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Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek: Language Use in the First Century


by randall buth


[This article has been greatly abbreviated to meet space requirements. For a copy of the entire paper, with bibliographical annotations and a brief survey of earlier scholarship on the subject, write to Harold Scanlin (address below). SL]


During the first half of this century we had a consensus on the question of the languages used in the land of Israel during the first century. According to Gustav Dalman (Jesus-Yeshua, 1929), Jesus and contemporaries spoke Aramaic, the religious academies preserved a knowledge of Hebrew, and Greek was used as a language of communication with the outside world. This is still a respectable position within NT scholarship. However, the serenity of that position ignores the complexities of a subject under debate since the 1950s.


This survey is about coming to grips with those complexities. Research today sees the semitic language situation as more bilingual than formerly believed. Older philological work often involved a skewing of the data vis-à-vis current perspectives of second temple linguistics. But it remains to be seen if any significant differences result. Some of the articles listed below may whet one’s appetite for more information.


Issues Involved


Both Greek and Hebrew have been upgraded in the eyes of many scholars. At center stage have been the documents discovered at Qumran and elsewhere in the Judean desert. Some surprises included large amounts of Hebrew writings, from biblicizing documents of the Qumran community to examples of a ‘proto-Mishnaic’ Hebrew to colloquial personal letters. Equally surprising have been the Greek documents, from fragments of OT texts all the way to letters written within the nationalist armies of Bar Kochba. Because the idea of Hebrew as a widely used language in the first century may be new for some readers of TICTalk, an outline of some of the issues may prove helpful.


Mishnaic Hebrew


Tannaitic Hebrew is the language of the Mishnah, the “oral law,” a collection of rabbinical sayings touching on major areas of Jewish life, and comparable to the NT in size. Recorded in the early part of the third century CE, it has only a handful of clauses in Aramaic. Later rabbinical sayings of the 3rd-6th centuries CE show a marked tendency toward Aramaic. Several additional works are attributed to Tannaitic (early Mishnaic) Hebrew, while Amoraic (later Mishnaic, post 200 CE) Hebrew is found in both the Babylonian and Jerusalem Talmuds and many midrashic commentaries. Most scholars of Mishnaic Hebrew see 200 CE as a watershed between the time when Hebrew had the status of a colloquial language and the time when it became restricted mainly to the synagogue and rabbinical ‘schools.’ The Hebrew of the Mishnah is not Biblical Hebrew, but a separate dialectal development. Those who have investigated its nature claim that it represents authentic popular speech, not just a restricted scholarly jargon, and certainly not an imperfect attempt by Aramaic speakers to use Biblical Hebrew. Scholarship in the 19th century tended to treat Mishnaic Hebrew as an ‘artificial’ language of scholars. That attitude still influences many studies today and a reader should always consider whether full justice is being given mishnaic evidence.


Aramaic Targum


The claim that Aramaic was the main or only vehicle for public Jewish teaching and for Jesus’s ministry is often tied to the existence of Aramaic ‘translations’ (targums) of the Bible and to Aramaic words in the Gospels. However, more questions than answers hide behind these facts. Targum studies are among the most equivocal of disciplines related to the Bible. Barr has succinctly addressed the targum issue, concluding that “the existence of the Targum is not a particularly strong argument against the coexistence of Hebrew in the Palestinian culture.” (See his discussion in “Which language did Jesus speak?-Some remarks of a semitist” Bulletin of John Rylands Library 1970 53:24-25.)


There are many unanswered questions concerning chronology and provenance. When and where did the synagogue practice of regularly providing an Aramaic translation originate? When did it become normative? Was the targum in the synagogue expansive or literal? How do extant targums relate to the above questions? (E.g., the expansive Palestinian targums were recorded in the 3rd-5th centuries CE in Galilee. The more literal Onkelos targum has a Babylonian incubation period and only entered [reentered?] Palestinian use in post-Talmudic times.) What is the significance of the Aramaic translation to Job found at Qumran? It would be strange to find only a targum to Job if targums were in general use at the time. Or, the general lack of Aramaic translation at Qumran may simply reflect the ‘oral’ status of targum. Finally, the targum to Job may be a copy of a work originally translated for and in the diaspora, like copies of the LXX at Qumran.


Language Patriotism and Scholarly Tendencies


Evaluating the general language material is also influenced by language patriotism. Rabbinic writings occasionally mention special concern for Hebrew. The rabbis did not want to see the demise of colloquial Hebrew. Even taking that into account, scholars like Bar-Asher and Qimron have still recognized Hebrew as a living part of the colloquial linguistic landscape throughout the second temple period. In a change of heart, J.A. Emerton concurs (“The Problem of vernacular Hebrew in the first century A.D. and the language of Jesus,” JTS 1973 ns24:15):


“. . . I now doubt whether it is plausible to question the authenticity of all the ordinary conversations in Hebrew on everyday matters that are recorded in rabbinical literature. . . . [T]hey render very probable the hypothesis that Hebrew was used as a vernacular by some Jews in the first two centuries A.D.”


Written Source Material


Written language is a separate issue. It is an established fact (for the reviewer) that our four gospels were written in Greek, despite semitic sounding idioms and styles. It is also a fact that at least some of the gospel writers used written sources. A currently debated question is whether some of the Greek sources ultimately go back to written sources in a semitic language. If so, were they Hebrew or Aramaic, or both? Traditional NT criticism speaks about possible “Aramaic” sources to the gospels. However, since the Qumran discoveries there has been increasing recognition that Hebrew was available as a literary medium and perhaps was the semitic language of choice (cf. Wise 1992:444).


Theology


The language situation can touch on theology, both OT and NT. For example, according to an older model, the common people understood only Aramaic from Persian times and later. What does this say about the language chosen for all the post-exilic OT Hebrew books? During the canonization process and when canonized, was the Bible as canon meant for the people “in a language they can understand”? The supposition of Hebrew-Aramaic bilingualism and written-colloquial Hebrew diglossia alleviates the problem of communication relevance.


Consider the phrase “son of man,” around which theologies have been constructed. A position that has found growing acceptance within the past thirty years is that in Aramaic “son of man” could not refer, as a quasi-title, to a heavenly figure in Daniel. “Son of man” was already an idiom in Aramaic (as well as Hebrew) that meant “a person, a human being, someone.” While Casey (1991) neglects Hebrew, he criticizes scholars who do not consider what their proposals would have sounded like in Aramaic.


Current Directions


The language situation in the first century remains an open question. The widely accepted theory among Mishnaic Hebrew scholars that colloquial Hebrew died out in Galilee in the 2nd-3rd centuries CE still favors Aramaic as the dominant language there and thus, implicitly, as Jesus’s major language for teaching, at least in Galilee. But there is uncertainty. On the one hand, conservative readings of mishnaic evidence suggest that Jewish teaching and language use was mainly in Hebrew before the destruction of the temple. On the other hand, it is possible that Jesus would have been able to address groups in Greek. Multilingualism, diglossia, historic fluctuation and ambiguous archaeological and linguistic evidence resist integration into a complete picture. One must allow for the possibility of the use of any or all of Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek at various points in the gospel events and in their oral and literary history. 


We are still quite some distance from a final picture. 
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Bible Translation


Ancient


Mogens Müller. 1990. “Translatio et interpretatio: Om den antikke bibeloversættelses væsen,” Dansk Teologisk Tidsskrift 53:260-277. M. characterizes the Septuagint as a result of dynamic transmission of a tradition. From that stance he investigates how that transmission and the translation of the text were viewed, according to different sources. The general tendency to retell rather than translate verbatim helps elucidate the way the OT is used in the NT. In another article, M. develops the idea of “The Septuagint as the Bible of the New Testament Church” (Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 1993 7:194-207), presenting evidence that he believes demonstrates the primacy of the Septuagint as the “Bible edition of Hellenistic Jewry.” In the context of his concept of canonical biblical theology, he questions the role of the Hebrew Bible as the basic text of the OT.


Modern


Jean-Claude Margot. 1993. “Traduction et compréhension de la Bible: Quelques aspects spécifiques de la traduction biblique,” in Tradició i traducció de la Paraula: Miscellània Guiu Camps, edited by Frederic Raurell, Damià Roure, and Pius-Ramn Tragan. Montserrat: Associació Bíblica de Catalunya, Publicacions de l’Abadia de Montserrat. Included in this volume are essays (in French and Catalan) on the Old and New Testaments, ancient versions, and intertestamental literature. Margot discusses aspects of language and translator training that are specific to Bible translation.


Lamin Sanneh. 1992. “‘They stooped to conquer’: Vernacular translation and the socio-cultural factor,” Research in African Literatures 23/1:95-106. S. explores the political and cultural implications of vernacular translation of scripture, with special reference to Africa, as well as early vernacular translations in Europe. “The variety and diversity of the languages involved in scriptural translation promoted . . . the notion of cultural specificity and particularity” (105); translation efforts thus contributed significantly to the process of indigenous cultural revitalization.


Manuel M. Jinbachian. 1993. “Modern Armenian translations of the Bible,” in Armenia and the Bible: Papers presented to the international symposium held at Heidelberg, July 16-19, 1990, edited by Christoph Burchard. Atlanta: Scholars Press. In the same volume: “From Scripture to text to icon: The Armenian Bible in view of modern technology and scholarship,” by Rouben P. Adalian; “The Translations of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion found in the margins of Armenian manuscripts,” by Claude Cox; “The Armenian Bible and the American missionaries: The first four decades (1820-1860),” by Barbara Merguerian.


Irene Eber. 1993. “Translating the ancestors: S.I.J. Schereschewsky’s 1875 Chinese version of Genesis,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 56/2:219-233. E. examines Schereschewsky’s views on translating and techniques he employed in rendering Genesis into a northern vernacular Chinese. Her article includes a biographical sketch of the translator and discussion of the choice of terms for God, transliteration of names and terms, and Schere-schewsky’s notes to his translation, placed within the text directly following the word or phrase they explain.


Harold P. Scanlin. 1993. The Dead Sea Scrolls and modern translations of the Old Testament. Wheaton: Tyndale House. S. assesses the impact of the DSS biblical manuscripts on our understanding of text history, and describes the impact the scrolls have had on recent English translations. Because nearly all biblical manuscripts are now accessible, a catalog is given, with a brief description and evaluation of each manuscript.


Bruce M. Metzger. 1993. “English translations of the Bible, today and tomorrow,” Bibliotheca Sacra 150:397-414. In the last in a four part series, M. briefly surveys the making of the RSV, JB, NAB, NEB, GNB, and NIV, with a focus on the question of the need for revisions and new translations.


David Norton. 1992. A History of the Bible as literature. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. The first volume gives an account of how people have thought of the Bible and Bible translations from biblical times to the end of the seventeenth century, with special attention to what the English Bible translators were trying to do, and early reception of their work. N. reveals the way contrary views can often be held of the same text at different times in his evaluation of response to the King James Bible. The book deals with translatability and communication and the relation of these issues to literary quality. In Vol ume Two he brings the discussion up to the present, with comments on Alter, Sternberg, et al. His comment on the NKJV: “It is sometimes a shrewd, sometimes plainly muddled combination of modernising principles and AVolatry.”


Bernard Chédozeau. 1990. La Bible et la liturgie en français: L’Église tridentine et les traductions bibliques et liturgiques (1600-1789). Paris: Cerf. C. brings together source texts to study the varying degrees of reluctance on the part of the Church in France, Spain, and Mediterranean countries to translate biblical and liturgical texts. In those texts and the instances of opposition to that reluctance in the form of vernacular translations, C. perceives two tendencies that divided the Church in France: one that maintained the traditional and ancient values of oral transmission of the faith, and another, always striving for acceptance, that sought understanding through the printed Word.


Christine Wulf. 1991. Eine volkssprachige Laienbibel des 15. Jahrhunderts: Untersuchung und Teiledition der Handschrift Nürnberg, Stadtbibliothek, Ms. Solg. 16.2. Munich: Artemis-Verlag. W.’s first chapter in this 1988 dissertation from Göttingen is an introduction to German Bible translation in the 14th and 15th centuries, as a preface to her study and edition of the Nürnberg manuscript.


Ora (Rodrigue) Schwarzwald. 1993. “Mixed translation patterns: The Ladino translation of biblical and mishnaic Hebrew verbs,” Target 5/1:71-88. S. focuses on morphological aspects of Ladino translations of the liturgical Hebrew text of Pirke Avot, which includes both biblical and mishnaic material. Whereas the translators opted for literal translations of the biblical verses, they adopted freer renditions of the mishnaic text, as a result of different attitudes toward the sanctity of the two linguistic layers.
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Bible


General


The Oxford companion to the Bible. 1993. Edited by Bruce M. Metzger and Michael D. Coogan. Oxford: Oxford University Press. A one-volume reference with over 250 contributors and over 700 entries, including articles on the role the Bible has played in the ongoing life of various communities of faith, and in such areas as the arts, law, politics, and literature, in addition to the usual Bible dictionary entries. Also: An article on Bible Societies by Laton Holmgren, and articles on different aspects of translation by Robert Bratcher, I-Jin Loh, Gerrit van der Merwe, Eugene Nida, and Erroll Rhodes.


The New encyclopedia of archaeological excavations in the Holy Land. 1993. Edited by Ephraim Stern. Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society & Carta. An impressive work in four volumes, documenting more than two centuries of exploration and excavation.


OT


John Barton. 1993. The Future of Old Testament study. Oxford: Clarendon Press. B. begins his lecture “There are few more certain ways of stopping the conversation than to announce that you spend your time in the study of the Old Testament” (1). He goes on to urge that OT studies, which are becoming more and more fragmented, return to a focus on theology and a critical questioning of what the text means in the context of the modern believing community. (Oriel and Laing Chair inaugural lecture delivered before the University of Oxford on 12 November 1992. 19 pp.)


J. Cheryl Exum. 1993. Fragmented women: Feminist (sub)versions of biblical narratives. Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International. E. explores the issue of gender ideology in biblical material, offering a critique of the dominant male version of stories by constructing feminist versions of them. Sarah, Rebekah, Rachel and Leah, Jephthah’s daughter, Michal, and Bathsheba are among those represented.


Alicia Suskin Ostriker. 1993. Feminist revision and the Bible. Oxford: Blackwell. The book includes two lectures: In the first, poet and critic Ostriker argues that the biblical story of monotheism conceals “an obsessively told and retold story of erased female power” (30). She looks specifically at the Akedah and Miriam. In the second, she argues the same biblical texts “encourage . . . transgressive as well as orthodox readings,” and that “outrageous rewritings of biblical narrative by women poets . . . are designed to revitalize [sacred Scripture]” (31). Here she looks at the appropriation of biblical texts by English and American women poets.


Naomi Steinberg. 1993. Kinship and marriage in Genesis: A household economics perspective. Minneapolis: Augsburg. S. studies the nature of kinship and marriage in the stories of Gen 11:10-50:26 using the methodology of social anthropology and the subdiscipline of household economics, an approach that examines family units. She investigates the relationship between inheritance, descent, and marriage in the light of cross-cultural data to assess the marriage choices made by the characters in the stories. (From the Introduction)


NT


Christian beginnings. 1993. Edited by Jürgen Becker. Louisville: Westminster/John Knox. Translation by Annemarie Kidder and Reinhard Krauss, of Anfänge des Christentums (1987). The essays in this collection address “the question of how early Christianity is intertwined with antiquity on such levels as governmental institutions, social reality, culture, and religious phenomena” (7).


James D. Newsome. 1992. Greeks, Romans, Jews: Currents of culture and belief in the New Testament world. Philadelphia: Trinity Press International. An introduction to Jewish history, literature, and theology from the beginning of the spread of Hellenism to the Bar Kochba revolt, set in the context of Greek and Roman literatures, philosophies and religions.


Zacharias P. Thundy. 1993. Buddha and Christ: Nativity stories and Indian traditions. Leiden: Brill. A study of the influence of Buddhism and Hinduism on Christianity. Chapters include “Buddhist and Christian infancy parallels,” “Gnosticism, the New Testament, and India,” “India and the West in antiquity.”


James W. Aageson. 1993. Written also for our sake: Paul and the art of biblical interpretation. Louisville: Westminster/John Knox. Using the “conversational model” of hermeneutics, A. attempts to gain an understanding of Paul’s use and interpretation of scripture, and also to suggest how the task of interpretation should be approached.


Sidney G. Hall III. 1993. Christian anti-semitism and Paul’s theology. Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress. H.’s purpose “is to gain a new, critical understanding of Paul after Auschwitz” (xi). After reviewing the history of anti-Jewish theology in the church, he offers an understanding of Paul’s theology as “the Inclusive Promise.”


Timothy B. Cargal. 1993. Restoring the diaspora: Discursive structure and purpose in the Epistle of James. Atlanta: Scholars Press. After describing the structural semiotic model for his reading of James, C. offers his exegesis and analysis of the book with respect to the model. (1992 dissertation from Vanderbilt)


J. Daryl Charles. 1993. Literary strategy in the Epistle of Jude. Cranbury, NJ: Associated University Presses. C. offers a literary-rhetorical analysis of the book, setting it in its Palestinian milieu. He also explores the use of the OT and extrabiblical tradition-material in Jude.





Go to TIC Talk 25 �  GOTOBUTTON Contents Table of Contents�





Language


“Creole movements in the francophone orbit,” edited by Lambert-Félix Prudent and Ellen M. Schnepel. Thematic issue, International Journal of the Sociology of Language 102 (1993). Articles treat languages in St. Lucia, Haiti, the Seychelles, Réunion, Guadeloupe, and Martinique.


New Departures in Linguistics, edited by Wolf, George. New York: Garland, 1992. Among the articles: Marshall Morris describes the challenge of an “integrational” view of translation in “What Problems? On Learning to Translate,” Peter Mühlhäusler advocates looking at pidgins and creoles from an integrational perspective in “On redefining creolistics,” and Michael Toolan offers a critique of relevance theory in “On relevance-theory.”


B. Gorayska and R. Lindsay. 1993. “The Roots of relevance,” Journal of Pragmatics 19/4:301-324. The article assesses reaction to the technical use of the word “relevant” coined by Sperber and Wilson. It argues that the technical sense is “counter-productive, counter-intuitive, and stands in the way of an appreciation of the real value of the[ir] work.” (From the published abstract)


Cindy Kandolf. 1993. “On the difference between explicatures and implicatures in relevance theory,” Nordic Journal of Linguistics 16:33-46. K. questions “whether the boundary between linguistic and non-linguistic information, and hence the boundary between explicature and implicature, can ever be clearly defined” (44). She also discusses types of implicatures that are hard to explain in the context of relevance theory.


Dirk Geeraerts. 1993. “Vagueness’s puzzles, polysemy’s vagaries,” Cognitive Linguistics 4/3:223-272. G. shows how tests for polysemy may yield mutually contradictory results, and argues that inconsistencies also occur within each test. A procedural conception of lexical meaning should be adopted; the idea that the distinction between vagueness and polysemy can be used to distinguish kinds of proto-typicality effects is undermined; the interpretative indeterminacy that accompanies polysemy’s instability calls into question the objectivity of lexical semantics. (From the abstract)


David Tuggy. 1993. “Ambiguity, polysemy, and vagueness,” Cognitive Linguistics 4/3:273-290. Traditional linguistic tests for these descriptions fail to yield clear judgments in some cases, and can easily be made to yield opposing judgments by varying the context. Within the framework of Cognitive Grammar, the model of a continuum between ambiguity and vagueness with polysemy in the middle accommodates data that are problematic for traditional treatments. (From the abstract)


Jean-Louis Siran. 1993. “Rhetoric, tradition and communication: The dialectics of meaning in proverb use,” Man 28:225-242. S. examines data he collected among the Vute of Cameroon, with the aim of constructing a model of tradition as a process of communication. He addresses issues of cultural competence, the role of tradition, and relevance restrictions. Proverbs are shaped and understood according to the context in which they are uttered. They function rhetorically in particular situations for particular ends, instead of as normative ethical sentences - scholarship’s traditional understanding of proverbs. The literal signification of a proverb indicates a potential meaning that the situation will shape, thus producing the actual value that obtains here and now (p. 232).


Bryan B. Whaley. 1993. “When ‘Try, try again’ turns to ‘You’re beating a dead horse’: The rhetorical characteristics of proverbs and their potential for influencing therapeutic change,” Metaphor and Symbolic Activity 8/2:127-139. In the course of arguing the potential usefulness of proverbs as agents or reinforcers of change in therapeutic communities, W. identifies rhetorical characteristics of proverbs and suggests what their effect might be in situations in which proverbs are cited.


Michel Ballard. 1992. De Cicéron à Benjamin: Traducteurs, traductions, réflexions. Lille: Presses Universitaires. A history of translation.


Rencontres de cultures dans la philosophie médiévale: Traductions et traducteurs de l’antiquité tardive au XIVe siècle. 1990. Edited by Jacqueline Hamesse Marta Fattori. Louvain-la-Neuve: Cassino. Papers from an international colloquium, in Italian, French, German, Spanish, and English. Some titles: “Les traductions du grec au syriaque et du syriaque à l’arabe,” by H. Hugonnard-Roche; “Dall’ebraico in latino e dal latino in ebraico tradizione scolastica e metodica della traduzione,” by G. Sermoneta; “Philosophical translations from the Arabic in Hebrew during the Middle Ages,” A.L. Ivry.


Antoine Berman. 1992. The Experience of the foreign: Culture and translation in romantic Germany. Albany: State University of New York Press. Translation by S. Heyvaert of L’Épreuve de l’étranger. B. examines the ideas of Herder, Goethe, Schlegel, Schleiermacher, Humboldt, and Hölderlin about translation, and situates them in relation to Luther preceding, and current discussions of the theory of translation.


Nicholas de Lange. 1993. Reflections of a translator. Cincinnati: Judaic Studies Program, University of Cincinnati. Sixteenth Annual Rabbi Louis Feinberg Memorial Lecture in Judaic Studies. A scholar of hellenistic Judaism, Rabbinics, author of a book on Origen, and regular translator of the modern Israeli writer Amos Oz’s novels, de Lange shares some thoughts on practicing translation.


Peter Newmark. 1993. Paragraphs on translation. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters Ltd. N. has gathered his series of articles of the same name that appeared in The Linguist from 1989 to 1992 (mentioned occasionally in TT) into one volume. His conversational comments, many truly no more than a paragraph, touch on a wide range of issues in translation.


Translation as social action. 1993. Edited by Palma Zlateva. London: Routledge. This collection of thirteen essays by Russian and Bulgarian authors represents a tradition that views translation as “a social, cultural, and creative activity.” Some titles: “Equivalence and adequacy,” by Alexander Shveitser; “Comprehension, style, translation, and their interaction,” by Margarita Brandes; “A cognitive approach to translation equivalence,” by Bistra Alexieva.


Eugene Chen Eoyang. 1993. The Transparent eye: Reflections on translation, Chinese literature, and comparative poetics. Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press. With a concern for issues of cultural interchange and cultural hegemony, E. surveys the historical background for translation in general and Chinese in particular and presents a theoretical framework which attempts to break down the complexities of translation into manageable segments. 


Tejaswini Niranjana. 1992. Siting translation: History, post-structuralism, and the colonial context. Berkeley: University of California Press. In conversation with De Man, Benjamin, and Derrida, N. probes the absence of awareness of asymmetry and historicity in translation in a colonial context and the ways in which translation (out of the indigenous culture into Western terms) participates in the subjection of the colonized.


Lawrence Venuti. 1992. Rethinking translation: Discourse, subjectivity, ideology. London: Routledge. This collection of essays addresses social and ideological dimensions of translation as well as questions of language and subjectivity. It demonstrates the power wielded by translators in the formation of literary canons and cultural identities, and considers appropriative and imperalist aspects of the act of translation. (From p. i)
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News & Notes


Muddles and models


I would like to endorse Ronnie Sim’s recommendation on model building as a translator’s help (TT 24). Almost all the translation teams I have worked with have faced major difficulties in the construction details of Exodus 25-29, 1 Kings 6-7, and Ezekiel 40-43. Models have helped get them out of the muddle they were in, e.g., a model of the altar of Ezekiel 43.13-17.


For many translators a related problem of visualizing the reality they are translating is found in geographical features. The division of the land in Joshua 13-19 presents serious difficulties to translators in South America’s Chaco region, the vast plain that stretches from northern Argentina, through Paraguay, into Brazil. In addition to problems of lexicon, they struggle to envisage the course followed by each tribal boundary. Standard Bible maps are of little help to them.


Model making is quite a challenge here! Yet perhaps this is where a different technology can come to our aid, for with computer graphics it is possible to produce three-dimensional topographical maps on screen (see, for instance, Simon Jenkins’ Bible Map Book). Equally it should be possible to produce “exploded” models on screen of a tabernacle, a temple, a ship or a soldier - perhaps not exact in all their details, but invaluable to translators nevertheless.


Bill Mitchell (UBS, Ecuador)


End of TIC TALK 25, 1993. 
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