Mikhail G. Seleznev

Replacing 791 with dpywv in the LXX:
Self-Censorship or Inner Development
of the Jewish Tradition?

1. Bickermann’s Theory of Self-Censorship

The strange rendering of 791 by dpywv in several key passages of the LXX
Pentateuch has long attracted the attention of LXX scholars. The most po-
pular explanation is that of Elias Bickermann, who suggested that the
translators of the Greek Pentateuch exercised some self-censorship and
that one of the prime examples of such self-censorship is the translation of
the word T9n.

“The word mlk (“king”), which is common to Aramaic, Hebrew, and
Phoenician, — wrote Bickermann, — was rendered exactly by the dragomans
and by the Seventy as basileus. Nevertheless, in Deuteronomy 17:14-15,
when the Hebrews are warned never to choose a foreigner for their king,
the Seventy, loyal subjects of the Ptolemies, chose instead to render mlk as
archon (“ruler”), an innocuous word often used for the chief of a local
community or tribe.”!

So, according to Bickerman the translators rendered here the Hebrew
word 7910 as dpywv in order to avoid the accusation of lack of loyalty to-
wards the Ptolemies. The same reason, according to Bickerman, explains
why dpywv appears as the translation of the Hebrew %71 in some other
texts of the Pentateuch (in Deut 28:36, in the predictions of Gen 49:20 and
Deut 33:5, in Lev 18:21 and 20:2-5).

A similar kind of self-censorship Bickerman saw also in the Greek
translation of the list of unclean animals in Lev 11:6 and Deut 14:7.
Among the unclean animals listed there is the hare, the Greek for which
was Aayws. However, wrote Bickerman, “because lagos also happened to
be the name of the grandfather of Ptolemy II, the Seventy substituted the
synonym dasypous (‘hairy-foot’) for lagos”.?

! BICKERMAN, The Jews in the Greek Age, 108. He first addressed this topic in BICK-
ERMAN, “The Septuagint as a Translation,” 33.
2 BICKERMAN, The Jews in the Greek Age, 108.
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Bickerman was not the first to pay attention to these details of the Greek
Pentateuch. Already the rabbis, listing the changes made by the LXX
translators for “king Ptolemy”, discussed the avoidance of “hare” in the
LXX lists of unclean animals in Lev 11:6 and Deut 14:7. They explained
this by the translators’ desire not to offend Ptolemy “since Ptolemy’s
wife’s name was ‘hare’” (a fantastic echo of the fact that the father of Ptol-
emy I and the grandfather of Ptolemy II was indeed called Adyog).> Al-
ready Heinrich Graetz stated that this explanation failed to stand the test of
criticism, “for dasypus and lagos are employed by Greek writers indiffer-
ently, with precisely the same connotation.”™

In the same paper Graetz first suggested that the translators of Deut
17:14—15 avoided the plain rendering of mlk as basileus out of respect for
the foreign ruler to whose government the Jews were at the time subject’.
The hypothesis was immediately criticized by Swete®.

Despite the criticism expressed already in the 19" century, the authority
of Bickerman made the theory of self-censorship of the LXX translators
popular and widespread in the LXX scholarship.

Recently this theory was again heavily criticized by Sarah Pearce.’
Pearce pointed out that dacUmoug was a normal Greek designation for hare
and suggested that the translator’s choice between the two common words
for hare — Aaywg¢ and dagdmovs — may have been determined by the context.
In the Jewish law there were two things that put a creature in the category
of the unclean: what it eats, and how its feet look like. According to
Pearce, the elaborate description of the hare’s feet provided by dactumoug
perfectly fits the context of the lists of unclean animals.

As concerns the translation of the Hebrew 791 as dpywv, Pearce fol-
lowed Swete’s arguments. Even if the choice of dpxwv in Deutoronomy 17
may be explained as an example of self-censorship — what might have been
the reason for such self-censorship in other places where the translators
rendered 791 as dpywv, like Gen 49:20, Num 23:21, or Deut 33:5? In these
contexts, as Swete put it, “It is difficult to believe that the word was pre-
ferred out of any tenderness for royal scruples.”®

To my mind, even Deut 17:14-15 is not the text that should have both-
ered the Ptolemees and their administration. The Jews are told in these
verses that when they settle in Palestine and decide to set a king over
themselves, like the neighboring nations, they should not choose a foreign-

3 See the discussion of these rabbinic traditions in Tov, “The Rabbinic Tradition,”
7-8, VELTRI, Eine Tora fiir den Kénig Talmai, 100—102.

4 GRAETZ, “Septuagint.”

5 Ibid. See also GRAETZ, Professor Graetz’s Reply to Professor Swete.

¢ SWETE, “Graetz’s Theory.”

" PEARCE, “Translating for Ptolemy.”

8 SWETE, “Graetz’s Theory.”
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er as their king in Palestine. What has all this to do with the Ptolemees?
They are kings of Egypt! They have no intention to become kings of the
Jews, and the Jewish legislation about who can be king of the Jews does
not affect them at all. It stands to reason that this text — both in the eyes of
the Jews and in the eyes of the Ptolemaic administration, if they ever read
it, — had nothing to do with the Ptolemees.

Studying Greek renderings of words like “king” or “hare”, Bickerman
and other partisans of the “self-censorship” theory seem to forget that the
Pentateuch is full of passages that should have troubled the Greek readers
much more, for example, calling Egypt “the house of slavery” (oixog
dovAeiag, Exo 13:3), or repeated promise by God to lead the Jews from
under the tyranny of the Egyptians (¢£déw Oudic 4md tiic duvaotelag T&V
Alyvntiwv, Exo 6:6), or the promise that all the peoples of the earth will
fear the Jews (mavra ta €0vn Tic yijc... doPnbioovrai ge, Deut 28:10).
There are dozens of passages like these in the Pentateuch, and they should
have sounded much more offensive for the Ptolemaic rulers, than listing a
hare as an animal forbidden to be eaten by the Jews.

If one rejects the idea of self-censorship exercised by the Septuagint
translators, can one establish any consistent pattern behind the different
Greek renderings of the Hebrew %1 in the Pentateuch?

2. apxwv in the Pentateuch

The most natural and most common LXX equivalent of the Hebrew 791 is
Bacidevs (91 times in the Pentateuch, more than 2000 times in the Bible).
On this background, the few but important passages where the MT 757 (or,
without vowels, T91) corresponds to the LXX &pywv, 12 times in the Pen-
tateuch, 6 times outside the Pentateuch, indeed draw attention. Let us look
at the twelve examples in the Pentateuch.

1) Gen 49:20
HTZFTER 10 NI NG MIY WD
LXX Aonp miwv adtol 6 dprog xal adtds dwoel Tpudiy dpyovory.

It is not immediately clear whether Jewish or foreign rulers are meant in
this prophesy. The Hebrew sg. 791 is rendered with the Greek pl. dpyovtes.

2) Num 23:21
S92 720 N iap PIOR M DRI SRY ARTND] 2PRa iR 007N

LXX o0x EoTal wéybos év Iaxwfl o0t dbbyoerar mévos év Iopand xiptog 6 fedg adTol pet’
adTod T Evdoba dpydvrwy v adTd.
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Whatever the meaning of the Hebrew text, the Greek translation makes it a
prophecy by using the future tense (otat, 6dbyoetat). Once again, the He-
brew sg. 7971 is rendered with the Greek pl. dpyovres. The context seems to
imply that the rulers of Israel are meant.

3-5) Deut 17:14-15. The law of the king
'ID"(U& ﬁﬁDN] "3 'INJW’1 7ﬂW7’1 'I't7 ]ﬂﬁ L[’th7& ayn W;W'N PW&'I"?N &Jﬂ":)

-[’nx N5 wwx ’133 w’x 1"711 nn‘v '7:111 N'? 75/:7 1"711 D’wn -[’nx :mvu 1:
b

LXX 2av 0¢ eiocédns eic v yiiv Ay xlplog 6 Bebg cou Oidwolv oot v xAdpw xai
xAnpovounans adTy xal xatoixnons ém’ adTis xal eimns xataomiow e uavtdy doyovra
xafa xal t@ Aoiwa £0vy Ta wOxdw pou xabioTdy xatacTAcels éml geauTdy dpyovra dv Av
éxdébntar xpiog 6 Beds gouv alTédy éx TGV d0edd By cou xatacTyoels Eml geauTdy dpyovra
o0 duvnoy xataotiicatl éml ceavtdy Gvlpwmov GAASTplov 8Tt 00X ddeddds gob EoTiv.

The rendering of 751 with dpywv in these verses has a parallel in the ren-
dering of n2%nn with &py» in Deut 17:18,20.

6) Deut 28:36. A prophetical warning

THINI NOR QYTNG IR ETOR T DRD WK 72507 0K T0R N 720
3R PP DIOR DO O DTAY)

LXX gmayayot x0ptds e xal Tobg dpyovrds aov olg éav xatagtions emi oeautéy eig EBvog 0
oUx émiotacal ab xal of Tatépes ocov xal Aatpedoels Exel Heols ETépotg EUNotg xal Alborg.

Among the punishments for not obeying God, the Deuteronomy mentions
exile of the people and its leaders. Once again, the Hebrew sg. 777 is ren-
dered with the Greek pl. @pyovtes (this time with an article, because of the
Hebrew particle nX and the possessive pronoun).

7) Deut 33:5
ORI AW TN DD WRY ARROND 750 W )
LXX xal éotat év 76 fyamuéve doywy cuvayfévtwy dpxovtwy Aadv dua durais Iopani.

The Hebrew text speaks about the past, but the LXX is a prophecy about a
future leader of Israel.

All the LXX passages listed above are either prophecy (examples 1-2,
6-—7) or laws for future rulers (sometimes the LXX uses the future tense
where the MT employs the perfect forms). The rulers spoken about are not
individualized, so the word &pywv is used without article (except example
6) and sometimes, differently from the Hebrew original, in plural. Except
example 1, where the reference is not clear, the &pyovtes referred to are
Hebrew rulers.
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There is a much discussed group of texts in the Hebrew book of Leviti-
cus, prohibiting the service to “Molech”. Traditionally it is thought that
“Molech” is the name of a god associated with child sacrifice. Often it is
assumed that “Molech” is a dysphemism of the original name of that god —
“Melech” (“king”)’. Alternatively, Eissfeldt!" suggested that “Molech” is
not a theonym but a terminus technicus for the sacrificial rite itself.

Whatever the original meaning might have been!!, it seems that the
translators of the Greek Pentateuch had no idea either of a god called “Mo-
lech” or of a rite called “molech”. Most likely, they vocalized the word as
melek and translated it with the Greek &pywv in the same way as in exam-
ples 1-7, cited above.

8) Lev 18:21
72027307 1RN"ND TR
LXX xai amd Tod omépuatds cov o dtiaels AaTpedely dpyovrr.

Whatever this Hebrew text may have meant in its archaic setting, it seems
likely that the LXX translators understood it along the same lines as the
“law of the king” (Deut 17), namely that the king of Israel (differently
from the kings of other peoples) should not acquire too many wives, or
silver and gold in great quantity (Deut 17:17), and should not be wor-
shipped (Aatpelew) by the Israelites (Lev 18:21)!2,

Reading =vapn as 7'ayn (witnessed to in the Samaritan Pentateuch as
well) facilitated this interpretation for the LXX translators. But the transla-
tion was not mechanical, since AaTpedw is a standard equivalent to T2y
Qal, not Hif'il. Using this non-standard equivalent, the LXX translators
managed to make sense out of a very difficult Hebrew original. The Greek
text means something like “Do not allow your offspring to worship a rul-
er”. For the meaning of didwut, one may compare Isa 43:28, £wxa
amodéoat Iaxwf “I allowed (the enemies) to destroy Jacob”.

The context, Lev 18:6-20, 22-23, deals with violations of sexual ta-
boos, but nothing in the Greek translation points in this direction. Rather,
according to the LXX, the reason for the prohibition is that, differently
from the heathen kings, only God of Israel should be worshipped by the
Israelites. Worship of earthly rulers is a sin.

® The hypothesis first suggested by GEIGER, Urschrift.

10 BISSFELDT, Molk.

' The literature on the topic is abundant, see HEIDER, The Cult of Molek; DAY, Mo-
lech; STAVRAKOPOULOU, King Manasseh, as well as the major commentaries on Leviti-
cus. Some works, dealing with the rendering of these texts in the LXX will be treated
below.

12 ROFE, “Qumranic Paraphrases,” 171.
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9-12) Lev 20:1-5
In Lev 20:1-5 Molech is mentioned several times.

oY NRY Nin 75219710 10 WK ORIV 30 130T DRI a0 UR wn
"D AP 27PN INR "AI27) RIND WRI MI9TNK IAK IR AR NI PIRD
1mhYY 0HYI ORY 4 VTR DYDY ‘7'71-1‘71 TWTPRTNR ROV 1WNY 75/:757113 iyn
AN MR nYad 75/:751371”3 IAN3 RIND WRDTIN DY NR PIRD DY

IR 070" '7: NRY INKR "MI2071 IRNDWAI RIND WRD M1 NK IR ARYY°
:0RY 27PN 750,7 MINK niard

LXX 2av Tig amd T@v vidv Iopan 7 amd Tév mpoayeyevnuévwy mpoonAlTwy év lopanh 8¢
&v 06 Tol omépuatos adtod dpyovr: Bavdtw Bavarodobw To Ebvog TO éml T Yiic
MBoBorjoouaty adtov év Alfotg 3 xal éydw émoTiow TO Mpéowmdy wou €mi TOV dvBpwmov
éxelvov xai amoA&d adTodv éx Tol Aol adtol 8Tt Tol oméppatos avtol Edwxev dgyovr: va
wavy Ta dyd pov xai Befnrwoy TO Svopa TEY Nyiaouévwy por 4 Eav 0t Omepdiel
Omepidwoy ol adTéyboves Tiig yiic Tols ddbbaApols adtév amd Tol dvbpamou éxeivou év T
dolivar adtdv Tol omépuatos avtol dpyovr Tol un dmoxteivar adTéy 5 xal émoTiocw TO
TP6awT6Y pou émi Tov @vlpwmov éxeivov xal ™y cuyyévelav adtol xal @moAd adTov xal
mavtag ToUs opovoolvrag adté dote éxmopveleww aldTov eig ToVg dpyovras éx Tol Aaol
AUTWY.

I suspect that the translator of this passage was not sure about its meaning.
Differently from Lev 18:21, the worshipping of the king is not explicitly
mentioned here. Still, the two passages are very close to each other and I
think that the translation of Lev 20:1-5 was inspired by that of Lev 18:21.

In LXX Lev 20:5, differently from Lev 18:21 and Lev 20:1-4, the
Greek dpywv is in plural and is preceded by the definite article. The article
is necessary because the Hebrew article 1 requires a Greek equivalent (cf.
example 6). As concerns rendering the Hebrew singular with the Greek
plural, we have already seen the same phenomenon in Gen 49:20, Num
23:21, and Deut 28:36.

Lust has suggested that in the Leviticus passages of the LXX the refer-
ence is to a supernatural being (one of “lesser gods or devils”)!?. Indeed, in
the Greek Daniel, as well as in the Judeo-Hellenistic literature, supernatu-
ral beings (angels) are called &pyovres. However, these texts are at least
one century later than the Greek Pentateuch. One cannot but agree with
Biichner that “until new evidence is found, this option must be discard-
ed”!,

In evaluating this option, as well as other options listed by Biichner (the
Ptolemy, an Alexandrian cultic figure, a local Jewish leader), one should
use the Ockham’s razor. There are 12 passages in the LXX Pentateuch,
where we see exactly the same phenomenon: the Hebrew 791 rendered by

13 LusT, “Molek,” 193-208.
14 BUCHNER, “You Shall Not Give,” 191.
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the LXX as &pywv. Unless there are some weighty arguments, it stands to
reason that these 12 passages should be explained in the same way. It
would be more in line with the principle of economy in explanation to as-
sume that in all of these passages the LXX translators referred to rulers of
the Hebrew/Jewish community, and that the logic behind the “demotion”
of these rulers from the rank of “kings” (2'29n) to the rank of mere “rul-
ers” (&pyovtes) was the same for all the passages.

Ausloos observes that within the book of Deuteronomy the term
Bacidevs is reserved for foreign kings, while Hebrew kings are called
&pxovtes'®. This is true with regard to Deuteronomy, but if we look at the
Pentateuch as a whole, the situation is more complicated. Not all Hebrew
kings are treated in the LXX Pentateuch in this way. In Gen 36:31 we are
told that there were kings in the land of Edom before there reigned any
king (791, Bagtlels) over the sons of Israel. In Gen 17:6, 17:16, 35:11 it is
stated that the descendants of Abraham and Jacob will be kings (D’;)'?p,
Baothels; probably in the context of Genesis the reference is to the dynasty
of David).

Moreover, in Gen 23:6 the translators used the word BactAeds to render
the Hebrew X'w3 — which is normally rendered by the Greek dpyxwv. The
reference is to Abraham. Indeed, the concepts BaoiAeds and dpywv were
quite close in the language of the LXX Pentateuch. How can we explain
the choice between the two words?

Of course, since all the passages of the LXX Pentateuch referring to
Hebrew kings as fadiAels happen to be in the first two thirds of the book of
Genesis (17:6, 17:16, 23:6, 35:11, 36:31), while the rendering of -[‘m with
apxwv starts with Gen 49:20, one may simply suggest that there was a
change of translator (or translation technique) somewhere near the end of
Genesis. But such change is not reflected otherwise in the LXX Genesis.

One can make three observations.

(1) Hebrew/Jewish rulers are called BaciAels as far as the past is con-
cerned.

(2) When the Hebrew word 791 occurs in the context of a Pentateuchal
law, it is rendered as &pywv.

(3) When the Hebrew word 71 occurs in the context of a prophecy,
that, from the point of view of the translators, refers to their present or fu-
ture, it is also rendered as &pywv.

In other words: other nations may have their own kings (BactAels); the
Jews in the past also had their own kings (Bactheis); but now (at the time
of the translation) there are no kings in Israel, nor will there be any in fu-
ture. It is a quite consistent position.

15 AusLOOS, “The ‘Law of the King’,” 171.
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3. Replacing 791 with &pywv in the LXX and
the Inner Development of the Jewish Tradition

The demotion of Jewish national leaders from the rank of “kings” (2'29n)
to the rank of mere rulers (&pyovtes), that we observe in the LXX Penta-
teuch, has a lot of parallels in the world of Second Temple Judaism. Im-
portant passages were discussed by A. Rofé!®. Probably the most interest-
ing and relevant of them is the Damascus Document (CD 5:1-2), which
refers to the law of Deut 17:14-20 with the words 727 Y 2102 K'Win H
'0'w1 19. One sees that, quoting Deuteronomy, CD replaces 727 with 83
(“prince”), which is the standard equivalent to ¢pywv in the LXX. Basing
himself on this passage in the Hebrew text of CD, Rofé suggested that “the
Hebrew Vorlage of the Greek Pentateuch contained a recension in which
all Israelite ‘kings’ had been turned into ‘princes’.”!”

Rof¢ also pointed at several passages in the Hebrew Bible itself, where
X'W1 was used in contexts where one should have expected 771 (e.g. 1 Ki
11:34, several places in Ezekiel, or Exod. 22:27). For some of these pas-
sages Rofé suggested that the earliest Hebrew text was different from the
extant one, e.g. that the original text of Exod. 22:27 run as 55pn 85 079K
a8n RY TAYa TOM* (instead of the received MT Tnya X1 55pn &Y oHR
T80 RY).

Rofé’s thesis that the change from “kings” to “rulers” took place al-
ready in the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX may be too bold. All extant He-
brew Biblical scrolls read 751 in Deut 17:14-20, including the two extant
Qumran manuscripts of this passage, 2QDeut® and 4QDeut®. Moreover,
even if we assume that the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX é&pywv in this pas-
sage read N3, it is difficult to imagine what the Hebrew Vorlage of the
LXX dpy (Deut 17:18, 20) might have looked like.'®

There is no textual evidence either for Rofé’s reconstruction of the orig-
inal 790 in passages like Exod. 22:27.

However, Rofé’s paper puts the LXX rendering of 791 with dpywv into
its proper historical context. According to Rof¢, the translators intentional-
ly avoided using the word BacgiAets because in the ideal Israel only God
can be Israel’s king!®. This opinion is also shared by Lust?® and Wevers?';
for the LXX emphasis on the divine kingship see also a recent article of

1 ROFE, “Qumranic Paraphrases,” 169-175.
17 Ibid, 170.

18 AUSLOOS, “The ‘Law of the King’,” 164.
19 ROFE, “Qumranic Paraphrases,” 171.

20 WEVERS, Notes, 286.

2l LusT, “Molek,” 202.
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Van der Kooij??. A slightly different perspective is suggested by Ausloos:
“the translator’s preference for using &pywv instead of Pactieds was not
meant to ‘devaluate’ Israel’s king (in comparison with God as king), but...
to distinguish between Israel’s future kings and the actual kings of the na-
tions”.?* Freund follows Rofé’s insights but also stresses that the LXX ac-
commodates the Biblical text to the political reality of the Jewish commu-
nity in the Hellenistic world.?*

Below we shall put the peculiar rendering of the Hebrew 791 in the
LXX Pentateuch within the general context of development of the Jewish
society in the Second Temple period.

Under the Achaemenids, a citizen-temple community, organized as a
theocracy and headed by the High Priest, emerged in Jerusalem. This polit-
ical structure continued till the time of Aristobulus (104-103 BCE) who
first added to the title of the High Priest (&pyxtepets) that of king (Baciieds).
For this community, the memories of the kingdoms of Israel and Judah
were predominantly negative, as abundantly witnessed in the book of
Kings. The very idea of monarchy is criticized in Judges 9 and 1 Samuel 8.
Such criticism was unprecedented in the world of the Ancient Near East.

The negative attitude towards the monarchy is reflected already in the
Hebrew text of the “law of the king” in Deuteronomy 17. Such “constitu-
tions”, limiting the power of a king would have been unthinkable in the
Ancient Egypt or in Ancient Mesopotamia. Later, the development of this
attitude produced the texts of LXX and CD that refuse even to use the
word “king” in this passage, calling the national leader just “prince” (X*1)
or “ruler” (&pywv).

The ideal Jewish society, as it was depicted in the Great Utopia of the
Priestly Codex, was a theocracy headed by the High Priest. This ideal
helped to legitimate the hierocratic organization of the Second Temple
Jerusalem city-state. The best description of this theocratic ideal was given
by Josephus (Contra Apionem II, 16):

...o0xolv dmetpot pév ai xata wépos T@v 0@V xal TAV vopwy mapa Tois dmaaty avlpamols
dradopai — xedaralwdis v €miot Tig ol wév yap povapyialg oi 0¢ Tals dAlywv duvacTeialg
dAhot Ot Tols mAYBeaty émétpedav v Edouaiav TAY moAiTeupdTwy 6 O NuéTepos vopoBiTyg
elg u&v ToUTwy obdoTiobv meildev wg & &v Tig eimor Piagduevos oV Adyov Beoxpatiav
amédeife 1O moitevpa Bed THY dpyiy xal TO xpdTos dvalbels.

Now, there are innumerable differences in the particular customs and laws that are
among all mankind, which a man may briefly reduce under the following heads: — Some

legislators have permitted their governments to be under monarchies, others put them
under oligarchies, and others under a republican form; but our legislator had no regard

22 VAN DER Koo, “Theocracy.”
23 AUSLOOS, “The ‘Law of the King’,” 169.
24 FREUND, “From Kings to Archons.”
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to any of these forms, but he ordained our government to be what, by a strained expres-
sion, may be termed a Theocracy, by ascribing the authority and the power to God.

If we had only this small passage from Josephus, and not his Antiquities,
one might have concluded that Josephus knew nothing about the kingdoms
of Israel and Juda. Of course, Josephus knew that there were kings in Isra-
el, but they did not belong to the mainstream of the Jewish history.

“Against Apion” was written by Josephus in his late years, when his
view of history became closer to that of Pharisaic/Protorabbinic circles.
The view was reflected later, in Rabbinic Judaism, in the opening words of
Pirge Avot:

"WIRD MDA D'R'AN,0°RAIH DUIRPN ,0UPTY YwInn ,pwinty Anon von N Yatp own
.191730 noia

Moses received the Torah from Sinai and gave it over to Joshua. Joshua gave it over to
the Elders, the Elders to the Prophets, and the Prophets gave it over to the Men of the
Great Assembly.

Of course, the authors of Pirge Avot, like Josephus, knew that there were
kings in Israel. But they did not belong to the mainstream of the Jewish
history.

Even before Josephus and Pirqe Avot, the same view of the Jewish his-
tory resulted in the remark of Hecateus (c. 300 BCE) that the Jews never
had a king (Hecataeus apud Diodorus Siculus, Bibliotheca Historica, XL,
3):

31 xal Bacihéa pév undémote t6v Toudalwy, Ty 8¢ Tol mwAYBous mpooTaciav didochal dia
mavtds TG doxolvTt TEY iepéwy dpovicel xal dpetii mpoéyew. TolTov 8t mpogayopedovoty
Gpytepéa, xal vopllovay adtois dyyelov ylveahar T@v Tod Beol mposTaypdrwy.

...the Jews never have a king, and authority over the people is regularly vested in which-
ever priest is regarded as superior to his colleagues in wisdom and virtue. They call this

man the high priest, and believe that he acts as a messenger to them of God's command-
ments.

The gradual development of this antimonarchic or theocratic tendency is
clearly seen in the book of Ezekiel, both in Hebrew and — to an even larger
extent — in the Greek text.

The last kings of Judah in the Hebrew text of Ezekiel are called either
D’;)’?p or DR “rulers”, sometimes these words are used as synonyms
(Ezek 7:27). In Ezek 34 and 37 the future ruler, who is identified as the
(new) David, is called both 791 (37:22, 24) and 83 (34:24, 37:25). How-
ever, in the prophecies of Ezek 40—48 the future ruler of restored Jerusa-
lem is never called “king”, even in the Hebrew text, but just “ruler” (X*@1).

A special case is Ezek 43:7-9, where God orders the people of Israel no
more to defile his name DU’;’?I_J ™3a021 onara (“by their fornication, and
by the corpses of their kings”). Earlier commentators saw here a reference
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to the kings’ graves®, modern commentaries suggest that the reference is
either to memorial stelae erected in honor of kings?$, or to funeral offerings
for their dead kings, Israel’s royal ancestors?’

The Greek text of Ezekiel renders X'W3 as a¢nyovuevog, 9yovuevos or
dpxwv. The Hebrew 791 is mostly translated as Baotleds. However, in
Ezek 34 and 37, where already in the Hebrew text there was a variation
between 790 and R'W1, both words 7910 and ®'W) are rendered as &dpywv.
Lust sees here influence from LXX Deuteronomy 172,

As concerns Ezekiel 43:7-9, it seems that the translators did not grasp
the meaning of the Hebrew text and decided that the rulers of the restored
Israel were meant.

02510 ™M3921 DNATA DAY AR WTR DY DRIV DA TIY IRDY? K9
D u'mzb DN *RIIW) 130N u-w:'m 1397 DNAT"NR 3PN AAP O... DNINa

e e

.. xal o0 BePnAciicovaty olxéTt oixos Iopand To Svopa T dyLév wou adtol xal of Hyoluevol
adTév év Tff mopvela adT@Y xal év Tois ddvoig TAY Nyoupévay év péow adT@y ... 7 xal viv
drwodsbuwoay TV mopvelay adT@Y xal Tovs dovous TEV Nyouuévwy alTév am épol xal
XATATHNVWOW €V UETW aUTRY TOV aildva
The house of Israel shall no more defile my holy name, neither they nor their kings, by
their fornication, and by the corpses (LXX: murders) of their kings... ° Now let them put
away their fornication and the corpses (LXX: murders) of their kings far from me, and I
will reside among them forever.

Whether ¢ovor T@v fyouvpuévwy should be understood as Genetivus Subjec-
tivus or Genetivus Objectivus is not relevant for our investigation. What is
important is that these rulers of the restored Israel are called »yodpevot, the
title used for the ruler of the restored Israel in the prophecies of Ezek 44—
45 (Hebrew X1, Greek yovuevos).

Contrary to Rofé, there is no need to postulate for the Greek Ezekiel a
Hebrew Vorlage, where 0290 would have been changed to o'&'®3. The
tendency to call the leaders of the ideal Jewish society not “kings” (D’:‘m)
but “rulers” (@'R'W1, &pyovtes, Nyovpevol, apnyovuevol) was gradually be-
coming stronger and stronger during the Second Temple period. However,
it was much easier for a LXX translator to abandon the standard equiva-
lent, than for a scribe to replace a word in the Hebrew text itself.

2 COOKE, Ezekiel, 464,

26 ZIMMERLI, Ezekiel, 417.

2T BLOCK, Ezekiel, 584-585; Allen, Ezekiel, 256-257.
28 LUST, “Le Messianisme,” 8-9.
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4. Conclusions

Theological and ideological changes in the LXX in most cases witness to
developments that started long before and continued well after. The Greek
translation was but one link — though often the most visible link — in the
chain of such developments.

The LXX rendering of 7910 as dpyxwv is a link in the chain of “anti-
monarchic” developments that started with the Hebrew Deuteronomy and
the Deuteronomic History and continued through centuries, as late as Pirqe
Avot.
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