from the Biblical WorNol. 3 of The Context of Scripture.
Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1997.

Harris, Rivkah. “The Female ‘Sage’ in Mesopotanligerature (With an Appendix on
Egypt).” Pages 3—-17 ifhe Sage in Israel and the Ancient Near Egslited by John G.
Gammie and Leo G. Perdue. Winona Lake, Ind.: Bisems, 1990.

H&ausl, MariaAbischag und Batscheba: Frauen am Konigshof und dienfolge Davids im
Zeugnis der Texte 1 Kén 1 undAzbeiten zu Text und Sprache im Alten Testament
41. St Ottilien: EOS Verlag, 1993.

Helly, Dorothy O. and Susan M. Reverby, e@sndered Domains: Rethinking Public and
Private in Women'’s History: Essays from the Sdv&arkshire Conference on the
History of Womenithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1992.

Heltzer, Michael. “The Neo-Assyrian Sakintu and Biklical Sokenct (1 Reg. 1, 4).” Pages
87-90 inLa Femme dans le Proche-Orient Antig&Xllle. RAI, Paris 7-10 July
1986.

. “The Persepolis Documents, the Lindos Chrenarid the Book of Judithl’a Parola
del Passat@d4 (1989) 81-101.

. The International Organization of the Kingdom ofddigg Royal Service-System, Taxes,
Royal Economy, Army and Administratiéiiesbaden: Ludwig Reichert Verlag, 1985.

Hollis, Susan Tower. “The Woman in Ancient Exampéshe Poliphar's Wife Motif, K2111.”
Pages 28-42 iwWomen and Goddess Traditions: In Antiquity and To&alited by
Karen King. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997.

Holloway, Steven W., edrientalism, Assyriology, and the Bibldebrew Bible Monographs
10. Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2006.

Hubbard, Robert. “Vashti, Amestris and Esther 1Z&itschrift fir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft19 (2007) 259-271.

Humphreys, W. Lee. “A Life-style for Diaspora: Auglly in the Tales of Esther and Daniel.”
Journal of Biblical Literature92 (1973) 211-223.

. “The Story of Esther and Mordecai: An Earlyi&h Novella.” Pages 97-113 Baga,
Legend, Tale, Novella, Fable: Narrative Forms ild @estament LiteratureJSOT
Supplement Series 35. Sheffield: JISOT Press, 1985.

177



Jobes, KarerThe Alpha-Text of Esther: Its Character and Reladlap to the Masoretic Text
SBLDS 153. Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1996.

Jones, Bruce W. “Two Misconceptions about the Boioksther.”Catholic Biblical Quarterly
39 (1977) 171-81.

Kamusiime, Beatrice Higiro. “Queen Mothers in thiel @estament: The Public Role of
Women.”Yearbook of the European Society of Women in Th@aloResearcii2
(2004) 155-67.

Keohane, Nannerl. “Preface.” Pages ix—xidandered Domains: Rethinking Public and Private
in Women’s HistoryEdited by Dorothy Helly and Susan Reverby. I&hdd.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1992.

Kerber, Linda K. “Separate Spheres, Female WokNtsnan's Place: The Rhetoric of
Women'’s History."Journal of American History5 (1988) 9-39.

King, Philip and Lawrence Stagéiife in Biblical Israel Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John
Knox Press, 2001.

Klein, Lillian R. From Deborah to Esther: Sexual Politics in the HalrBible Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2003.

. “Honor and Shame in Esther.” Pages 149-175 lieminist Companion to Esther,
Judith, and Susann@he Feminist Companion to the Bible 7. Edited bizalya
Brenner. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995

Korpel, Marjo. “Disillusion among Jews in the Poglie Period.” Pages 135-157 @id
Testament and Its World: Papers Read at the Widisting, January 2003, the Society
for Old Testament Study and at the Joint Meetingy 2003, The Society for Old
Testament Study and het Oudtestamentisch Werkgeaplin Nederland en Belgié.
Edited by Robert Gordon and Johannes de Moor.oBo8rill Academic Press, 2005.

Kuhrt, Amélie.The Ancient Near East, c. 3000-300 B@ols. Routledge History of the
Ancient World. New York: Routledge, 1995.

Laffey, Alice. An Introduction to the Old Testament: A Feministdpective Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1988.

LaCocque, André. “The Different Versions of Esth@iblical Interpretation7 (1999)
301-322.

. The Feminine Unconventional: Four Subversive Figurelsrael’s Tradition Overtures
to Biblical Theology. Minneapolis: Fortress Pres390.

178



Lasser, Carol. “Beyond Separate Spheres: The Pawublic Opinion.”Journal of the Early
Republic21 (2001) 115-123.

Lawrence, Beatrice. “Gender Analysis: Gender anthiblin Biblical Studies.” Pages 333—-48
in Method Matters: Essays on the Interpretation oftdedrew Bible in Honor of David
L. PetersenEdited by Joel M. LeMon and Kent Harold RicharddaAta, Ga.: Society
of Biblical Literature, 2009.

Lesko, Barbara S., eWomen’s Earliest Records: From Ancient Egypt andtéfa Asia
Proceedings of the Conference in Ancient Near Besivn University, Providence,
Rhode Island November 5-7, 1987. Atlanta, Ga.pBehk Press, 1989.

Levenson, Jon CEsther: A Commentaryrhe Old Testament Library. Louisville, Ky.:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1997.

. “The Scroll of Esther in Ecumenical Perspeetidournal of Ecumenical Studié8
(1976) 440-52.

. *1 Samuel 25 as Literature and as Histofydtholic Biblical Quarterly40 (1978)
11-28.

and Baruch Halpern. “The Political Import of \D@d's Marriages.”Journal of Biblical
Literature99 (1980) 507-518.

Lewy, Hildegard. “Nitokris-Nagi’a."Journal of Near Eastern Studié4 (1952) 264—86.

Liverani, Mario. “Memorandum on the Approach to tdisographic Texts.Orientalia 42
(1973) 178-194.

. “Model and Actualization: The Kings of Akkad the Historical Tradition.” Pages
41-67 inAkkad. The First World Empire: Structure, Ideologyadition. Proceedings of
Conference held at the University of Rome “La $apa” on December 5th to 7th, 1990.
History of the Ancient Near East Studies. Editgdvario Liverani. Padova: Sargon,
1993.

Lyke, Larry.l Will Espouse You Forever: The Song of Songs laad heology of Love in the
Hebrew BibleNashville: Abingdon Press, 2007.

. King David and the Wise Woman of Tekoa: The ResanahTradition in a Parabolic
Narrative.Journal for the Study of the Old Testament SuppterBeries 255. New York:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.

. “And the Two of Them Struggled in the Field:” Intextuality and the Interpretation of
the Mashal of the Wise Woman of Tekoa in 2 Satdug20.Ph.D diss., Harvard
University, 1995.

179



Maier, Christl M.Daughter Zion, Mother Zion Gender, Space and thereshin Ancient Israel
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2008.

Marsman, HennieaVomen in Ancient Ugarit and Israel: Their SociatldReligious Position in
the Context of the Ancient Near Eéstiden: Brill, 2001).

MacCormack, Carol P. and Marilyn Strathern, édsture, Culture and Gendeew York:
Cambridge University Press, 1980.

May, Keith M.Characters of Women in Narrative Literatubdew York: St. Martin’s, 1981.

McGeough, Kevin. “Esther the Hero: Going Beyond $ddm’ in Heroic Narratives Catholic
Biblical Quarterly70 (2008) 44—65.

McGinnis, Claire Matthews. “Playing the Devil’'s Adwate in Job: On Job’s Wife.” Pages
121-41 inThe Whirlwind: Essays on Job, Hermeneutics, analbigy in Memory of
Jane MorseEdited by Stephen Cook. New York: Sheffield AcadeRress, 2001.

Meier, Samuel A. “Women and Communication in thei&nt Near East.Journal of the
American Oriental Societiyl1 (1991) 540-7.

Meinhold, A.Das Buch EstherZircher Bibelkommentare Altes Testament SerieZliich:
Theologischer Verlag, 1983.

. “Die Gattung der Josephgeschichte und desestiches: Diasporanovelle.” Part |
Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche WissenscB&f(1975) 306—24; Part [EZeitschrift
fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschet(1976) 72—-93.

Meyers, Carol. “Of Drums and Damsels: Women’s Rernce in Ancient IsraelBiblical
Archaeologisb4 (1991) 16-27.

——— Households and Holiness: The Religious Culturescddlite WomerMinneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2005.

. “In the Household and BeyondStudia Theologic&3 (2009) 19-41.

. “Kinship and Kingship: The Early Monarchy.” ks 165-205 ifhe Oxford History of
the Biblical World Edited by Michael Coogan. New York: Oxford Univéydpress,
1998.

——. “Women and the Domestic Economy of Early Itfd@ages 265—-278 ilWomen'’s
Earliest Records from Ancient Egypt and Westeia.A&oceedings from the Conference
on Women in the Ancient Near East, Brown Univgrdtrovidence, Rhode Island,
November 5-7, 1987. Edited by Barbara Lesko. AdlaBcholars Press, 1989.

. Discovering Eve: Ancient Israelite Women in Contibaw York: Oxford University
Press, 1988.

180



. “The Roots of Restriction: Women in Early Istd Biblical Archaeologisé1 (1978)
91-103.

Mills, Mary. “Household and Table: Diasporic Bouniéa in Daniel and EstherCatholic
Biblical Quarterly68 (2006) 408—420.

Milne, Pamela. “What Shall We Do with Judith? A Heist Reassessment of a Biblical
Heroine.”Semei&2 (1993) 37-55.

. “Voicing Embodied Evil: Gynophobic Images ofdivien in Post-Exilic Biblical and
Intertestamental TextFeminist Theolog®0 (2002) 61-69.

Molin, Geog. “Die Stellung der Gebira im Staatealddheologische ZeischriftO (1954) 161—
175.

Momigliano, Arnaldo. “Persian Empire and Greek Bi@a.” Pages 63—75 iBettimo contributo
alla storia degli studi classici e del mondo antiRome: Storia e Letteratura, 1984.

. “Eastern Element in Post-Exilic Jewish, an@&k, Historiography.” Pages 25-35 in
Essay in Ancient and Modern Historiograpiiddletown, Conn.: Wesleyan University
Press, 1977.

Moore, Carey AEsther: Introduction, Translation, and Noté@sichor Bible. New York:
Doubleday, 1971.

—— “‘It Takes a Village’ to Produce a Commentédriyages 3-8 iThe Book of Esther in
Modern Researclidited by Sidnie White Crawford and Leonard Jkd&aspoon.
London: T & T Clark, 2003.

Moore, H. L. “Gender and Status: Explaining theithms of Women.” Pages 21-24 in
Feminism and Anthropologiinneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1988.

Moran, William L.The Amarna Letter8altimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992.

Mullins, Patrick. “The Public, Secular Roles of Wemin Biblical Times.Milltown StudiesA3
(1998) 79-111.

Na’aman, Nadav. “Queen Mothers and Ancestors @uludah in the First Temple Period.”
Pages 479-90 iBerihrungspunkte. Studien zur Sozial- und Religiesshichte Israels
und seiner Umwelt. Festschrift fir Rainer Albertizeinem 65Alter orient und Altes
Testament 350. Edited by Ingo Kottsieper et alnMér: Ugarit-Verlag, 2008.

Newsom, Carol A. “Woman and the Discourse of Pathial Wisdom: A Study of Proverbs

1-9.” Pages 142-160 WWomen and Goddess Traditions: In Antiquity and Jod&alited
by Karen King. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997

181



Nicholson, L. J. “Feminist Theory: The Private ahd Public.” Pages 221-30 Beyond
Domination: New Perspectives on Women and Philogdpdited by C. C. Gould.
Totowa, N.J.: Rowman & Allanheld, 1984.

Niditch, Susan. “Esther: Folklore, Wisdom, Feminiand Authority.” Pages 26—46 Fkeminist
Companion to Esther, Judith, and Susartedited by Athalya Brenner. Sheffield,
England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995. [oridinplblished as pages 126-1i#45
Underdogs and Tricksters: A Prelude to Folklararper & Rowe, 1987].

——— “Legends of Wise Heroes and Heroines.” Pagés-83 inThe Hebrew Bible and Its
Modern InterpretersChico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1985.

———. “Short Stories: The Book of Esther and the Them&ofen as a Civilizing Force.”
Pages 195-209 @ld Testament Interpretation Past, Present, antufa1 Essay in
Honor of Gene M. TuckeEdited by James L. Mayhlashville: Abingdon, 1995.

Niditch, Susan and Robert Doran. “The Success Sioitye Wise Courtier: A Formal
Approach.”Journal of Biblical Literaturg1977) 179-93.

O’Connor, Michael Patrick. “The Women in the Bodkladges.'Hebrew Annual ReviedO
(1986) 277-93.

Okin, Susan Moller. “Thinking Like a Woman.” Padetb—59 inTheoretical Perspectives on
Sexual DifferenceEdited by Deborah L. Rhode. New Haven, Conn.eYativersity
Press, 1990.

Ortner, Sherry. “Is Female to Male as Nature i€ttture?” Pages 67—-87 Woman, Culture,
and SocietyEdited by Michelle Rosaldo and Louise Lamphetanford, Calif.:
Standford University Press, 1974.

Pardes, llanaCountertraditions in the Bible: A Feminist Approa€tambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1992.

Pateman, Carol&he Disorder of Women: Democracy, Feminism, andtiPall Theory
Standford: Stanford University Press, 1989.

Paton, Lewis BaylesThe Book of Esther: A Critical and Exegetical Comtagy. The
International Critical Commentary. New York: CleriScribner’'s Sons, 1908.

Peirce, Leslie. “Beyond Harem Walls: Ottoman Rdy&men and the Exercise of Power.”
Pages 40-55 iBendered Domains: Rethinking Public and Privat®iamen’s History
Essays from the Seventh Berkshire Conference@hligtory of Women. Edited by
Dorothy O. Helly and Susan M. Reverby. Ithaca:r@tirUniversity Press, 1992.

182



. The Imperial Harem: Women and Sovereignty in ther@an EmpireStudies in
Middle Eastern History. New York: Oxford Univessieress, 1993.

Pollock, Susan. “Women in a Men’s World: ImagesSamerian Women.” Pages 366-87in
Engendering Archaeology: Women and Prehist&dited by Joan M. Gero and
Margaret W. Conkey. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1991.

Rad, Gerhard von. “Josephsgeschichte und alter&r@dd Pages 120-27 i@ongress
Volume; Copenhagen, 1958TSup 1. Leiden: Brill, 1953.

Reinhartz, Adele. “Better Homes and Gardens: WoamehDomestic Space in the Books
of Judith and Susanna.” Pages 325-33Beixt and Artifact in the Religions of
Mediterranean Antiquity: Essays in Honor of PeRechardsonEdited by Stephen
Wilson and Michael Desjardins. Waterloo, Onta¥dlfrid Laurier University Press,
2000.

Reiter, Rayna. “Men and Women in the South of FeaRublic and Private Domains.” Pages
252-82 inToward an Anthropology of Womdgdited by Rayna Reiter. New York:
Monthly Review Press, 1975.

Roche, Carole. “The Lady of UgaritNear Eastern Archaeolod3 (2000) 214.

Rosaldo, Michelle Z. “A Theoretical Overview.” Page/—42 inWoman, Culture, and Society
Edited by Michelle Rosaldo and Louise Lampheranfatrd, Calif.: Stanford University
Press, 1974.

. “The Use and Abuse of Anthropology: ReflecBan Feminism and Cross-Cultural
Understanding.Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Socte{980) 389-417.

Rosenthal, Ludwig. “Die Josephgeschichte mit deohgun Ester und Daniel vergliche@ AW
15 (1895) 278-85.

. “Nochmals der Vergleich Ester-Joseph-DanigikW17 (1897) 126-28.

Rotman, Deborah. “Separate Spheres? Beyond theBities of Domesticity.Current
Anthropology47 (2006) 666—674.

Sancisi-Weerdenburg, Heleen. “Decadence in the EengpiDecadence in the Sources? From
Source to Synthesis: Ctesias.” Pages 33—#zhaemenid History I: Sources, Structures,
and Synthesi€dited by Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg. Leiden: Nadds Instituut voor
het Nabije Oosten, 1987.

. “Exit Atossa: Images of Women in Greek Histgiaphy on Persia.” Pages 20-33 in
Images of Women in Antiquitigdited by A. Cameron and A. Kuhrt. Detroit: Wayne
State University, 1983.

183



Sano, Roy. “Ethnic Liberation Theology: Neo-Orthagd&eshaped or ReplacedChristianity
and Crisis35 (1975) 258-64.

Sasson, Jack. “Esther.” Pages 335—4Pha Literary Guide to the Bihl&dited by Robert Alter
and F. Kermode. Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap, 1987.

Schloen, J. DavidlThe House of the Father as Fact and Symbol: Pamiaism in Ugarit and
The Ancient Near Easstudies in the Archaeology and History of the v Winona
Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2001.

Schroer, SilviaWisdom Has Built Her House: Studies on the Figdr8aphia in the Bible
Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 2000.

———. “Wise and Counseling Women in Ancient Isrdeterary and Historical Ideals of the

Personified Hokma.” Pages 67—84Ai-eminist Companion to Wisdom Literature
Edited by Athalya Brenner. Sheffield: Sheffieldalemic Press, 1995.

Sharistanian, J. “Introduction: Women'’s Lives ie fhublic and Domestic Spheres.” Pages 1-10
in Beyond the Public/Domestic Dichotomy: ContemporBerspectives Women’s Public
Lives.Contributions in Women’s Studies 78. Westport, oGreenwood Press, 1987.

Sinnott, Alice.The Personification of Wisdor8ociety for Old Testament Study Monographs.
Burlington, Vt.: Ashgate, 2005.

Solvang, Elna K. “Another Look ‘Inside’: Harems atie Interpretation of Women.” Pages
374-398 irOrientalism, Assyriology, and the BibEdited by Steven W. Holloway.
Hebrew Bible Monographs 10. Sheffield: SheffieltbBnix Press, 2006.

.A Woman'’s Place is in the House: Royal Women adldaehd Their Involvement in the
House of DavidJournal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplarnseries 349.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2003.

Spain, Daphne. “Gendered Spaces and Women'’s St&8osiological Theor (1993) 137-151.

Spanier, Ktziah. “The Northern Israelite Queen Mwotim the Judean Court: Athaliah and Abi.”
Pages 136—49 iBoundaries of the Ancient Near Eastern World: Atité to Cyrus H.
Gordon.Edited by Meir Lubetski, Claire Gottlieb and Shatteller. Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1998.

. The Queen Mother in the Judean Royal Courtadda—A Case Study.” Pages 186-95
in A Feminist Companion to Samuel and Kinfise Feminist Companion to the Bible 5.
Edited by Athalya Brenner. Sheffield: Sheffieldalemic Press, 1994.

Stager, Lawrence. “The Archaeology of the FamihAntient Israel."Bulletin of the American
Schools of Oriental Resear@60 (1985) 1-35.

184



. “The Patrimonial Kingdom of Solomon.” Pages-83 inSymbiosis, Symbolism, and the
Power of thePast: Canaan, Ancient Israel, and Their Neighboosif the Late Bronze
Age througlRoman Palaestind?roceedings of the Centennial Symposium W. F.
Albright Institute of Archaeological Research anahétican Schools of Oriental
Research, Jerusalem, May 29-31, 2000. Edited b Vdever and S. Gitin. Winona
Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2003.

. “Forging an Identity: The Emergence of Anci¢srael.” Pages 90-131 the Oxford
History of the Biblical WorldEdited by Michael Coogan. New York:
OxfordUniversity Press, 1998.

. “Toward the Future: It's Just a Matter of TirhPages 746-55 iBiblical Archaeology
Today, 1990: Proceeds of the Second InternatiQuaigress on Biblical Archaeology,
Jerusalem, June—July 199Bdited by Avraham Biran and Alan Paris-Shadur. silem:
Israel Exploration Society, 1993.

Staubli, Thomas. “Geschlechtertrennung und Manmérgm im Alten Israel: Arch&ologische
und exegetische Beobachtungen zu einem vernagikis3 hema.Bibel und Kirchet3
(2008) 166-74.

Steinberg, Naomi. “Gender Roles in the Rebekahe&y/tinion Seminary Quarterly Revie’®
(1984) 175-88.

. “Feminist Criticism.” Pages 163-93 ethods for ExodusMethods in Biblical
Interpretation. Edited by Thomas B. Dozeman. Caalgler Cambridge University Press,
2010.

Stocker, MargaritaJudith, Sexual: Women and Power in Western CuliNesv Haven, Conn.:
Yale University Press, 1998.

Stolper, Matthew WEntrepeneurs and Empire: The MuraSu Archive, theagu Firm, and
Persian Rule in Babylonid.eiden: Nederlands Historisch-Archaeologisch togti
Istanbul, 1985.

Sweeney, Deborah. “Gender and Requests in New Kimddterature.” Pages 191-214 Sex
and Gender in Ancient Egypt: ‘Don Your Wig forayful Hour’” ” Edited by Carolyn
Graves-Brown. Swansea: The Classical Press of3)Va0©8.

Talmon, Shemaryahu. * ‘Wisdom’ in the Book of Esth&/etus Testamentufi8 (1963)
419-55.

———. “Was the Book of Esther Known at Qumran?” Pag49—-68 irbead Sea Discoveries
2.1995

Thornton, Margaret. “The Public/Private Dichoton8endered and DiscriminatoryJournal of
Law and Societ$8 (1991) 448-63.

185



Tsevat, Matitiahu. “Marriage and Monarchical Lemgisicy in Ugarit and IsraelJournal of
Semitic Studie8 (1958) 23+243.

Van De Mieroop, Marc. “An Inscribed Bead of Queeaakdtu.” Pages 259-261 Trhe Tablet
and the Scroll: Near Eastern Studies in Honor dfi&vh W. Hallo. Edited by Mark E.
Cohen, Daniel Snell, and David Weisberg. Bethestth; CDL Press, 1993.

Van Deventer, H. J. M. “Would the Actually ‘PowelffRlease Stand? The Role of the Queen
(Mother) in Daniel 5.'Scriptura70 (1999) 241-251.

Voegelin, Ericlsrael and Revelatiarvol. 1 of Order and History Baton Rouge: Louisiana
State University Press, 1956.

Weber, Max. “Patriarchalism and Patrimonialism.§s1006—-1069 iBconomy and Society.
Edited by G. Roth and C. Wittich. Vol. 2. Berkel&jniversity of California Press,
1978.

Weeks, Stuartinstruction and Imagery in Proverbs 1-Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007.

Westenholz, Joan Goodnick. “Toward a New Concefdatbn of the Female Role in
Mesopotamian SocietyJournal of the American Oriental Sociét$0 (1990) 510-21.

White Crawford, Sidnie and Leonard J. Greenspods., T&he Book of Esther in Modern
ResearchJournal for the Study of the Old Testament Suppl&, 380. London: T & T
Clark International, 2003.

White, Sidnie Ann. “Esther: A Feminine Model fomdsh Diaspora.” Pages 161-77Gender
and Difference in Ancient Isradtdited by Peggy L. Day. Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989

Wilke, Margrith et al., edsThe Wise Woman Buildeth Her House: Architecturstdfy and
Women'’s Studie§&roningen: RUG, Werkgroep Vrouwenstudies LettelDestribution,
Xeno, 1992.

Wills, Lawrence M.The Jewish Novel in the Ancient Woilldiyth and Poetics. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1995.

Wilson, R.Geneaology and History in the Biblical Worldew Haven, Conn.: Yale University
Press, 1977.

Wuckelt, Agnes. “Sterben Frauen anders als Manhed@serzahlungen
geschlechterspezifischBibel und Kirche61 (2006) 22—-26.

Wyler, Bea. “Esther: The Incomplete EmancipatioiQoken.” Pages 111-35keminist

Companion to Esther, Judith, and Susarftae Feminist Companion to the Bible 7.
Edited by Athalya Brenner. Sheffield, England: fibkl Academic Press, 1995.

186



Yanagisako, Sylvia and Jane F. Collier. “The Mo@iReproduction in Anthropology.” Pages
131-41 inTheoretical Perspectives on Sexual Differefmited by Deborah L. Rhode.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990.

Yanagisako, Sylvia and Jane F. Collier, €dender and KinshipStandford, Calif.: Stanford
University Press, 1987.

Yeatman, A. “Gender and the Differentiation of Sbtiife into Public and Domestic
Domains.”Social Analysid5 (1984) 32-49.

Yee, Gale A. ‘I Have Perfumed My Bed with Myrrithe Foreign Woman in Proverbs 1-9,”
JSOT43 (1989) 53-68.

. “The Socio-Literary Production of ther&gn Woman’ in Proverbs.” Pages
127-156 inA Feminist Companion to Wisdom Literatukglited by Athalya Brenner.
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995.

Yoder, Christine Roy. “The Woman of Substan@&-fiyl): A Socioeconomic Reading of
Proverbs 31: 10-31Journal of Biblical Literaturel22 (2003) 427-447.

Zeske, Susan. “Unveiling Esther as a Pragmaticdah&hetoric.”Philosophy and Rhetorig3
(2000) 193-220.

187



