Croatian Slavonic Translations of Isaiah and the “Telephone Game”

Andrew R. Corin

The issue addressed in this celebratory essay is the relevance of the Hebrew
original to the analysis of Slavonic translations, from Greek and Latin, of He-
brew Biblical texts. One central conclusion will be that it is not merely the
Hebrew text that is relevant, but also its interpretive tradition. This is true
even when (as is usually the case) a Greek and/or Latin translation intervenes
between the original and the Slavonic text, and even if no striking circum-
stance suggests the need to consult the Hebrew original.

1. Introduction

In the analysis of Biblical translations from Hebrew directly into a second
language, attention is due both to the Hebrew text and its interpretive frame-
work, as there are numerous locations in which even the simple reading of
the text is clarified by an interpretive tradition. The analyst of a Slavonic ver-
sion, however, might assume that interpretation of the Hebrew text relevant
to translation had been addressed sufficiently in an intervening Greek or
Latin version from which the Slavic translator had worked. Yet, to a greater or
lesser extent, the Hebrew text and its interpretation remain relevant to the
analysis of indirect renderings into Slavonic through a Greek or Latin inter-
mediary. In this essay, I will illustrate this relevance on the basis of a short
excerpt from Isaiah found in the Croatian Church Slavonic missals.

. 2. Versions of Croatian Church Slavenic (CCS) Liturgical Texts

¢ In the analysis of Biblical translations found in CCS liturgical codices, it has
! become customary to distinguish between an A version (older, redacted

. probably in the 2nd quarter of the 13th century) and a younger B version
{Corin 1991). The A version is typically closer to the Greek from which it was
originally translated, with a smaller number of adaptations toward the Vul-
gate (V). The B version, in contrast, typically shows greater adaptation toward
¢V, though this pattern does not hold in regard to every detail. There may be a

.~ distinct pairing of A and B versions in each of the two major liturgical
books—the missal and the breviary. The various versions (A and B; missal
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and breviary) may show complex patterns of development over time, in-
cluding contamination among the versions and further adaptation toward V.

3. Relevance of the Hebrew Text (H)

Analysts of Slavonic Biblical texts typically refer to H when circumstances
suggest the need. Investigators of the East Slavonic book of Esther, for exam-
ple, obviously examined H in their attempt to determine whether a Greek
version interceded between the original and the Slavonic translation (Lunt &
Taube). An example of a different nature arose in regard to the book of Jonah
(Corin 2002). The CCS versions were translated from the Septuagint (S) and
subsequently corrected against V. Yet recourse to H proved necessary to re-
solve an anomaly, in verse 3:3 of the A version of the missal, which cannot be
explained by reference to internal developments within the Slavonic text, S or
V. The H wording is itself problematical, and has been the subject of exegesis.
It would appear that one 12th~13th century Jewish interpretation of the
phrase came to be reflected in the literal wording of the missal’s A version,
just as occurred later in the Km§ James version (KJ, English translation from
the original completed in 1611). However, where there is no such outstand-
ing circumstance, it is a common practice to restrict analysis to the immediate
Greek and/or Latin textual antecedents of a Slavonic version.

Still, despite its usually indirect relationship to them, H remains relevant,
on general grounds, to analysis of the Slavonic versions, if only because H can
never have been entirely without relevance to the producers and readers of
those versions. Since reliance on translation is predicated on the belief that the
translation adequately transmits the content of the original, the question of
just what that original looked like and what issues jt presented must have
arisen in the minds of medieval Slavic translators, redactors and readers on
numerous occasions. From time to time, this question must inevitably have
surfaced in a form relevant to the redaction of Slavonic textual versions, espe-
cially when difficulties in the text could not be fully resolved by reference to
available Greek or Latin versions. While this question might have been idle in
times in which Christian scholarship lacked access to the original texts or the
linguistic proficiency necessary for their use, the relevant knowledge did de-
velop over time. In Paris, this process was underway in the 12th and 13th
centuries (Corin 2002), which was early enough for Christian interest in the
Hebrew text of Jonah 3:3 to find reflection in the A version of the CCS missal.

On a second general ground, reference to H allows analysts to view the
Slavonic versions in the broader perspective of the overall development of the

! The difficulty concerns the description of the size of the city of Nineveh (H ayin—rs
29 7%2). In the translations, this is rendered: S MO peydAn ¢y Bedy; V civitas magna
Dei; A grad” veli z8lo; B grad” velik’; KJ an exceeding great city.
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text. Through H we can gauge, inter alia, the extent of “telephone game”? ef-
fect—gradual divergence from the original over the course of successive
translations. The scholarly literature is replete with references to particular
translations as being “faithful” to their original,® yet there is no meaningful
sense in which this can ever be entirely true, even in the S and V translations
from H, as will be illustrated below.

A third basis for the relevance of H, distinct from accidental drift of
meaning during the translation process, stems from conscious shaping of the
text on the part of the earliest translators, through translation techniques that
were in part interpretive, rather than literal. Among the ancient versions, in-
terpretive translation can be observed even in S and V, despite the apparent
intention of the translators to preserve meaning, rather than elaborate upon it.

Yet a fourth general ground for recourse to H in scholarly analysis de-
rives from the perspective gained by understanding not merely the language
per se of the text, but also the role of the text in the milieus in which it played a
functional role. The language and function of the text are not, ultimately, in-
dependent of one another. To return to the previous example, the book of Jo-
nah plays a prominent role in Jewish liturgy. It is read in full to the gathered
community during the afternoon service of Yom Kippur, to which its explo-
ration of the theme of repentance is uniquely suited. The text is often dis-
cussed within the community during Yom Kippur and in the days leading up
to it. One aspect that is often discussed is the size of the city of Nineveh, and
it is precisely in the expression of this size and its significance that seemingly
anomalous wording occurs in H (and, subsequently, version A of the CCS
missal). It was therefore inevitable that this location would become the topic
of exegesis. An excerpt from Jonah was read by Catholics during Lent, and
thus gained elevated prominence in the lectionary. Yet it is by considering the
role of Jonah in Jewish liturgy that we come to understand why this location
in the Hebrew text would necessarily draw the attention of Jewish scholars,
including some who, following conversion to Christianity, might have
brought their ideas to bear in a manner that could affect the versions of Jonah
in use in Christian communities.

2 “Telephone game” is a well-known technique for demonstrating distortion of a
message during indirect transmission. It is played by a circle of people. One person
whispers a brief message to a second person, who then whispers the same message to
a third person, etc. By the time the message comes full circle, it may differ significantly
from its original version, even if participants attempt to faithfully transmit the original
message.

% Lunt and Taube, for example (1994: 347), report a claim by Charles C. Torrey that
“Every other book of the Hebrew Bible [other than Esther, AC], whatever its nature,
has its faithful rendering (at least one, often several) in Greek.” They go on to remark
generally (1994: 350) that “It is also a commonplace that Slavonic translations usually
reproduce the Greek faithfully.”
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It stands to reason that these same general considerations would hold
true in regard to texts that, on the surface, present no such striking anomaly
as that encountered in verse 3:3 of Jonah, or striking circumstance such as the
apparent absence of a Greek translation intervening between the Hebrew and
the Slavonic versions of the book of Esther.

The following brief notes concern one such passage in which there is no
glaring anomaly that cries out for examination of the Hebrew original. Yet an
examination of H reveals issues relevant to an understanding of the CCS
versions, and thus allows for a fuller appreciation of the development of the
Slavonic text and its place in the overall textual history of Isaiah. The issues
that arise include interpretive (non-literal) Greek and Latin renderings, and a
number of seemingly minor discrepancies between the simple reading H and
the translations that nevertheless contribute to a gradual “telephone game”
effect. These include at least one instance that may have originated through
instability in H itself.

4, Isaiah 1:16-20: Functional Role of the Text

Portions of the first chapter of Isaiah are read in both the Jewish Sabbath
morning liturgy and Catholic liturgy of the Mass.* In the Jewish liturgy,
verses 1-27 are read as the haftarah (supplementary reading from the proph-
ets) that accompanies the first portion of the book of Deuteronomy. In the
Slavonic Catholic liturgy of the 13th-15th centuries, Isaiah 1:16-20 was read
late in the Lenten season. In both liturgies, these verses were read in a period
of the year laden with expectation not without parallel in its factual basis, yet
very different in its significance and the emotions that it evoked.

In the Jewish liturgy, this haftarah is one of three read during the period
of grief leading up to the anniversary of the destruction of the First and Sec-
ond Temple. These haftarot (pl. of haftarah) are referred to collectively as the
haftarot of affliction, recalling the iniquities that resulted in the destruction of
the Temple and the exile that followed. Each, however, concludes on a note of
consolation, promising that the approaching destruction was not to be final
and eternal, and that a time of consolation would ultimately follow. The
prophecy of Isaiah in Chapter 1 expresses an offer of cleansing and redemp-
tion also in its verses 16-20, in addition to the promise of ultimate rebuilding
and redemption in verses 26-27.

Isaiah 1:16-20 are the same five verses from Chapter 1 that were read in
the Slavonic Catholic liturgy during Lent. For Catholics, this is also a period
in which grief over imminent loss is mixed with the expectation of future re-

%1 leave aside on this occasion the development of Isaiah in the Orthodox Slavonic
traditions (on which a significant literature exists), as well as the more extensive
readings from Isaiah, including Chapter 1, which are presented serially in some of the
CCS breviaries for reading during the Advent season.
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demption, but during which the community could look forward to the Easter
holiday soon to follow and its celebration of the resurrection. While these five
verses thus had elevated visibility in the Slavonic Catholic liturgy, the full
drama of their expression of consolation emerges only in relief, when juxta-
posed to the harsh rebuke contained in the surrounding passages and the im-
pending calamity which they heralded. Verse 1:15 concludes “Your hands are
full of blood,” while verse 1:21 continues “How the faithful city has become a
harlot ...”

The message of these five verses is expressed in language that employs
simple metonymy accessible to listeners of minimal education, and is bereft of
sophisticated symbolism, allusion and other coded meaning that would de-
tract from the immediacy of its appeal. This is thus a text which could hold
the attention of the simple as well as the learned. One might expect, in turn,
that its prominence would offer some degree of protection to its integrity
during the process of translation. Yet, despite this prominence and the brevity
of the passage, there are multiple locations in which the text has “drifted”
during the translation process through unintentional “telephone game” effect
or interpretive translation.

5. Original Text and Translations of Isaiah 1:16-20

Isaiah 1:16-20 appears in CCS missals containing version A, while verses
1:16~19 appear in missals containing version B.5 The A and B versions, H, S, V
and KJ,° are as follows:

A (based on 1114):

16 Se glagolet’ gospodi, izmiite se &isti budéte. Otimé&te lukavstvie ot
dus: vasih’ i zila pomislenié vasa ot odiju moeju. Ostanéte se ot zlob:
vasih’ 17 i utite se dobro tvoriti. I88te suda izbavéte obidimago,
sudéte siru opravdéte vdovicu. 18 Pridéte i obliéte me glagolet:
gospodi. Aée budut’ grési vasi éko broéni, ko sndg’ obél&jut’. Ade li
budut’ éko é&rvleni, €ko vima obél&jut’. 19 Aée vsholete i poslufati
viénete me blaga& zemlskaé snéste. 20 Ae li ne vshodete i neposlusati
viénete me oruZie poést’ vi usta Ze gospodna se glagolage.

5 An inventory and description of these manuscripts can be found in Corin 1991.

lE;Rﬁeadings from K] have been included in this essay primarily to serve as English
language glosses for the readings from A, B, 5, V, and H. Nevertheless, as an
independent translation from H directly into English, utilizing all of the resources
available at the time of its compilation (1604-11), it provides an additional basis for
comparison with A, B, §, and V.
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B (based on Novak):

16 Se glagoleti gospodi bogi omiite se i &isti budete. Otimite
zlomiSleni&” va$a ot odiju moeju. Ostanite se zla tvoriti 17 i udite se
dobro tvoriti. I¢ite suda prava pomozite pognetenomu. Sudite siroti
opravdaite v'dovicu. 18 Pridite i obli¢ite me glagolet1 gospodi. Ade
buduti grési vasi €ko brotni, éko snég’ ob&léjut. I aée buduti &ko
&r'vleni €ko vl'ma béla obéléjutt. 19 Ace vshocete i vsposluSaete me
{(Novak: “vsposluSaete me” corrected to “vshodete (i) vsposlusaete
me”; Berlin, 1118, LjI: Ace v’shoete pos'luSati me; Vbl follows version
A) blaga zemlskaé sniste. Rece gospodi vsemogi.

H (following HUB, with cantillation omitted):

TV URY YT 3u0 1197 17 1900 V0 Y TR 090hEn 1o i w16
3793 D2 DPRPG VDR WX Agam K07 18 s v oiny w0y viog
20 R'R YN 2 DRYRE LKADR 19 v wmss vhiRg wmptox may

127 5 72 73R 200 DT BTN

S (following SG):

16 AovoacOe, kabagol yéveoBe, adéAete Ths movnelas anod oV
Yuxewv DRV anévavit Twv 0PBaAuGV pov, Tavcaode aNo TWV
movneuwv Vu@v, 17 pdabete kaddv mowelv, éxintrioate wpiow,
QVvoacBe adikovpevoy, kgivate 0pdpave kai dikaiwoate xfjoav - 18
kol deDre woi dieAeyxOdpev, Aéyer kOQuog, kai v @owv ai
apatiol Vpwv wg Gowvikovy, we Xwva Asvkave, v & mowv wg
kOKKIvVOV, @g EQuov Asvkav@. 19 kai édv BéAnte kai eicakovonté
pov, & ayaba thg yig ¢ayecBe - 20 éav d& ur) OéAnte unde
sioakovonté pou, payxoupa Gpac katédetal - o yiQ otdua kugiov
AdAnoe tavTa.

V (following BS, with capitalization and punctuation added):

16 Lavamini, mundi estote; auferte malum cogitationum vestrarum
ab oculis meis: quiescite agere perverse, 17 discite benefacere;
quaerite iudicium, subvenite oppresso, iudicate pupillo, defendite
viduam. 18 Et venite, et arguite me, dicit Dominus. 5i fuerint peccata
vestra ut coccinum, quasi nix dealbabuntur; et si fuerint rubra quasi
vermiculus, velut lana (alba) erunt. 19 Si volueritis, et audieritis me,
bona terrae comeditis. 20 Quod si nolueritis, et me provocaveritis ad
iracundiam, gladius devorabit vos, quia 0s Domini locutum est.

7 Some manuscripts have a small space between zlo and milenié, indicating scribal

uncertainty as to the reading of this phrase.
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KJ:

16 Wash you, make you clean; put away the evil of your doings from
before mine eyes; cease to do evil: 17 Learn to do well; seek judgment,
relieve the oppressed, judge the fatherless, plead for the widow. 18
Come now, and let us reason together, saith the Lord: though your
sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow; though they be red
like crimson, they shall be as wool. 19 If ye be willing and obedient,
ye shall eat the good of the land: 20 But if ye refuse and rebel, ye shall
be devoured with the sword: for the mouth of the Lord hath spoken
it.

6. A and B Compared against S, V, H, and K}

Comparison of the several versions shows, inter alia, the following
correspondences:

6.1. Differences between A and B that neither distance one or the other
from, nor bring it closer to, S, V or H. These include (in the following
examples CCS forms are given in the order A/B):

6.1.1. A lexical or morphological difference between A and B: izmiite se /
omiite se (R} [/ Lavamini /| AoboacOe [ Wash you); siru [ siroti (aim; / pupillo /
0odbave [ the fatherless); opravdéte | opravdaite (12 / defendite | wai dixoudboare
[ plead for).

6.1.2. Expression of future tense, a feature in which A and B regularly
differ: i poslusati viinete | i v'sposluSaete (BBYRYA [ ef audieritis / o eloacovonté
[/ and [be] obedient).

6.1.3. The following example may be included in this category, unless the
added word in B is viewed as bringing the text closer to V): suda / suda prava
(03%R / iudicium [ woiow / judgment).

6.2. Verse 1:18: Ace li budut’ éko érwleni [ I ace budut: &ko &r'vleni (¥*IR50OR /
et si fuerint rubra | &dv 0 Qo wg wéxkwvov [ though they be red). Hebrew oy,
which translates most simply into English as “if,” marks the protasis of a
conditional sentence (cf. verses 1:19-20), but can also express concessive
meaning. KJ offers an interpretive translation through its explicit expression
of concessive meaning (though; f. the translation of ¥ as if in verses 1:19 and
1:20). S (¢&v d¢) and V (et si), and through them A and B, remain closer to H,
each employing a conditional conjunction. Still, the Latin compound con-
junction et si, as such, expresses concessive meaning, and it is not obvious
how medieval Croatian readers interpreted the expression in B, which follows

4
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V (i ale; cf. modern Serbian/Croatian iako “although” vs. i ako “and if” or
“even if").

6.3. Verse 1:18: ae li / I ale (o / Et si [ &av b2 [ though). A second related
issue at the same location concerns the syntactic relation between two parallel
portions of verse 1:18. The first is expressed in KJ as “though your sins be as
scarlet, they shall be as white as snow,” the second as “though they be red like crim-
son, they shall be as wool.” S, and possibly V (depending on the interpretation
of the compound conjunction et si), introduce a paratactic link between the
two sentences (9, et). This interpretation is supported by the contrast within
verse 1:18 (S wai éav ..., éav 6& ...; V Si ..., et si -..), and the parallel contrast
between verses 1:19 and 1:20 (S 1:19 xai éav 8éAnte ... 1:20 ¢av 6& Hty BéAnTe
.; V 1:19 Si volueritis, ... 1:20 Quod si nolueritis, ...). The explicit paratactic
link expressed in S and, arguably, V, was transmitted to A (aée li) and B (i afe),
respectively. However clearly this link may seem to be implied by the context,
this is nevertheless an interpretive element if introduced into the literal
wording of the translation. The standardized Masoretic H, like KJ, expresses
no paratactic link, though some H manuscripts (see HUB) do have a
conjunction: a8} “and if”.

The interpretive translations discussed in sections 6.2 and 6.3 (though the
latter could have originated as a variant within H itself), both of which
concern the rendering of Hebrew 0¥, may seem insignificant in their effect.
Nevertheless, each contributes to a “telephone game” effect in the
transmission of the text, through explicit rendering of content (in one case
primarily on the part of KJ) felt to be implied in the original text.

6.4. An interpolated conjunction that distances B from A, V, S and H, al-
beit minimally, again through the explicit expression of a paratactic link to the
previous clause: &isti budéte [ i Cisti budete (233 [/ mundi estote [ kaBagot
YéveoOe [ make you clean).

6.5. Anomalous readings in V, S, A and B: lukavstvie ot dus vasih’ i zileé
pomislenié vasa | zlomislenié vasa (879¥% £ / malum cogitationum vestrarum |
Tag movneiag and v Yuxev duv / the evil of your doings). KJ presents a
straightforward word-for word rendering of the singular noun ¥, the plural
noun with 2nd pl. pronominal suffix 0377, and the genitive relationship
between the two words. However, 5, V, A and B depart from this model in
regard to lexical meaning, number, or phrase construction, while A presents
an interpolation through doubled translation, juxtaposing a translation based
on 5 to one based on V. The simple meaning of D'77¥2 is “deeds, doings,” as
expressed in multiple Biblical locations. In a majority of instances, to be sure,
07240 is used in reference to misdeeds reflecting evil intent. S and V, in other
words, are rendering an interpretive translation. While based on an troversial
interpretive tradition, this nevertheless results in a “telephone game” effect
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through elimination of explicit reference to “deeds” in favor of explicit refer-
ence to mental processes. In A, a further “telephone game” effect was
achieved through the doubled translation, which would have suggested to
readers that distinct contents were transmitted through each of the phrases.

6.6. i oblicéte me [ i oblicite me (W3} / et arguite me [ waii deAeyyBapev /
and let us reason together). A and B agree with the transitive construction and
personal pronoun in V, translatable as “accuse me.” They differ from the
reciprocal meaning of argumentation expressed by S (st pl. aorist active
subjunctive) and KJ, which more directly translate H 7793 (1st pl
cohortative). The chain of transmission has thus resulted in a distancing from
the meaning of the original H expression, both lexically and syntactically.

6.7. ucite se dobro tvoriti [ udite se dobro tvoriti (3L Ym? [ Discite benefacere |
puaOete kaAov motetv [ Learn to do well). Hebrew 23 is, in form, an infinitive
absolute from the verb 2v* “to be/do good,” and can be used, among other
functions, as a syntactic accusative. This is the function ascribed to 2¢%1 in
Isaiah 1:17 by Amold and Choi (2003: 74), in line with A, B, V, S and KJ. Yet
they also note (2003: 77) that certain infinitive absolutes were used for manner
so naturally and frequently that they came to be treated as adverbs, one of
those most often used in this way being ¢t (well, thoroughly). 2v°3 Y%
might thus be read as meaning “learn well,” although the context would lead
a reader to expect a reference to righteous behavior rather than to proficiency
in study. In fact, it is the adverbial meaning that is attributed to av°3 in Isaiah
1:17 by Even-Shoshan in his Concordance of the Hebrew Bible (Even-Shosan
1996). This is one of 10 examples adduced by Even-Shoshan in his lexical
entry for the adverb 21°G, as opposed to just three instances of the same form
adduced in his entry for the verb 3.

Interpretation of 22" is not the only complexity in this phrase. Parsing of
the imperative ym® varies between “learn” (gal) and “teach” (piel) depending
on the vowel pointing. The pointing 17? in the Masoretic text indicates that
this is the imperative gal form meaning “learn,” rather than the causative piel
form meaning “teach,” which would be pointed 1737.

The two potential ambiguities at this location inevitably attracted the at-
tention of the commentators whose interpretations are reproduced in stan-
dard editions of the Mikra'ot Gedolot (“Rabbinic Bible”) along with the
Hebrew text and Targum (Aramaic translation). In regard to the imperative
form 7%, Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki (Rashi) composed an interpretive passage
to explain this parsing. In regard to the form 23, which represents either the
complement or modifier of the verb, the commentaries appear to agree that
the proper reading at this location is as an infinitive with accusative meaning.
In their view, the proper reading is “learn to do good (deeds),” analogously to
A, B, S, V, KJ. While all of these translations agree with one another and with
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these interpretations, what is lost is the surface ambiguity of the original H.
The uniformity of the translations erases any clue to the difficulties.

6.8. &ko vhna obéléjut’ | éko vi'na béla obéléjuty (¥ V2 /[ velut lana (alba)
erunt / we Egrov Aevkava [ they shall be as wool). KJ renders a word-for-word
translation. A large part of the V stemma (see BS), including, apparently, that
relevant to the development of A and B, interpolates an explicit reference to
the concept of “whiteness” through the adjective alba, thus metongrnﬁcally
rendering the sense of “cleanliness” or “purity” that is implicit in H.® S inter-
polates an analogous explicit reference to “whiteness” through the verb
Agvkava.

What appears to have occurred is thus as follows. The compilers of 5 ren-
dered this location in accordance with interpretive tradition, rather than the
literal text of H. One branch of the V stemma introduced an analogous inter-
pretive wording, utilizing an adjective rather than a verb. Both S and V went
beyond the interpretive rendering of the Targum, adding a layer of meton-
ymy through reference to “whiteness” (though, to be sure, the applicability of
this metonymy was understood even in the Hebrew interpretive tradition®).
The compilers of A retained a word-for-word translation from S. B, in turn,
retained the wording of A, but added to it a translation of the interpolation
contained in V (alba > béla). B thus combines two distinct interpretive interpo-
lations, one deriving from S and the other from V, of a single meaning that
had not been expressed explicitly in H.

The account of this location is far from complete. Inter alia, it leaves en-
tirely out of consideration the previous stages of Slavonic translation that
were utilized by the compilers of A. Yet even such an abbreviated and selec-
tive exploration suggests multiple aspects of the divergence of the text from
its original.

7. Conclusions

The preceding comments, albeit selective and tentative, provide support for
the main thesis of this paper and the four aspects of relevance of H identified
in the introduction. The main thesis, to reiterate, is the claim that the Hebrew
original remains relevant to an understanding of Slavonic Biblical translations
even when there exist intervening Greek and/or Latin translations, and even
in the absence of striking anomalies that cannot be explained by reference to
internal processes or to the intervening Greek or Latin translations.

® This is expressed explicitly in the interpretive translation of the Targum by the
adjective "#} “clean” or “pure”; 1117 P WE3,

® This is indicated by the commentary of Rabbi David Kimchi reproduced in standard
editions of the Mikra'ot Gedolot.
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Comparison of A and B against H, S, V, and KJ reveals multiple instances
of interpretive translation and accidental drift. Taken individually, some of
these present seemingly insignificant departures from a simple or literal
translation, while others appear significant even individually. Taken together,
they present a significant “telephone game” effect in the history of the text,
even though most instances of interpretive translation presumably arose out
of translators” attempts to preserve the meaning of the original, rather than to
elaborate upon it. In at least one instance (6.7), interpretive translation arose
inevitably out of ambiguity in H. Whatever solution a translator chose,
whether translating into Greek or Latin, or Slavonic, it inevitably disambigu-
ated an ambiguous location in the literal wording of H. The solutions in S and
V, and through them A and B, appear to rely on an established interpretive
tradition concerning this location.

Ultimately, there is no meaningful sense in which a translation of a Bibli-
cal book can render the content of the original faithfully (i.e., fully and with-
out deviation). “Telephone game” effect is a fact of life in translating Biblical
texts, or indeed any text containing layered meaning, ambiguity, uncertain-
ties, or corruption. The only way to approach an understanding of the nature
and extent of this effect is by reference to the original, to its interpretive tradi-
tion, and to the functional role of the text in the communities within which it
has circulated. This is true even in the case of texts rendered indirectly from
Hebrew into Slavonic through a Greek or Latin intermediary translation.
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