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Ralph Kingsley undertook to analyze thetranslation of the Bible by Martin r.,r sC°Fe and character of th» rpurpose of this study, it was felt that ®nd Franz Rosenzweig. For ^7"

,00k 'I Genesis (more pr.cis.ly, « tt.Abraham in the matter of his son, Isaac') !ndlng with G-d’s trial of
which to base the analysis. P vxded sufficient material on

Before beginning his analysis, Mr. Kineslev c ,essays that Martin Buber had written in connection^itR117 V°lume of
of, this new German translation. Mr. Kinaslev nnt-od u’ and in ex?lanati°n
„?.s=r.i6 to reject .1! previoni K.XS d
what criteria they were going to employ in their creation nf ’ d
lation. He then proceeded to examine specifically and criticaly^wl^

and Rosenzweig carried out m the translation proper the various aspects oftheir theory of translation. F

Mr. Kingsley’s analysis and conclusions are interesting and, it would appear,
justified. He finds that the translation, in several important categories,
does not follow through what the theory had planned. Furthermore, in their
attempt to apply their theory consistently, Buber and Rosenzweig frequently
have ended up with artificial verbal contrivances that jar the ear and run
afoul of what would be regarded as good taste in literary circles. Here
and there, on the other hand, some nice points in the Hebrew were brought out
in the translation. If any one conclusion were to be drawn from this £udy,
it would be that a scholar and a linguist would scarcely be satisfied with
what these two philosophers planned and accomplished in this translation.

I heartily recommend this thesis for acceptance; even more, I have urged
Mr, Kingsley to work up the material again, with a view to pub is ng an
article on his findings.
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-INTRODUCTION^
It seems as if almost all .' S11 art^cles on"translatlon„

mention, xn one context or sn,canother, the statement In the
orologue to the book of ‘■oelesxastXcos which reads: "For
things once expressed in Hebrew an Hebrew do not have the same force
when nut into another lanvuap-p n q x_, .- se. So this paper will follow
the tradition.

But the tradition of making use 0f thls QUGte has

developed out of loyalty to the translator of Ben Sirach.
Rather, it has developed because that statement speaks grea
truth, and expresses the most basic dilemma facing not only
any translator, but, specifically, the one who wishes to

translate from Hebrew into another language. How does one 

recapture the force, the style, the idiom, the subtleties,

of the Hebrew work or expression to be translated, while

conveying the essential meaning at the same time? It is

that Question which must have facec the Septuagint trans

lators, Saint Jerome, Luther, the translators of the King

James ^ible, the committee which produced the Revised Stand 

ard Version, and the new Jewish Publication Society committee.

And it is this Question wh: ch faced Martin Buber and Franz
Rosenzweig when they undertook their translation of the Bible

from Hebrew into German.
the horse.But perhaps this is putting the cert be.iore

More precisely, it is because Buber and Rosenzweig had develop

ed their own conceptions of the nature of language and their

own principles of translation, that they felt that othei

translators had not dealt adequately with these questions.
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Moreover, they felt that there wa
really suitable

German translation

While they felt the
liable to the German-Jewish community

Luther Bible to have many merits, they 

were convinced that it was not t >u •b not really Jewish in spirit, and
that it did not convey the kind of feeling which was so
much a part of the original? And so they embarked on their 

own project - to nroduce a translation of the Bible into

German that was both scholarly and Jewish. They hoped that 

it would become the Bible of every Jewish home in Germany.

It might be well, at tne outset, to discuss some general

considerations and problems in the making of trans
lations. nible translation has undergone considerable

z .
change. At one time, it was believed that the translation 
of the Bible w-~:s as much a work of divine inspiration as 

was the Bible itself. That is to say, it was believed that

God himself directed the translator in his work, and revealed

to him the proper words with which he was to reproduce the
original text. Thus, early translations of the nible

( e.g. the Septuagint ) were thought to be as authoritative

as the original text, since they too represented the "inspir

ed" word of God. But with the passing of the years, Bible

translation came more and more into the province of the

philologian, and was less exclusively in the orovince of the
theologian. There came the recognition that the Bible, just

as any other book which was to be translated, had to be sub

jected to all of the rigorous and objective philological



just a.
generally.

not exist

principles known to the translator.

Yet, wito all the advances of bSKi- t
ox biblical science, and

desnite the apparent ob W-i vs 4-,objectivity with which many scholars
approach the biblical text tho™, <. •-.-ithere still remains a certain
aura about the Bible. The fant -*-1^4.e Y 13 bhat even scholars speak
of it as”Divine Revelation", puts it in a category all its

wn. Even t ose who do not veiw the Bible as being "God's

word", approach the task of Bible translation with

bit more reverance than in the case of translation

Such .1 ■ elings creaoe certain difficulties which do 

in other fields of academic endeavor. While it is stated 

that there should be no theological intrusions into trans-

lation, there is no guarantee that there will be none.

Indeed, it is hard to see ’’ow they can be kept out entirely, 

especially since so much of the Bible is used in the liturgy 

of various religions. The very peculiar nature of the

Bible- it is, after all, considered a "holy" book- together 

with the bias of individuals and churches adds some extra 
problems to th already difficult job of translation in general

But such difficulties are of a subtle nature. These are 

problems which are more obvious and more immediate. For

example, should the translator, as William A. Irwin

maintain, merely " tell us as accurately as he can,
own language, precisely what the original says," or

would

in his

should

4-4-^TYf- Also to take into account thenot the translator attempt als
n a particular style of the original, giving
literary value and par -■

.. of the literary Quality of the original
us " some feeling of tne -

o ,n09d figures of speech, and structure
writer- his language, mooa, t
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of thought.” Of courqp ’ these two goals are not always
comoatible. What should the 1-^ ■>- the translator do when they clash?

And what of the problems which grow out of the fact

that languages differ, sometimes radically, in their of

expression- that is their idi™? p u , 7 .’ mexi laiom? R.F. Henderson ooints
to the examole of Psalms 26 2 1 J .ms ZD*̂>  whicn translated literally
is: "Lord, test my kidneys and my heart." The kidneys

were regarded by the Hebrews as the seat of emotions, the

heart as tne seat of the mind. Obviously, a literal trans

lation 01 tnis clause would make little sense. Mr. Henderson 

suggests that Moffatt’s translation, "Prove me in heart

and mind," is a good solution, and represents the kind of

thing which needs to be done with idioms. To use his own 

words: "The translator’s problem is not so much ’How could

David the Hebrew have said this in English?’ but rather, 
’How would David have said this if he had been an Englishman

in the same circumstances?’ And yet, what of the translator 

who, for one reason or another v.ishes to remain as true to
the original text as possible, desiring to convey, perhaps,

that the kidneys were once the center of emotions? Has 

he no alternative?
 4.4nne nnn 1 d be raised: How does oneNumerous other questions couict oe iciibeu

X.. , . , 4-c fnr individual words when layers of connot-find eouivalents for inaiviu
atlen and depths of meaning tend to differ in different

languages? Luther hi.eself defied anyone to find a counter-

, tn Ch- in another vein, does thepart for the Hebrew ]" - Or, m
to the emotions of thetranslator have any resnonsibrlity



reader, who may be usaH +•- - to a particular translation of a.
passage, and f0r whom any change

disturbance? S.g. the proper trapslation of

the twenty-third osalm to „‘ - is gloom'/'shade", or "deep dark
ness". But what of the aa™™ , ,ne adverse psychological reaction of
many, if "the valley of the o ■, „, „■y Lne shadow of death" were reolaced
by a "valley of shade"?

While the above remarks only skim the surface of some

of the bible translator’s problems, one can readily under?-

stand such a statement as: uAny process of translation is

in a sense an export at the impossible”• -*-he  -Bible translat-
ors tas". is an almost herculean one, for he must serve so

many masters« He must be true to those whose words he

translates, and he must also make their words meaningful

to the reader of his own day; he must be the servant both

of the meaning of individual words and of the ideas develop

ed. in groups of words; he needs to be as conversant with

the language he is translating, as he is with the language

into which he translates; he must be scholar and philologian,

but also have a literary flare; he must be scrupulously

honest, and 5ret remain aware of the sensitivities and feel

ings of his reader.
Yet it is a fact that there is no dearth of persons

regard them-

who desire to make the Bible more intelligible and more

meaningful to the contemporary reader, and who
selves as adequately equipped for this undertaking, despite

the many difficulties involved. Net among the least of

these were Martin Buber and Prana Bosenswelg, who in 1925



Mgan their vrorlt together, (3tartlng at4^? and contln.

uing together until death eXalted the ufe of Prane Rosen-

zweig, in 1929) on th© sUffp’Astinn n-p tv «ggestion of Lambert Schneider,
a Berlin publisher.

buber and Rosenzweio- wPro v vteig were probably not bothered unduly
by the problems which concern the average translator. While

the critic, in judging the Buher-Kesensweig translation, must

keep the general problems of Bible translation in mind,

he muse also realize that these two leaders of Dost ^orId-

War I German Jewery hao. developed their own procedure, which

was concerned with somewhat different values and criteria 

which, in turn, raised other difficulties and problems.

Whether their procedure can be defended, and whether the

results it produced ar° valid and in keeping with the general

consideration and expectations of scholarship are two Quest

ions which, the critic must answer.

It will be the purpose of this paper then, first to 
explicate the Buber-Rosenzweig method. What was their 

philosophy of translation, their aims and goals? Exactly

what were they trying to achieve? Then, one needs to examine 

their translation proper, and to see their principles in
, . , Our*  poncern here will be, specifically,action, so to speak, uur concern

ru 4- 1 99 -in Genesis. Only after that can onewith Chapters 1-^ uenesib*  j

j • QFPr>rt and test their success (1) in terms of
evaluate their effort ana uesi

what they tried to do, and

from a Bible translation-

(2) in terms of what one may expect

ohilologically and stylistically.

1? v - w the student need not approach his task
•fortunately, tne suuue

Table to him a compilation of essays"ex-nihilo". ?here is available
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written by our authors- sn irh-? .in which they expl. ,n
that they attempted, in thp-i-n +■„ . a 61r trM°lntlon- Die Sehrlft und
Ihre Verdeutschung.

This study will als© make use ef the German Bible

translations of Martin Luther ( i6th century ) and Harry

Terczyner ( 193 5 ), as well as the tentative draft version

of tne revised translation of Genesis, published by the
Jewish Publication Society ( 195g )e



CHAPTER one

relationship

writings of these two men.

step to RosenzweigTs statement:

The story of the Tower of Babel

From here, it is but a short
If

,rEs gibt nur eine Sprache.ir

notwithstanding, • uber and Rosenzweig believed that there 

"The Buber-RosenzWeig Method„
Buber and Rosenzweig hari =S ha,, a unique philosophy of lang

uage which underlies al] t-w +1that theV tried to do. "An iang_
uage,is translation," sajri r 13’ said, ranz Rosenzweig. That is, the
hearer is forever translating intn v, ■‘oxauing into his own idiom, that
which the speaker is relating- ,leia-cmg. 1 his idea is undoubtedly
related to the well known but little understood "I - Thou”

and the entire notion of subjectivity which

is a significant part of the

was only one language for mankind. That is, since all

language is translation, and since all human beings exper
ience the same emotions and feelings (this is an assumption 

can

but

Rosenzweig, w
and

which I inject, because it seems necessary for the clarity

of this presentation! , there can be not trait in any lang

uage which is not at least latent in all other languages.

Each language, therefore, has at least the potentiality

of every other, which is what makes translation possible.

This is of course a critical belief both to Buber and

Mho built everything upon this foundation,

to the critic, who will quite naturally ask whether one
dMeed say the same thing in all languages, give

one example, is there any ward or concept in the ng is.

, ■ ■ p can capture all of the connotatire nuances
language wmch can  a

i n omntlich?" Of course, this much ca
of the German word g , F that

. for some kind of a tacit belief that
be said. Were it not for some



a particular word, or Phrase or id^aor idea, can be communicated in
different languages, there could n*,.  ,e couid never have been any trans-
lation. In their argument Bubp- ito uoex and ^osenzweig are merely
more optimistic than the majority of translators.

This too must be said in « n v ,bd.iu m defense of Buber and Rosenzweig
They admit that each language has its own uniqueness.

But it is that very observation which causes them to assign 

a most creative role to the translator. The translator
must adapt the language of translation, to the original.^

In so doing, he creates his own language, in a sense. The 

question which immediately follows is: at what point is 

the translator being faithful to the text he is reproducing, 

and when is the translation running away from the translator, 

and becoming a new creation? This is a Question which can 

be deferred until we have examined the Genesis text proper, 

as Buber-Rosenzweig reproduced it.
Closely allied to this general notion about translation 

is the specific notion in reference to the Bible^that
"alles in der Schrift ist echte gesorochenheit." The Dible

. . nrimarilv as a written document, butis not to be trec.ueo. pi xnicu. j-j-j 010

.... ^n,r 3 ’’recordine" of the spoken word. Therather, as literally a recomxu^
„ . , o R,-bip then is to be likened not to a reader,user of the bible, wen, j-o

, -> ■ J „ fn-r huber and Hosenzweig maintain thatbut to a listener, ±or uoei cum
• • o11 xr anppch it was meant to besince the Bible was*originally  speech,
The very signification of the ^ible

spoken and not react. he 
a., /C<M> is used by these two translators as support zor

■ ' #ThP -oossibilitv that such an expression
this point of view. The oossidi



-10-
might have developed when th_ x

-e .oran began to be publicly
read, is not given consideration

Here then, we come to tbPu.  " heart of the matter. Since
the idle is a recording- of tho >g oi the spoken word, the key to the
translation of the Bible is in ,e is m the rhythm of sentences and
in the word formations. Just wst as uber and Rosenzweig felt
a kind of unity in language in general, so did they feel a

definite unity in the language and stylistic form of the

Bible. One might draw an analogy between the Bibie and 

the epic poetry of Homer, or any enic poetry for that matter.

■kpic poetry was meant to be recited, not read. Therefore,

the writer used many vocal stylistic devices, not only to 

help him and future reciters to remember the words, but also

to make his poem as vivid and understandable as Possible 

Bible.that the same thing holds true for the composer of the
very

ofdifferent from the
Itdevices to communicate his message.

purpose of a Homer, he too made use

definite stylistic

for his listener. Buber and Rosenzweig would maintain,

While his purpose in composing the bible may have been

of words and ideas, patterns and phrases
M

is an inner rhythm
which makes biblical style unique and which gives it its unity
a unity which the translator must attempt to recapture. the

object of biblical translation for Buber and Rosenzweig, then,

must be more than to "make intelligible" the text. Or better,

it could be said that the biblical text for these men does
+ intelligible until the reader can perceive

not become really inLenioA
n o nnH qtvle, the similar strain^?the "inner unity" of idea and style,

words and laws "as they appear throughout the
m concepts, words cu*
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and. Rosen-

trans-
to know

word ♦

Torah, in narrative and iorroi
g — sections." There is an attempt

to capture every nuance of =stvlnstyle and meaning, denotative
and connotative. The lob of i u. •joo 01 translating for Buber
zweig becomes analagous in a 4. *. ,o o in a sense, to the task of
mitting the tradition, -4. ■uoer thinks it impossible
with certainty the primary meaning of any specific

It is possible, though, to deduce a meaning, and more imoort-

ant, to presume what the redactor meant, and, of course,

what the tradition meant by a certain word; and it is the

meaning of a certain word as the redactor understood and 

transmitted it, and as the reader perceived it, which the
ML

translator must recapture and communicate to the reader.

While Buber admits the impossibility of the translator’s 

recapturing totally the sense of biblical language, its 

pulse, movement and music, he does think that one can come
closed The German language cannot reproduce the Hebrew

idiom, but through analogy, it can tTgermanizen tne Hebrew.

There are then, for Buber and Rosenzweig, three main
drawn their translation

(1) a conscious use of

the use of certain
an idea; (3) use of

to remind the reader

features of biblical style which have

into its oroper channels? Inese are.
words to achieve certain e±foots; (2)

phrases within a passage to bring out

similar nhrases in different passages,
of certain cross currents and of similar ideas.- These three

features, which will be illustrated functionally below, can,

< w defined by two terms: "Paronomasie"
in turn, be concretely deiinea da

and ’’Leitwort" or key -word.
or paronomasia, ano
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ion

"Pa.ronoma.sie”
and/or sound,

uhe using Of words of similar

dose proximity to each other,
construct
or in

separate
26

other.

Numbers

sections, so that one causes the recaU @f

Thus, there is the use of pyf by K@rah in

lo,3, as he accuses Moses of taking too much upon

himself, and. then, the ironic +.u^-’ xiuiuc use of that same expression
by Moses against Korah in 16.7, as he accuses the sons of
Levi of taking too much upon themselves. This, 3uber would

call a Dc.ronomastic relationship. But in a bioader sense,
Buber and Hosenzweig use "Paronomasia" to designate all 

manner of word play: the repetition of words similar or
slightly changed in form- ?/&/, kt 3 /./(Genesis 8.7);

alliteration, which enforces a certain meaning- e.g. the
double use of the plosive ?rQ (Genesis 4*11)

r ’ *? r : r
supporting vocally the violence of the earth’s opening

her mouth" to swallow the blood of Abel; and ordinary alliter

ation and assonance, which is typical of biblical style-

The Leitwort, while being a specific manifestation of

the Paronomastic relationship, is a slightly more diuicult 

Hosenzweig,
which

word, calls
make

serves as a A brief
connections

□ j Tt iq as Buber explains it, a word orconcept to describe, it is, us
4 4-Peaif within a p*iven  text or series ofa root which repeats itsel- -

• +-^ thP reader an inner connection in idea.texts, suggesting to the re^
usinff another expression, "Stlchwort" or catch-

it the conscious use of a certain word

klnd „f bridge, enabling the reader to

beWeen various sections of the Bible.
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summation of Buber’s chanter ”Tho n
Biblical Narrative/will b ln

’ U b° for an under
standing oi the Buber-R0sen2wei ,

. eis philosophy Of biblical
translation.

In using the Tower of01 Babel enisode, Buber shows
hW key wards can give an Inner unity to a certain biblical

text. He points out thatthe repetition ef certain key

words such as JI Se, TX

serve to connect and bind together the initial Insurrect-

ion o.i. the people of Babel, with which the story begins,
with the ultimate victory by God, with which the story ends.

Buber senses a carefully planned style here. He does not
think it accidental that Z? , for example, appears 

in the very first line: Qft/c <j)ge snd
1 r •; *r  r -f r «

the same ohrase serves to end the episode describing the
scattering of the oeoole ^9/4 7 </S i/<9 /'d • Another

•/ r r r
key word in this brief narrative is ^fdJ » This word is 

strategically used, thinks Buber, at the mid-noint of the

account (11.4) " where it;

ominously foreshadows the occurrence in verse 9, of .just
what the people feared in verse b&fi

There are more key words in this particular narrative, but
these two will suffice to illustrate what Buber and Rosen-

zweig would describe as a tightly knit style, and the use

of the key word as a unifiei •

But the keyword erves other functions too one of

■which is to illuminate
certain ideas within a specific text.



In the Korah episode, (Numbers 16.1-17.5), the key word is
the root 3% "used in two substantives and , and

in one verb %-J )Tt is the interaction between the

of Korah and the of Israel (Moses) as they are

pitted against one another, and such a phrase as^i^A'^fjj) rp^T--
( 16.11) which establishes a certain literary tension which

enhances the meaning of the text. Even if one were to argue
that and 9?^ are two entirely different roots, it 

still would not aj. feet the paronomastic relationship here 

the obvious punning and ironic usage of words- by which

the author leads the hearer (or reader) to certain conclusions.

Still a third function of the key word, is that it

serves to connect separate portions of the narrative, form

ing a bridge in the mind of the reader, and enabling him 

to connect ideas through words and incidents. The thorny

problem of who shall be the chosen one of God, and who

shall have authority, culminating in the Korah episode,
is answered, at least partly by the use of the word W?

in two contexts- Numbers 16.7 and 17.20. In 16.7 the problem 

is raised as to who shall be holy. Moses arranges a contest
involving incense and sacrifice, and says^^g/c/9 9/9z 9/^

Later, in 17.20, when Korah’s rebellion had been ended, the

Lord issues the authoritative answer to those who would
seek to usurp Power, as did Korah /Wirf £ W

Again, maintains Buber, the use of the key word adds

an authoritative finality to the issue.
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two

him

In a similar

connections in

to leave home,

vein, the phrase of f . a ■
Tr</ fa j is used in

th° ibraham stMT- once,' when Bed eemands

"he second time when God commands
to bind up hishim

Abraham is told to

isthe answer

presumably

son Issac. Both times, observes Buber,
1 J

go to an unknown place, and both times,
J/ • ^he use of this root f then,

h^lps tne reader to connect these two separate

episodes, and to see

who trustingly heeds
Abraham as a man of considerable faith,

the command of God.
The n Leitwort, then, serves to underline ideas within 

a given narrative, as well as helping to provide a certain

unity- both within a given text, and in a series of texts.

Buber does not think it accidental, for example, that both

Noah and Abraham are and that both with

God. Buber calls such words "key words" For Buber, these 

words connect the story of the pre-Hebrew peoples with the 

story of the Patriarchs, just as other key words will serve

to link the patriarchal story to the story of the People

Israel.
^uber goes even further, however. He thinks that through

the "Leitwort", the Bible hints at things which it cannot

say in so many words, for example, in the story of Hagar.
Buber feels that Hagar was wronged by Abraham and Sarah, as

do many other contemporary readers of the Bible. But the

intriguing thought which Buber offers is that the *lble

, o„rh a ooint of view, namely through the
already expressed such a po.

, Wo nnt-pq that Hagar was afflicted,medium of the key word. He notes tn
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experienced a revelation andTu ’ “d "as Sivan a promise for the
future. ihe People IsraPl aio„1 als° was afflicted, after which
it received both a revelation- on and a promise for the future.
Tb'6 above might not be si uni n xsignixleant, except that Buber
finds the root to hP0 oe Prominent in both stories, as
well as finding other key words and paronemastic relation

ships, between the Hagar story and the story of the People

Israel. Without going into detail, let it merely be said

that Buber finds here not only an interrelationship between

these two narratives (the maid is, significantly, Egyptian), 

but also a subtle way for the ^ible to say that Hagar is

right. TTGott als der TSrwahler Israel1sT, gibt Sara recht;
aber Gott als der Lebende Michsehende ( /ic ) nimmt

• r: ”
sich Hagar's an." Right or wrong, Buber-Rosenzweig present

a distinctive and provocative point of view.

While a great deal more could be said about the idea

of "Leitwort" and Paronomasia, it is not our puroose here

to enter deeply into the meaning and criticism of these

concepts. We have only skimmed the surface in trying to

make these terms familiar enough to show how they afiect

the total methodology of Buber and Rosenzweig. Still, a.

general understanding of paronomasia ana. key words
absolutely essential for a full appreciation of the “uber-

Bosentweig method of translating the Bible. It is precisely

n . /i o Hn-rpot and distinct relationshipbecause they sensed a direc
. Buber and Rosenzweig thought

between style and meaning,
to the Hebrew style asit so important to come as close to rn

• ~ rx-p n pertain passage hinged upon,possible. If the meaning of a certa
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or was clarified by, or Was enhanced by

or patterns, than the attempt had to be

create analogous patterns and usages in 

certain word usages
made to find or to
German. This meant

alliterations
not only an attemot to recrpa-t-orecreate assonances,
and word play, but it meant al^n .aiso an attempt at maximum
consistency in the translating Of a specific word with the 
same German equivalent throughout, even to the point of 

attempting to imitate the Hebrew word-construction in German.

Obviously, ii the root of a certain key word, used in several

interrelated contexts, was to "ring a bell" so to sneak,

in the mind of the reader (in German), appear in 

a recognizable and knowable form. To revert to the example 

from the Koran episode, there had to be found a German root 

to correspond to the Hebrew , out of which several 

n Genie i n s c h af t u

varients could be built, all meaning different things,yet

all containing the recognizable root- The German root

w hich Buber chose was TTgemein.n when the text in Numbers
speaks of flcW vW , Buber and Rosenzweig translate

.’/hen, on the other hand, Z?7/^

is being spoken of, the translation is ''Gemeinde.” Thus, the

common root is still there (gemein), but the difference,
• +- also established. For the word ?X//,

and counterpoint is also est o -
olppwhere (in the ohrase Sof/// /$//£)

which Suber translates else/.ner -
„ Hpr Gesenwart), Buber keeps bothas "Gegenwart" (das Zelt der uegenv , .

the sense of "presence” or -nearness” as In -Oegenwart,”

but adds to It the connotation of ass-ling or belonging

in cocoon, by translating -OemeinbegegnungJ. Thus, the rent



to whom the

gemein) in German as

way or not, <

with
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connection is maintained ( 7^'
in Hebrew. The fourth usap-e nf t-k-sage of this root is in the ■
form W/J , and here thQ trer> i +. •

' • ’ e the translation is the verbal
form, geireinen", a form whirh •> ewnich is newly created. "Gemeinen"
has, not only the literal mean'-no- ■ • ■meaning o± joining together, but
also the connotation of the

would think 
common or profane, which Buber

a proper appellation for the followers of Korah,
verse refers. Whether the Bible meant it that

ano. whetner Buber is justified in associating

5 is something which vie shall try to

answer later. But the intention of Buber and Rosenzweig 

is clearo

One other stylistic device needs to be discussed in

connection with the above, for it grows directly out of the
concept of consistency in translation, ‘“here a Hebrew

concent is represented by a certain root out of which grows 

a family of words which transmit different aspects of that 

concept, every attempt should be mao.e to translate the

Hebrew concept consistently by a German roou worn, and 

the corresponding family of woros derived there-rom. - or
example, the Hebrew roots and ^1$ represent

different concepts although they have been similarly trans

in certain contexts (e.g> ooun ✓
been translated as Justice). In German,

, families of words. °uber selects
different root worcs o
"Hecht" to correspond to , and "Wahr" as comln, closest

to W . It fellows then that variants of such as

lated, in the past,

and 69^ have
therefore,’ they should be consistently rendered by two



> will be

consistently one can reproduce
Hebrew roots with a specific family of German words, the

closer one will be to the original style, the more accurate

will be the translation, and the more direct will be the 

” and the like,
” and ’’^ahrsnruch,” can

Specifically,

would be ”der

63c , 6&ie etc. W1J1 , „ n
- r ■■ c ’ will be translated by RUCh

Germ&ft varients of tT Hecht11 n • iscat as ’’rich-ten," "Gericht," "Ger-i
aacher," "«erlohtSverfahren>., ..aechtsa„spr,„ch>

while "Wahrheit,” "Wahrhaftigheit,

be formed from the family,

would be n^e Bewahrung,” and

Bewahrte.” In theory, the more

reac.er’s experiencing of the original biblical text.
^he assumption, conceptions and convictions which we

have described in this chapter, underlie the Buber-Rosen-

zweig translation. In brief, they saw the translator’s

concern as being more than the transmission of the meaning

of words in a given context. They felt he needed somehow

to capture what centuries of recreating and reweaving had

done to the biblical text before it was ever nut down in

writing, and even what the centuries of tradition had

added by way of understanding, since the became

the . Whether Buber and Rosenzweig are correct,
entirely or in part, can best be determined by examining

their translation proper.
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CHAPTER TWO

Principles in Actionion - Genesis, Chapter 1-22.”

^he task to which we nm-r 4- i
e now direct ourselves, is to

determine how well, in termq nF -• 4-4.’ terms oi the urst twenty-two chapters
of Genesis, the translators applied their theories. It

was their intention and desire to go to the limits of the
German language without overstepping its bounds5 Kor better

or worse, the results are very interesting®

Beginning with the broad category of idiom, one can

not help but notice a certain terseness of style, very

reminiscent of the economy of word and phrase in the origin
al Hebrew text, which Buber and ^osenzweig consciously tried

to recapture. One need but examine the very first lines

in Genesis, to see the point.

Im Anfang schuf Gott den Kimmel und die Erde.

Und die Erde war W-irrnis und Wuste.
Finsternis alluber Abgrund.
Braus Gottes brutend alluber den Wassern.
Da sprach Gott: Licht werde! Uhd'Licht ward...

Dem Licht rief %tt: Tag! und der insterms
rief er: Nacht! t f r

Abend ward und Morgen ward: Em Tag.

events

Luther
^orczyner’s.

, with not a

Werde”
The style here is both dramatic and vivid

superfluous word being used. The expression "Licht

seems so much more in keeping with the cataclysmic

„ .. 1-innri the by comnarison, milder form of
of creation than une, uy t
„r h Tieht " or the similar "Es werde hell" of
"hs werde Licht, 01
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^imixaixy, we attempt by Bubpr Rn' UDer-tiosenzweig to reproduce the
dative effect of the Hebrew ^;i

by using the German dative- "Dem Licht rlef Gott.. ." teems,

to this wri ucr, to bo closer tn -bines • ■ i •VJ-oser to the original m word and
style than Torctyner's "Und Gott nannte die Helle Tag..."

or Luther's "Und nannte das Licht Tag..." Buber-Ssensuelg

seem consciously to be using an earlier style of German

in order to come as close to the stylistic pattern of

classical Hebrew as possiole. They sense a certain primitive

ano. unsophisticated literary and poetic Quality, and try

to recreate it with a German that is more characteristic 
of an earlier periodo Such translations as n^ie trankte 
den Knaben" for 22Q/9 'j?/c (G. 21.19), or

"Er halftete sie mitten durch" for *2/7?  7 /

(G. 15.10) are other examules of the attempt to come as close 

to pristine usage as oossible.

Not only in word and phrase but in sentence structure,
as well, do Buber and ^osenzweig try to approximate the

original Hebrew. While it must be granted that a close
approximation of the Hebrew structure does not automatically

improve a translation, it needs to be pointed out that this

was one of several ways in which the translators attempted

o nf thp Hebrew text which, as wasto recapture the style ox tne neui«
pointed out above, they felt was a spoken style. In so ,

doing, they heped to bring the modem reader, unfamiliar

lnqp to the original as possible. A good
with Hebrew, as close to tne 01 o

• Ppnesis 2.5, which we can reproduce here,
case in point is Genesis 4.2,



-22-

regnen lassen

bauete." 

(2) Tfnoch war

followed by the translate ---

Rosenzweig, and (3) Torczyner.

(1) "Und allerlei BaS?luf d^

waren auf Kreien,

nie gewachsen

It would seem to me that iBuber-Rosenzweig not only

convey the proper meaning- as the other translations do
as well- but they capture the distinct rhythm and emphasis

of the Hebrew, which Luther misses completely and which
Terczyner catches only in spots. The parallel structure of

M ,4/ hit ... 9'9' />7zf ... 6
the Hebrew
is beautifully caught by Buber-Sosonzwolg In the Idiom

"noch war alias...»l<=bt." Their rendering in terms of the

rhythm of the original Hebrew, and in terns of the words 

9?e>? /7'(? Jj/
57 <><°X Z>/

2.'^? , W.‘.3

aui dem Felde, Zdie zuvor nie gewesen

und allerlei Kraut auf dem Felde, du zuvor

war. Denn Qott der Herr hatte noch nieht

auf ^rden, und war kein Mensch, der das Land 

alles ^estrauch des Feldes nicht auf der Epde

noch war alles Kraut des Feldes nicht geschossen,

denn nicht hatte regnen lassen ER, Gott, auf die Erde,

und Mensch, Adam, war nicht, den Acker, Adama, zu bauen."

(3) "da war noch alles Gestrauch des Feldes nicht auf der

Srde, und sprosste alles Kraut des Feldes noch nicht, denn

der Ewige, Gott, hatte nicht regnen lassen auf die Erde,
und ein Mensch war nicht da, urn den Erdboden zu bebauen.”

10ns of (1) Luther,(2) Ruber-
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which are conjoined and dis iniTlo. ,disjoined by the trope notation,
is completely accurate here 1Y

e spoken, terse, rhythmic
noetry is translated into c;o™,„mto German with no loss of meaning.
Luther and 1'orczyner write in .ute in fme, literary prose style,
nut Buber and Rosenzweif are nno-o - ■>

° ure poeus, at least in this section.
The very use of "und Menschienscn, Adam, war nicht,” seems to
me so simple and direct a statement =>nao. svacement, and so true m spirit
to the Hebrew which tersely says ///c , nEin Mensch"

or "kein Mensch" proceed already beyond the force of the 

iebrew which starkly says Man- connoting the genre "Man"

as well as the particular man who was to be created. Even 

the very choice of words contributes to the total poetic
affect. °uber~Rosenzweig choose "geschossen" to describe

the growth of vegetation, While TOrczyner’s more conserv

ative "sorosste" is cuite accurate, it does not have quite

the, for lack of a better term, primitive quality of "gesch

ossen." A modern man would speak of vegetation "sprouting," 

as indeed, the draft version of the new J.P.S. translation
of the Book renders But Buber-Rosenzweig would 

argue that vegetation "shooting" out of the ground is more
in keeping with the way an ancient man might describe growth

But we shall have mere occasion later to discuss particular 

words, their relevance and their irrelevance.
The reader will undoubtedly have noticed the parenthet-

leal inclusion (though without parenthesis) of the trans

literated Hebrew next to certain words; so a brlei word

about this procedure is in order, especially since it 



recurs throughout the Buber-ubei-R0senzweig B.ble whenever a
proper noun is used for the fjw mirst time. Thus, "Adam"
immediately follows "Mensch ” hajlenscn, "Adama" follows "Acker,"
"Ischa, Weib, denn von Isch -,r„™ m . j’ uu iscn, vom Mann 1st die genommen."
(G. 2.23). A similar procedure is followed whenever a

proper name and its derivation is introduced.
"^ie ward schwanger, und sie gebar den Kajin.
Da sprach sie: ° d
Kaniti-
Gewonnen habe ich." (G# ZP.l)

■J'WO ouner orief examples will suffice*  "Schet, Setzling.

denn: gesetzt hat Gott mir einen andern Samen..." (G. 4.25);

"wer es irgend erfahrt, jizchak li- lacht uber mich."

(G. 21.6)o

The J.P.S. draft version gives similar information,

but does so in a footnote. Which of the two is the better 

system is Open to debate, but as long as the inclusion of

"transliterated Hebraisms" in the text proper does not 

detract from the narrative, there really is no reason to

the expression

and their biblical context.
Word" that the buber-Rosen-

in German becomes most

reproduce the word-economy
same German root for both the

verb and the noun but they try to suggest the word play of

puns and alliterations as well.
In the very first chapter of Genesis, they translate

(1.11) as:

object. If anything, the reader may gain an insight into

the formation of Hebrew names, <

It was in the area of "the

zweig attempt to imitate Hebrew

apparent. They try not only to

of biblical Hebrew by using the 
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"Spriessen lasse die Erae q.._„ „ „6 ^Pross.” Even though "Gespross"
does not appear in the dictions™-uxcuionary, tney prefer creating a
new word which has a root connection, to using Luther-s

-Kraut" or I'orczynar's »junges ln

it would be most awkward to say: "Let the earth sprout

sproutlngs," the German language lends itself to such man-

ipulation quite readily. Similarly, 9^ I30C'

(1.20) is rendered ‘'Das Wasser wimmle, ein Wimmeln lebenden

Wesens,” which Torczyner translates in a similar way (Eg

wimmle das tfasser von Gewimmel lebender Wesen). Buber and 

Rosenzwe

phrase

ig are especially ingenious

(20.3), in t
in translating the

he Abimelech episode,
as "einem Gemahl is*  sie vermahlt," transmitting the proper 

meaning in a most concise way, while maintaining the root 

connection. It must be said, however, that they can ,fbe 

ingenious” only when the German language permits them to be.

In another connection they admit that it is often good

fortune that the language hapoens to provide the proper

word for them to carry out whatever it is that they are try

ing to do at the time.
It is, of course, perfectly legitimate to question

whether such an "economy of words" is necessary when contemp
orary language provides so many opportunities for precise

translation with its fullness of vocabulary. Might not, for

//x (9.14) be better
example, the expression jo. •
translated than the Buber-ltosentweig rendering -Wenn ioh

Welken welke” (when I cloud clouds)? »ot only is the German 
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cannot deny the charm and

terms
to be desired.

to

We

idiomatic construction in Hebrew. But is it perhaps some

what meaningless in terms of contemporary German usage?

petition, and the attempt

And eoually important, does it do justice to the meaning
of the original Hebrew? BOes "Kehren, Kehren,” convey
the proper force of ?ie[c p/e-, which means, as J.P.S.

translates, "I will certainly return?" Poetically, one

effectiveness of this root re-
to regain a certain primitive

of scholarly accuracy, there

somewhat awkward., but the verv
t0 be desired. Torczyner,s „w P^S"on.leaves something

to convey the much more —
OrS “'urateiy. Ana 1„ a 5imllar

vein, one can criticize the manner nf hof translation when the
Hebrew uses, as it freoueni-itreouently does, the infinitive absolute
together with the perfect or p& Or imperfect form of the verb.
Such forms as W/c ?/e(ig.10)> ^(15.13),

h/c (2.16), are given as "Kehren, Kehren,” "Merken

sollst du merken," "magst essen du essen." To be sure, such

9 translation conveys something of the original usage, and

represents a most interesting attempt at duplicating this 

language Quality. But in

is perhaps something more
Before arriving at conclusion, however, it is necessary

examine some of the other facets of the translation.

have noted above that the Bible is fond of using paronom-
astic effects- punning, alliteration, and the like. Buber

and Rosenzweig seek to produce similar effects in German,

and, we may add, with some very interesting results. A part-
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5

suggestion of a root
As Buber points out.

in a sense, to pacify

all over the earth, and

■trularly good example is
(G. 8.21) which describes the Lord’. • ' r'

reaction to Noah’s
burnt offerings. Hera one is fortune • ,

rtunate m being able to
make use of Buber's own analVses nf>yses of this phrase in addition
to applying one's own Independent objective judg^t.

Obviously, there is in the Hebrew a distinct euphony in
volving z?'?, /77;, and njn'j. Sot only 18 there allit.

eration, but even a kind of rhyme, as each of these words

ends in Further, there is t‘

connection between /T/P^and n</J.

the object of Noah’s sacrifice is,

God who had just sent flood waters 

to put Him at rest. So the word /?/?</, suggests Buber,

contains both the idea of being pleasing as well as the

idea of being soothing and restful. All these nuances, 

needed somehow to be conveyed in the German. Luther’s

”Und der Herr roch den lieblichen Geruch” vias just nou 
sufficient. Torczyner’s ”Da roch der Ewige den Duft der

Befriedigung" comes closer, but is still not as good as 

®uber-RosenzweigT s ”Da roch ER den Rucn der Beiriedung.

Not only is there the alliteration in "roch and "Ruch 

but the word "Befriedung" is perfectly suited to convey

the notion of pacifying God. Further, Buber-Rosenzweig

even reproduce the genitive rendering of the Hebrew. After
•u, nm^ In a genitive and not in an adjectfval

' ' ' mu thP J P.S. "pleasing odor" is also not
relationship. Thus, the

ar’P'ue that "Ruch” is an. n 4. Whi le one can argueentirely correct, unue



into which

does not do absolut

he translates.

in reply to a criti

word

points out

point, the

An equally

though somewhat different, i

of Genesis 11.3.

dictionary, one must
certain freedom to be creative, s„

e violence to the language
And further, as Buber himself

-tic who picked up that very
is used elsewhere in German literature.H

interesting example, along the same lines,

. is to be seen in the translation
It will be helpful if we will again con-

improper word, not appearing in the

allow the translator a

long as he

trast the various German translation with the Hebrew.
/k c'/c

-y/79/ p/cf

Luther: Und sprachen unter einander: Wohlauf, lasst uns
Ziegel streichen und brennen. Und nahmen Ziegel
zu Stein, und Thon zu Kalk.

Torczyner: Da sprachen sie einer zum andern: ?T’wohlan, wir
wollen Ziegel formen und zu Brandstein brennenI"
So diente ihnen der Ziegel als Baustein, und
das Erdpech diente ihnen als Mortel.

Buber-Rosenzweig: Sie sprachen einer zum andern:
Auf, backen wir Backsteine und brennen
wir sie zu Brande!

So diente ihnen der Backstein zu Baustein
und der Asfaltleimen diente ihnen zum
Ausfullehm.

Again, of the three translation, the Buber-Rosenzweig is the

most vivid, catching the alliteration which appears within

this verse, and very cleverly trying to reproduce the pun
involving 7V/7 and • Buber admits not having succeed

ed entirely’and suggests substituting "Beterdpeck

•Beterdnertel" f«r "Asfaltleimen" and Ausfullehm," which
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a greater willingness

for example, they use

are not entirely accurat

result is not perfect,

how conveys a greater

to come closer to the

not only to reproduce

e renderings. But even where the
the Buber-Rosenzweig approach some-

feeling for the biblical gtylej

Periment with the German in order
Hebrew. In translating /_/ (G. 4.13)>

the German "schwank und schweifend,"

Lne alliterative effect, but also to
get at the sense of continual wandering, as well. One can
criticize, as does Emanuel Bin Gorion^the use of"schwank" 

(pliable, unsteady, wavering) in such a way, for it is gener

ally usee. adjectivally to describe an object, as na reed

shaken by the wind.n ^ut this is to miss the overall im

pact of the image which, in a poetic sense, transcends its

literal meaning. For that matter, "schwanken” in a verbal 

form means to move to and fro and to vacillate. fiut were

Buber and Rosenzweig to use it verbally, they would not have 

been true to the Hebrew, and neither would they have been

able to imitate the curtness of the monosyllabic
T T T

While one could multiply examples of paronomastic 

imitation with relative ease, two more
suffice. The first, a translation of

brief examples will
uu/l as

!,meinem ^pross und Schoss” is even rendered appropriately

and Kin,tf in an effort

The second is an interest-
(warbling

by the J.P.S. translation as "Kith 

to follow the Hebrew alliteration.
Ing translation of U-U) as ■■Zwltsohernde,"

one). Not only does that translation eo-unleate the

onomatopoeic quality of the Hebrew, but it differentiates
the W fom the //Z, is * "" 
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verse. None of the other translations makes the distinct

ion, in this verse, between the 'fl'l'lf and the ^^3 .

Torczyner renders the former as nVOgelvolk" and the latter
as !f^ogel,n but that distinction is not as sharp as the

Buber-Rosenzweig.

word .

by Buber

ically suitable

We have heretofore mainly described the constant effort

nd Rosenzweig to find just the proper, paronomast-

But their word search proceeded on

a philological- conceptual level as well Not only did a
word have to be rhythmically and stylistically suitable>

it also had to approximate, to as great a degree as possible, 

the oiolica.l autnor’s originally intended meaning, in so 

far as that meaning could be determined. In trying to 

achieve this worthy goal, the buber-Rosenzweig translation 

of certain terms often veers from what bad been the general

ly accepted translation- sometimes for better, sometimes

ofr worse.

the result,

daring. It

And again, as was said above, no matter what

the effort is always interesting and often
will be convenient to divide our discussion here 

into two sections, the one dealing with some interesting 

verbal usages, the other, in general, with nouns.
If precision is important for all translators, it was

perhaps even more important to Buber and Rosenzweig. They

were not satisfied until they found the precise word which

. nr, on action to the reader in the waywould convey a concept or an actio.

they imagined

important, in

the author to have intended it, and, equally

the way in which they thought the original



hearer or reader

objective can be
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to have understood it fWu

' lt* Whether such an
realized or whether SUch a TO

, , n sucn a venture is
methodologically permissible ~

j <u*e  Questions which we shall
reserve ±or later discussion)

wind man sie zu dienen zwingen11

( Gen. 15.13) did not suffice.

hus, Luther’s " und da
for

They preferred to translate
"verfronen wird man sie und drucken.” Thereof ?r>X/is

rendered in different ways, depending on the context.
Genesis 2.5,9Z?£?^/c is translated "Der Acker Zu

bauen.” God's service is referred to simply as "Dienst."

But service to Pharaoh, in all contexts, is given as"Frondiest,"

(compulsoiy service) hence, its verbal form, ,fverfronen,?f

(which incidentally, is again a Buber-^osenzweig creation, 

since the verbal form of Hfronu appears in the dictionary 

only as 7rfronenn). Undoubtedly, what Buber and ^osenzweig 

hoped to do here was to convey the idea of forced labor.

nFronen,n means to do service as a vassal, as well as to

toil and drudge. Wronen,77 therfore, is to place one

in a servile position to an overlord, wnich is exactly wnat

happened to the Jews in Egypt. It is a more exact concept
than Ljjther’s "dienen", which means merely "to serve," and

which can refer to any kind of service, including serving

someone from behind a councer.

Buber, on two
occasions^enters into a lengthy explanation

the expressionmost unusual rendering oiand defense of his
(G. 1.2):

in
He objectsft

tTBra.us <Dttes b

’J3 W

Jottes brutend alluber den Wassern.
schwebte auf dem Wasser77to Luther’s "Und der Geist Gottes
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"schweW

in the Kai form as

speaks of an eagle,

In Genesis, therefore,

God’s wind hovering over the waters,

a bird hovers over the nest of her young.

is in Deut. 32.11 (

for two reasons. The fi^irst, quite sinnlv~ . bl--P-i-y, is that' nGei c’-f-nbecause of its obvious theological P . ' ’
for /?/■? But the ^notation is inadeouate• JUt the —d the ohj8ction t0

proper transcription of is
by far more interesting- anrtng and more subtle, and illustrates
Buber-Rosenzweig’s meti mimeticulous seeking out of the proper
word. Only in one other context is Ao e ,

L is rn) found, and that
It is found in Jer. 23.9 as well, but

V^). In Deut. 32.11, the context
^$7 over her young( //77/ )

ays Buber, the image is that of

in the same way that

And. for that
purpose, nbrutenn, which means to brood over, and to hatch,

is more appropriate than "schweben”, ’which means nto soar,

to float in air.n Buber brings other examples to bear 

from literature, to strengthen his case. ’TBrausn (for /?/?) 

which denotes great activity and movement, completes the 

image for -^uber and ^osenzweig. T,^ind,T is just not as 

sufficient, a fuller, richer concept being needed, one 

which suggests an active manifestation of God, as it did

to primitive man. Further, while brooding generally connotes

But

stillness, here the brooding

MHier und nur hier ist beides

in einem;

And

goes on over all of the water.
£ Bewegung und Stillestehn)

denn der Braus 1st alluber ( ’J9 4) den »assem.«

so, the image is complete, even to the point of reoaptur-
between W7 anding tbe alliterative connection between

fanciful and even S>oVerfUl though their translation nay 



are? nonetheless, more exact*

be here, it is not accurate.
. 4-• n t * arry Orlinsky, in anarticle entitled "rhe Plain w •lain Keanl"s or Ruah 1„ Gan. j. 2 „ 3'

pomes in a footnote t0 the of
m, n Ao in ^Saritic texts.There, Tnj means to move flv’ fly, soar, swoop. From this
data, which was unknown to Buber and Pn

oer and Rosenzweig, it must
be concluded that does n •' u

not mean nbrutend at all,
and that tne eagle in Dpu'i' 79 i neUt> 32.11 soared and swooped Qver
the nest of hgfr young rather th-n 1-^ • vy & - e^ner tWi having brooded over them.
Therefore, I'orczyner ’ s nund Gntt^o vv. „ uotues mdhauch wehte uber die
Wasser” and the new J.P.S. "thp win,! G j’ * Lne wlnd of uod moving over the
face 01 the water,” while not being as poetically vivid, 

In anotner attempu to get to what he calls ’’die

Grundbedeutung” (the original meaning), Buber translates
^y/// 'I*//c  (Ge 16.2) as "vielleicht dass ich aus
T • •/ r

ihr bekindet werde.” This is, of course, in reference to

Sarah’s hope to gain a son through her maid Hagar’s giving

birth. The word play in involves a dual root connect

ion, which the ancient reader of Hebrew would have noticed-
a connection with the word (to build up) and with

the word /? (son). Literally, Sarah wanted to be "built

up" by having a son. The problem is how to bring out this
pregnant Hebrew concept in one German word. Luther doesn’t

transmit the entire force of the Hebrew though

, , • • correct: "ob ich doch vielleichthis translation is literally corner
aus ihr mich bauen moge." Torozyner conveys only the other

aspect of s° in a »araphrase>
in a single word: "vielleiobt words ioh lurch sie su Klndern 
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to round

partures

given as

through the prefix T!ben

Two

kommen." But Buber-ROsenzwei
form the word which comes as cl Weatoe facility,
,hlp „h , . , „ S 01088 “ « P9SS.
ible- bekinden"- containing both

~e active notion of
and the connection with /P 

more orief examples inimi •P 3 involving verbs will suffice
out the picture Bn+v,* oth represent interesting de-
from the norm. The root u intrlguiagly

feiern - und tGott] feierte am siebenten Tag...;

is translated "Tag der Feier." By such usage
Buber and Rosenzweig accomplish two things: 1) they are

able to differentiate between Jl?e and Zb/y, the latter

being rendered as "ruhen;" and 2) they are able to convey

tne special quality inherent in the concept of cessation

from work in the sabbatical ( ) sense as opposed to 
ordinary rest ( fl/J ). The root Jiee has distinct connot

ations which "ruhen" alone does not have., There is the idea

of ennobling the day by resting and not working. The English

does not have such a word as "feiern available, although 

cases, the Hebrew root does

One wonders, then, whether it
consistently translate J&G as

the new J.P.S., not being satisfied with rested uses
"ceased." ^here is however, a difficulty inherent in the

use of this word too. *©  the average person who knows
German, "feiern” suggests the idea of celebrating, as well 

as not working, and in many

not have such connotations.

w ould not be misleading to
■n rr even in sections where"feiern" as Buber and Rosenzweig do,

+. no nf a religi°us nature- e.g. Isaiah
the context is not one of a reng

- nnnrpssor's ceasing ( )•U.4, which speaks oi the oppressor
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permanent position of the one

oi a more

zu gasten”
or "dem Land dtprin du p-a

and more

not accurate enough

Wrhile "gasten”

the translation of whi ch

properly suggests the

is so much smoother
direct than Torczyner's "zu verweilen" or "in dem du als

Fremdling geweilt nast," but philologically, it is just

A problem of a not too d-iec
- ° nature arises from

is given as «zu gasten.n

transitory and non

wonders whether that

also refers to a person
who comes to dinner and leaves again. Isn't >/7.d

permanent nature than that’ Stylistically, " dort

compensates for the fact that

The same general observations may be made about nouns

as were made about verbs: 1) Precision and pristine meaning

are the crucial standards; 2) End results are seldom of such 

a nature as to elicit no reaction from the reader- whether 

positive or negative. Perhaps the most heralded and most

radical translation, with the exception of the rendering

of the Tetragrammaton, is the translation assigned to the

Hebrew fl? J// - "altar1, as it is commonly defined in

both English and German. But such a translation, argued

Buber and Rosenzweig, contains too many Catholic associat 

The result was

ions. The translators felt that the average German would

associate "Altar” with a church altar- a place beiore which

people kneel and prostrate themselves- and so, they sought

that would be more in keeping witha more suitable term, one that wouiu
the primitive quality of that instit

„ claurirtering olace. There can be little
"Schlachtstatt, - a slaughtering .
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he is

If

doubt that when Abraham builds a nm/ /
. . , ? Places woodupon it, and then bind, Isaac 0„ '

op of tne Wood
not building an "Altar n lt_ .

’ 15 quite definitely building
a Schlachtststet.” But it is

the cultic upon which the ‘

ings to the Lord a "bchlach|tat t."

evidence to support the contention

ly slaughtered upon the 

another thing to call
Aaronites placed offer-

lhere is no': positive

that animals were actual

ly thing, the evidence
-points to the fact that animals were killed before they

were placed on toe altar to be burned. Leviticus 1.5-9

is a good example.
Jifc / 'Jm i^/c -J? l?-)pi w ’Ja/ pn Met

' fy/fc Mdn/c ?'?d fin Ji/c ip3i fiw

'J? UJlJ/ MJ/ J/fio 6J&m
/J7J7 .<dc? /> fi’fipf /an/ n?3/n e/c p/ov finfi
A W? ji/c/ <dcn Jib fiw? ji/c fi'jn? /wk,

Ji/c p'31 Jz id de? A 7de fi'3^
?/?'/ /y/Tj m ide v/v fov

Here the animal is first killed, its blood scattered on the

its body cut into pieces, and only then, .after

the fire lias been made is It placed upon the -
Buber-Hosensveig translates the first occurrence of fl?M 

as "Schlachtstatt,” and the succeeding occurrences as

"Statt." On the meaning of "Statt

Here, suffice it to say that the

the slaughter. Further, if one is

" vre shall comment below.

n?6/< is not used for

to believe that animals
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were customarily slaughters.). upotl the 

one has

being burned on the 77P/// „ , ,CJ/’ , oi blood
on the /)?JV , and one reads of fires

but one doesn't read of an actual act of 

a right to expect to find verses w. • - .
- iicn indicate that such

a procedure took place. YPt T ., Leviticus, where is
used with the greatest - cy’ one reads of animals

being sprinkled

simmering thereon;

slaughtering. The
only clear connection between the verbal use of and
the /?cUY in the Torah is in Exodus 20.24. There we read

Jin?ji >/ 9/^/c

^/c/

la?/c ’rfe T&k le/z

But can we infer from this passage that ZP3 means to 

slaughter, as Buber and ^osenzweig insist that it does?

And even if we were to take such an obviously hyperbolic 

passage as I Kings 13.2 as literally meaning human sacrifice-
?o w/c'i w nesrf) </r /c?fi

Me Ji’?/ 1//J j? W 7/dc
fcl/c Jb'W'jMl) J! MH ‘JVQ Jr/c

.f'fyjW
it still would be but a single passage standing againsu the 
bulk of passages in which the "schlact" does not take place
upon the • *'®r  that matter, does /? ? // mean to

slaughter or is a a "schlachtungT Isn’t it the

root fa? which is generally used in that connection?

It is not our purpose here to analyze the meaning of

■ MM or n?t) , although it is our strong suspicion

that
, oi P'htor• wish merely/7?J does not mean to sl^ugnrer.
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t0 point out that even if occasional!
may have taken place on the ? 01 slaughter

proper, "Schlachtstatt"
1S too narrow a term to ue usee f.n ..

, ’ JIlslstently , and thus
gives tne reader a false
_ , R 11 SS1°n of what the ^/Vwas.
Mer and Rosenweig apparently

as they often use merely the designation "Statt" d-
 o^uion ouatt' to represent

' . in Isaiah 6.6, when the seraph takes hot coals

from the Z?(W , ®uber-®@senzweig translate "mit der

Greifzange ha.tte er sie oben von der Statt gegriffen."
They frequently use "Statt." in the Torah too. But even

to that rather neutral word, there are strong objections.

Firstly, the very neutrality of the word (it simply means

"place") makes it somewhat meaningless. What does it mean

that the Seraph took burning coals from "the Place?" And 

secondly, the word is used indiscriminately. In the
passage from Leviticus (1.5-9) which we quoted above,

Buber-Kosenzweig translate the first occurrence of
as "Schlachtstatt," (sie sprengen das Blut rings um an

die Schlachtstatt), and then, two verses later, in refer
ence to presumably the same H&Jrf, translates "Statt

("und Aharons des Priester’s s8hne sollen Feuer auf die

Statt geben"). One more of many such puzzling passages

is Leviticus 8.11. Mil)

!>fo /j Jl/c!

rr 1-0- "p-r <writzte davon auf dieHere the translation is. er sx
1 or» cqibte die Statt und all© ihre

Schlachtstatt siebenmal, e
•fnh from "Schlachtstatt" to "Statt11

Gerate.Why tne switci - -
h 9 t " both "Schlachtstatt” and "Statt^ seem
here? In sum, ootn -
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j.rom

given

inadequate as representations of

? they also
inimitable way. They try to

the intrinsic and basin

case of , they find the
>)/y becomes a "Hochgabe."

to Abraham: 9/1/ be

Mfr/. In addition to
render W Xan(o iQnn .

1 ~ ^heir own
derive their translation

meaning of the Hebrew. In the 

root , to g0 up. Hence,
^In the Akeda story, God says

\ The translation:
"hohe ihn dort Zur Hochgabe." Jlj X fa/ (Gen. g.20) ig

"er hohte Hochgaben." One is at first impressed

with the ingenuity of such a translation, and one asks 

oneself, why didn't anyone else ever think of that?" 

uut on second thought, one questions not only the legitimacy 

of such translation, but one wonders also, whether the non

Hebraist will find any meaning in such an empty phrase as
ner hohte Hochgaben'. ,TH6henu makes sense if you know Hebrew,

and if you know, as did the ancients, that Hochgabe11 is 

specifically a burnt offering. But if you know only German,
rp

then the root connection alone wall make little sense. 0 
be sure, an 9 A is a "Hochgabe;" but so is every offering.

Only, this one is of a very special kind. With , on
the other hand, the translators are on safer ground. Since

is itself an offering of a general kind, which
need/ to be made specific by a modifier, RM , jfyg).

their translation “Nahung" er "Darnahung", while being a

connection between

bit awkward, is not quite as empty as "Hochgabe." at

Buber and K®senzweig want to do here is to suggest the root
and (to come near or to approach)



the

Such a

as did

presumably tn
-es not 1SM XX Xe?d’ ~

the translation ef J X.T^T’

it is interesting. ° ’

Another interesting attorns •S attempt ls raade to fiM fi
suitable vzay of translating /:'□ /

• J than the customary
"prophet" because the word■ord today, unlxke the original usage,
is too easily associated wS-i-h •j bbucidLea with magic and prediction. And
so, Buber and Bosenweig sought another word- one which 

would convey the idea of a speaker and forthteller of sorts
But the A'^/was a special kind of speaker> they felt_ 

one who was always bound to his particular message, as 

opposed to one who speaks professionally. Therefore, the 

word they chose was Ir Kunder/1 one who nim Gegensats zum
Redner und Sprecher, die beide den Sinn eines Berufs oder

with

ever

Amts annehmen Konnen, immer Kunder von etwas, immer
- - ,gabunden an seine Kunde List). The Kunder, then, is a

proclaimer, but one who is bound to a particular message-
he always speaks the word of God. While MKunder is oiten

used genitively- i.e. "Kunder" of something- it can also

be used absolutely. In either case, the reader may make,
and even should make, the mental addition "of God's word_

or its equivalent- i.e. "Kiinder dee “art Cottes.” While

i n 4-ho mnc'usp of prophet,and 01 icssuch an analyses of the misuse o- ±
proper meaning, as applied to the so-called literary prophets

would be quite accurate, one must nevertheless take issue
he Bvbor-Hosensweig persistence in using Sunder uhere-
/c'?J appears. Specifically, one must object to the



a man who

claimer.”

speak of a Kunder, for

different

-41-
use of Kunder in Genesis 20 7 •
a /C'^J by Abimelech. Th ’ ’ Abraham is cal1^-

does seem Pr0per to
quite obviousiy, something entirely

■ is meant herp au.- •>6’ Abimelech does Mt
He fears tho mr^v'^ /

primitive notion of the
was thought to be «possessed of special magical

powers. Abraham did no Drorlai^„ ™proclaiming. Torczyner's
"Begeisteter" comes much closer to the mark. Similarly>
can the /> k- ?J J? - the bands of "prophets” rightly

be called proclaimers, or were they not, in reality, little

more than wonder workers?

translate

(angel, of

the
bfy ^/c<4
But since

stand on safer ground, when they
or/^/k^/2 - as

If the reader wants to infer that

Buber and Rosenzv

as
"Bote" (messenger).

is an angel, he may do so, and perhaps
f can be nothing else but an "angel of GOd."

there are no angels except "angels of God,"

God seems almost redundant) and since by

itself does mean "messenger," it is perfectly legitimate
to translate "messenger of %d," there being no loss in

meaning, while there is gained a more accurate and litera
translation. Torczyner, incidentally, also translates "Bote."

There are obviously many times when the limitations

of the German language, even when pushed to the extreme,
make it Impossible for the translators to achieve the

n there are times when thedesired effects. But fortunately, theie
. ■ „ the side of the translators, and when they
language is on the siue

• o-f-ivp design- 1-^ not entirely,their creativeare able to carry out t
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occurs with the

"da zeugte er einen sohn.”

Luther and

ent is the

translation has

then at least a

form. ■‘•he

good part of the

root

given as 11 zeugte”-

unusual, as both

ut what is cliffer-
of , which

connection with
in Genesis 5.1, where the new J.P.s.

s is the record of Adam's lineage"

Jt-y- Such an instance
sP«lflcally ln ,ts h.phii

example, is
This is not

Torczyner use the same Verb>

Buber-Rosenzweig translation

they render "Zeugungen," keeping the root

o Thus,

verb

(a fine modern, idiomatic rendering), 1) Luther, 2) Torczyner

and 3) Uuber-Rosenzweig has as follows: 

1) "Dies ist die Schrift von des Menschen Geschlecht”

2) "Dies 1st die ocbrift von den Nachkommen Adams”

3) "Dies ist die Urkunde der Zeugungen Adams.”

A value judgment here must be somewhat subjective, since

connect-

"Urkunde”

translations are honest and rather straight

forward reproductions of the Hebrew
But there aretwo things which speak well tor the Buber-

^osenzweig translation. Mie one is the more active connot

ation of "Zeugung” over "Geschlecht,” or Nachkommen,
neither of which suggest quite as strongly as "Zeugung

that future generations were "feegstten" through Adam’s

original act of procreation. The second is the
ion with ’’zeugen," which one either accepts as being desir

able, or not. If one may add a further observation,
z no a vivid and excellent translation(deed, document, record) is a v

k no the new J.P.S. translators willof in this context, as the ne .
. ■■ bum" seems an anachronism in such

attest to. The concept *ucn  seems
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an early age, and "Schrift” 4

is not as ayo,,-
as "Urkunde." Buber and Rn<,o °r definitive

w as z:: ”2~ **. • :•• w^l, where Luther does not
translate that phrase, whore iviorczyner has "Enstehunp- ”
and where the new J.P.S- im •has This is the story of.”
Again, perhaps the judsnient 4 v ■JUQgment is subjective, but "Zeugung"
seems appropriate even here TV, ,e* ln terms of the accounts of
the creation story, it is net improper to speak of all

things having been generated, in a poetic and perhaps

even in a literal sense, by heaven and earth. The new

0 i'.'is is tne scory of," while again being wonder

fully idiomatic, seems so non-committal, if one can use 

that phrase.

While one could continue cataloging words which the

Buber-Rosenzweig bible translates in an interesting way-
is given as "Acker11 (Gen. 1.25 ), mb) 'J? var

iously as "Erdacker" ($.1) or "der Flache des Bodens" (?S>8),

as "Das ganze Erdvolk? (11.1),

as "kippen des ^rdreichs" (12.3), as "Geschlecnu

(12.1)- we shall point only to two further examples which 

illustrate Buber and Rosenzweig’s technique with words

Often it is just
which helos to elevate their

is, by itself, rather prosaic,

that little extra touch which they apply,

translation, even when a phrase
7V 9J? W/ (Gen. 4? 17)

is given by both Luther and Torcayner as "»d er haute
(T. adds da) eine Stadt." Buber-Rosenzweig has da wrde

er Erbauer." Not only is "da wurde er" more true to the



senzweig

!rSchleussenn are

is poured, giving
a greater concreteness to the German reproduction of the

*44-
Hebrew, but the word "Erbauer » .

,. ’ whlch has the force r>f
founding as well as buildin„ ,• . ’ °f
more appr©priate. This is at u lnflnitesirnally

' a SWa11 Point, and yet
it results in a significantl diff.
.... 7 aifferent image. And in a
swxlar vexn, perhaps it „ouW haye
translate faster- (Lather and l.P.3. &inc!o, ~j , „r

taken-- dormer window dorosyner), but Buber-Ro’

translates "Schleussen "(sluices) for the

through which pour out the flood waters.

specifically openings through which water 

biblical image. There is justification, too, for such a

usage. Tn Malachi 3»10, where is used, there is 

the definite implication that one pours something through 

them.

Why, then, use window, when sluice is so much more specific
and picturesoue ^O??^?^/^?/ /SlVc’S fa1/-'

The most radical departure from established tradition

in translation is the unipue ^uber-Rosenzweig rendiuion of

the Tetragrammaton. Luther had translated ?/9 with the

German "Herr.” Mendelssohn, in the eighteenth century,
translated "der Ewige" (the Eternal One), as did Torczyner

in the 1930’s. Sarnson Raphael Hirsch, to mention another

translator, did not differentiate between
9/9z , rendering them both as "Gott." But Suber

Rosenzweig were dissatisfied with such renderings.
"der Ewige,u which was too philosophic, nor "derEHerr 

and

and

Neither



in the

word in
not a

were adequate. V/9' D’ writes Buber -i =
the Bible for God which is 3 na 6 °nly

<m name throughout aM
concept. ’$e' ii>fy

’ /.■•? etc- are all signif
ications of soma quality- Power w..z)/W ' ’ lof^neSS and the like.
But y is pure Beinp’- Ra-in,, •. .S Bemg which makes Itself known

burning bush. The vpw v, a. ■very root letters of "The Name”
have a connection with the verb which means Being. W J

And in the burning bush, W when aslced Hls name,
9.'?^ I am that I am (or, I am Being, as

some suggest). So Buber and Hosenzweig conclude that the

only appropriate translation for the Tetragrammat on is the

personal pronoun- IGH, DU,

bush HE reveals Himself as

ER, SEIN, for in the burning

I. The normal translation for
9/ then, is ER (HE)

for f/c wfa/

jwfk - But there

e ”ER sprach zu Abram” is

a ”ER GOTT” is given for

are times when ”ER”.’.is not

given
9/9'

approp

riate • Such an expression as

is given as ”Mein Herr, DU;”

9/9' 9 for examPle>

9/9'/ nM# Pe fi’1 is

rendered, "Da baute er IHM eine Schlachtstatt." 9/9? j

on the other hand, is simply translated "den NAMEN." The

very strongly that the

philosophical abstract

important, that it was
biblical man. 9/9z

how else but with the personal pronoun

such an idea?

Buber-Ro sen zweig motivation is quite obvious. hey
divine should not be not only a

to modern man, but, what is more
not a philosophical abstract to
was and is the ever-present,, and

could one convey

..Icb und Du"- I and Thou- the Buber trade-
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the subject of
might be inclined

to praise such
one

must criticize
the

has

grounds,
be sure,

meaning-

mark in contemporary reli.iouc,
hought- makes its arm

ance in a most startling and . lts
- ^mating way. Suralvthose who sympathize with Buber'^ i- • ’

. n • 1 1 religious outlook must
have been highly pleased, by this r-Oy thls remarkably "creative"
translation, and were one to judge this translaM -

branstauion from
the point of view of some theologians it ,

o-tans, it might indeed be
mUCh praise. But though one

tro.nsla.uion on theological

it on scholarly grounds. To

Tetra.gramma.ton- its pronounciation, and its

been toe subject o.l much scholarly controversy. Even the

phrase has never been given a generally

accepted translation. But that still does not entitle

Buber and Rosenzweig to read into the biblical text, their

own theological assumptions. Ror onevthing, the text does
not speak of THOU or HE or HIM. It speaks of W-?7,

Buber-Rosenzweig do injustice to the text when they trans

late the first commandment as ICH ( 9/9? ) > bin

dein Gott ( ). further, the very fact that the

Divine Name was only pronounced once a year (by the High

Priest) and

would speak against

in the tradition of

made an observation

present." Finally,

that its pronounciation, except in prayer, was,
in later years, encumbered with fears and superstitions

the contention that HE was the "ever

it would seem reasonable that somewhere

Jewish translation, someone would have
similar to that of Buber and Rosenzweig.

Pf'pount th© internal
Those arguments do not even take i



-47-

iate between

spe

referring to Nimrod)?

correct, was

criticisms which may be appifedt H
the hearer (assuming that the t , ’ .-or Example, ts

aloud, Just as the orl»inal 1S to be r"':‘l
stoken J “d K'—at.
PB ■°re “ WM *0  different.

and
all, translated in the same

why do Buber-Rosenzwei;

Jager vor dem Herrn" for

' ' are, after
•■•ray. nEr (SR) spraeh*?;tlOrj

Lg transla’be "Er war ein gewaltiger

(Gen. 10.9,
Is there no "dialogue" here? And

why, in the alceda story, are and

9/9/ translated "Gott ersieht" and "auf Gottes

Berg wirds ersehen," respectively? All things considered, 

the Buber-Rosenzweig translation of the Tetragrammaton 

cannot be accepted as sound scholarship, even though its 

literary and theological effect may be striking.

If the Buber-Rosenzweig handling of the Tetragrammaton

can be called a theological intrusion into their translation,

then their handling of certain other verses may be called
a ?Tmidrashicn intrusion. It will be recalled that Buber 

way.

"Jewish" translation

the proper, scholar-

the way in which
interpreted the ^ible,

renderings which,
with the interpretations of

cannot be supported in any other
(Gen. 1.2G) -y have always been bbougbt of

• •

and Rosenzweig wanted to make theirs a

of the Bible, in keeping not only with

ly standards, but also in keeping wiun

the post-biblical Jewish tradition had

This leads Buber-Rosenzweig to certain

while they may be in keeping

the biblical commentaries



with them, Buber

"die Seelen die

as whales, but modern scholarship

sea-monsters. Buber-fesen,weigts
correct. Moreover, even though the Midrash M'”T

Z(?y lefe edJJihi <g ,

/rr, r (Gen. 12.5)
converts which Abraham and Sarah brought

Bosenzweig are presumptuous to translate

sle gewonnen batten," especially since there is no concept
of "soul" in the Bible. One more example in which Buber-

Rosenzweig followsRashi will suffice In Genesis 18.21

translatethey go against the trope to translate
/jjr

"Niedersteigen will ich denn und schauen-
werm sie nach ihrem Ruf, der zu mir kam, taten:
-Ve rni chtungI
und wenn nicht:
-ich will es wissen.”

Even though other translations are not too clear here either,

this is definitely an interpretive translation, and not

a literal one®
These, then, have been our observations aoout the

German text of the Buber-Rosenzweig Bible. Even within 

the limits of twenty-two biblical chapters, one can get a 
rather clear picture of what the translators have tried 

selves.

de, and to what degree they have succeeded. We have praised

and we have criticized, but above all, we have uric
explain the translation within its own framework, and in

terms of the goals which the translator's set up for tb

it only remains for us now to make some una

evaluative remarks



-49-

”An Evaluation"
Having tried to describe the Buber.a„,

sephy of translation, and havlr ' n2W91e Ohilo-
„ _ „ ’ ™S to de30rlbe
luS cijO]D C ctu 1 011 UO uh A fpyf z-v-r» ri, „ .. ' * Ge"eSis "Uh critic.
al observations about philology and

oJ and literary style where
they were required, we can M„ make some geMral

atlons.by way of evaluating their effort. There are many

grounds on which to criticise the Buber-Resenswelg Bible.

We have already indicated some of them in prior pages.

But at the same time, there is much that one can admire

in this translation as well. Not only does one sense a

power and beauty in the more successful sections of the 

translation, but even where Buber and Rosenzweig failed

in carrying out their plan, it was never an- ordinary

failure. It was a failure which inhered in their very

effort itself- the kind of noble failure which the Greek

tragic hero was inevitably to meet because of his nature.

the very beginning, as they
the best of conditions (admit-

FOr, the task to which Buber and Rosenzweig set themselves

was an impossible task from
43

themselves admitted. Under
tedly, the German language, because of its flexible 
nature, was as well suited to what Buber-R®senzweig wanted

to do as could be expected- much more suited than English,

for example) there is no language nor translator capable

of reproducing another language in its pristine quality.
Moreover, since there must be a certain degree of
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those to the reader.

subjectivity in this kind of literary critici
not try to make any ftnal Jud . ’ S"’ ’e sl«U

- PrefeTOng to lMTe
■ ather v,e shau crlti(.. ze wha

us as being some of the wata..,.. of the Buber Eosm .

Methed and Its application, while p8inting

aspects of the translation which havP • -i
n&ve special merit.

There is much in the Buho-nuber-Rosenzweig understanding of
Biblical Hebrew which is open to doubt. Is there really

a unity of language throughout the Bible? Or> rath 

is tnere not a dixi erence between the langauge of Isaiah 

and tho:.t of Leviticus, between that of Genesis and that of

Samuel? In view of the fact that different sections in 

the Bible were composed at different times, it would stand

to reason that certain words- among them "key-words,"

perahps- might have changed in meaning and been used in

different ways. The fact is that even Buber and Rosenzweig,

despite all their talk of the need for consistency in 

translation, are far from consistent in their word usages-
at least in the Torah. For example, while in theory Buber

and Rosenzweig would have liked to use the-^family of words

formed from nwahr,n for the Hebrew roou 9 in practice,

, . . • 4kio WmIp it was oossiblethey apparently found it impossible. niie 11
ttonin bewahrter man” (Gen.6.9)

to describe Noah the / as e
4-u • u_ • for whom Abraham pleaded were
the non-existenu /v f W-1U

ndie Schuldlosen.” Tn
best described as guiltless one -

• (Sxodus 9.27)
yet another context, the Lord who is [
is rendered "Der Gerechte." Even where a word in Hebrew
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the attempt, the result

in German make it necessary

as "Volk." As a

But in trying to

I® a specific and unchanging Beenlnp. .
1 , s, it is not aiw

possible to be as consistently sneMfs •
.. . ‘Cm the language

of translation as one might liko +• ,
“■ and when one
are often undesirable. Limits-

umiLauions
'7 to translate both />Y and >/£

rule, Buber-Roaenaweig follows that pattem>

distinguish between these separate words

when they appear in close proximity, they use "Sterne”

for . This would be fine except that "Stamme" does

not have the same meaning as ’It . While it might have
been nice to have separate words for and yO/ in

German as in Hebrew, Buber-Rosenzweig would have been ’ 

better advised to translate both words with "Volk," as

do Luther and Torczyner. In translating 'sometimes

with "Volk" and sometimes with "Stamme" Buber-Rosenzweig 

are not only guilty of mis-translation, but they are

guilty of the very inconsistency which they had hoped to 

avoid.
Not only is there a difficulty involved in wanting

to translate consistently but, at times, an artificiality 

as well. Buber-Rosenzweig had arbitrarily decider.
translate 60S with "Recht," "richten," etc. (see above
p. IB). But there had to be found a German word xor /r,

(Gen. 15.14)

appropriate

fore had to

that family

.■^^o in German which is more. What word is there m ueim
" u •/■>’■> Buber-Rosenzweig there-than "richten whicn buoer 

use, even though tney

of words for •

had wanted to reserve
Again, contrary to what



might be given

While the ,f
may be desirable

wherever

eral ways.
times nGnade,n

3^/7 is variously translated as ”Gute,n and "Huld."

> Closely allied.to. problems involving consistency are

questions about the "Leitwort." When is a key word a key

word? One cannot help but wonder whether the words which

in theory, and while it may

and whenever possible,
cannot be consistently
fact is that Buber-

adhere to it strictly.

which one would hope

are translated in sev-
is sometimes rendered "Gunst,” some-

ana in one instance (Genesis 618) as "Huld."
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Rosenzweig wrote, not all lanauaffes a n

' Ses are pliable
to make exact an consistent tr-noi §ranslation possible.

consistency principle,

°e good to use it
the theory

applied to the entire Bible, 1’be

Rosenzweig found it impossible to

Even such terms as and

attention,

Buber-Rosenzweig single out as being key words, might not

simply be commonly used words which appear in many contexts.

Did the biblical writer, for example, consciously use

(see above) to describe what Sarah did to Hagar, and what

Pharoh did to Israel, in order to convey a secret meaning

to his reader, or did he merely use that word because it

most concisely expressed what he wanted to say. Does the
redactor use ?/ and because he wants to

show Abraham to be a man of faith who trustingly follows

the commands of God, or is it simply the best verb to use
under the circumstances? This is not to dogmatically deny.

that the Buber-Eesenzweig key word concept has no v



such a

read into
see there. Moreover,

buber-Rosen-
2weig were not able to effee.tdvoi- -- - through in

German. Inconsistencies of the very kind which Buber-

n p- presumably wanted to avoid found their way intoKosenz-^c J-& x
tranqlation. (1) £here are several Hebrew.roots whichtheir uiciHo-i-c.

it is only to point to the danger inherent in

theory, which is that it becomes too easy to

the text the ideas one might like to

even if the "Leitwort^ theory has validity,

carry it

are transmitted by the same or similar
Both Wit /Y h, (God to Noah

(God to Abraham, Gen. 12.1)

German expression:

in Gen. 8.16) and

are translated "geh
aus," with the minor difference in the latter, which is

,Tgeh du aus." ? (Gen. 7.1) is also translated
T

"geh." How is the reader to know how to infer a connect-

Hebrew root

in the form

but,

and

for no apparent reason, trans-

"Ort"-

One need

different German words:

and episodes? (2) The sameion, and between which words

”er...zog zu der Statte,”
er die Statte?), but then,

bated as

are key words as Buber contends

page 15), then he ought to have translated

i 4-rs makp the noint thatnot add more examples to maKe uu .

If jp/

(see above

is translated by
of is rendered "geh du” (Gen.^21.2),

(22.3) is given as ner...zog.H

as
"er ging." In that same section, is twice,(Gen.

22.3, 22.4) translated "die Statte" (
11 da sah

whatever the validity of the "Leitwort" idea in theory, 
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the German reader of the Buber r„er-Kosenzvreip Bih1o
more than likely, not have been a, ' ' " would,

aware of it kin- - because thetranslators were not sufficientl
, . + +. ie t0 carry the idea

through into practice.

of

to

when

Questions similar to those whv,.. which were applled t0 th
’’Leitwort m partzcular, can be applle(J

Q-X tJ cl

Parenomasia In general. Even me wtl8 ls sympatheUc

the intentions of Buber-Rosensweig must have moments

he wonders whether they do not overstate their case.

Might not some of the so called conscious punning and root

repetition simply be due to the normal style used in

biblical days? Biblical Hebrew was, after all, a limited 

language, in terms of vocabulary and even in terms of the 

length of the alphabet. There was bound to be a certain

repetition of phrases, words and sounds. This is not to

deny that biblical style had special and unique character

ly doubt, for example, that

of the Bible was aware that
pun, involving
X J

e god) as Franz Rosenzweig
nicht zu den Gott-

, the false gods, are here given as
there to be a connection with

very clever, but hardly accept-

have letters in common, by

(Lev. 19»4) was a conscious
f!c (no) and (f1 jlc (fals

• * Uil ’ ’ \ .
thinks. To translate n?/andet eucn ja
nichtzen,” ( J)

the Trnot-gods,u in order for
the Hebrew (ftc -do not) is

able. While f/c and.

istics, but merely to warn of the dangers of excess
finding paronomastic effects everywhere. One must serious-

the ancient reader or hearer

effort at a



of the twentieth

the Bible,

the desired

Subtle, paronom-

who is a product _of the style and idiom

century, would be sensitive to the kind

Buber and Rosenzweig tried to achieve.
of effects which

what right does one nuke a root
u^uion in

it does not even exist in Hebrew? * When

But in a broader sense, qUestl-^
’ qUestlons and criticise

which deal with the Buber_^ ■ s^weig prlnciples OJ? bibli
style and the manner in which they7 Uved UP to their prin_
clples ef translation, become largely academic In the face

of still a more central question. Assuming that Bub„

and Rosenzweig are correct in their analyse of

and considerably successful in translating with 

consistency, the question would still remain as to whether

the casual reader of the Bible who knows no Hebrew, and 

astic devices may have been familiar to the biblical man, 

who would have expected them in his literature and who 

would have looked and listened for them, but they are not

common to the western reader of the twentieth century•

One suspects that many of the stylistic features which
Buber and Rosenzweig describe are lost, even to the reader

of the Hebrew text. How much the more so would they

lost to one who reads the Bible only ih translation•

. •-v. 109 7 pl though he praiseDienemann, in an article written m 19-7,
the Buber-Rosenzweig translation,"states the doubo felt

by this writer. He wonders whether one can derive the

full effect of the translation without a knowledge
, j -t-n this problem in another

Hebrew. We have already alluded
T/V11d it not have been

context, if this is true, then, v'



S about

seem to
the

betterthe

as Buber and Rosenzweig

the translation is

will be the translation?

more profitable to have aimed f~-

modern translation, without worryin

with all of the stylistic subtleties

damage to both the Hebrew and German?

true,

closer

Xor a clear ia-t
’ ■’-diomatic

and struggiing
and ”*«>•»«  risking

■Cs It necessarily

assume apriorij that
to the original in style>

These methodological critir5emo +- icriticisms, taken together with
the philological criticisms made earlier nnim +, nomt to some
severe weaknesses in the Buber-Rosenzweig Bible. Honesty

demands that they not be overlooked or discounted in an 

overall evaluation®

Still, it must also be remembered that Buber-Rosenzwei

tried to recreate a work of literature, which cannot be

simply praised or condemned in the same manner that on

accepts or rejects a scholarly article. Just as it is not

fair to judge the entire Bible on the basis of the dry and 

uninspired verses of Leviticus, so it is not fair to judge

the Buber-Rosenzweig nible only on the oasis of its faults

There is such a thing as an overall literary impression

which must also be taken into account.
Whether or not Buber and Rosenzweig were misguided

in what they tried, to do, the fact is that, witl
faults one can find, they did at times come very close to

achieving their geal. There are «i'en their tr“S"

„ i-hnt of Luther or even
lation comes alive- more so than
T ,rith its literary power and its
J-orczyner- and moves one wiun



its inner

late this

a kind of poem

N°t only
sense> under

loftiness. Buber and Ro

were they

stand and

times, as

masters of Gerrtlan> but

appreciate the character

rhyttas and lts f

™ toTe trted t0 sh«> they were able

into German, At -u •c such times, the
to experience the dignity and maiestv ,• ,-desuy, which is in the
very nature of biblical style. The Bible i.

e ls> aiter all,
Its verses are rhythmic and its

senzweig are fine poets.

they could ,

of biblical Hebrevi with

expression. Ap

to trans
reader is able

language precise and picturesque.

with their feeling for words- both
Buber and Ro senzweig,

Hebrew and German- and
style, were able to create a prose poem in German. Perhaps 

their German was not of a kind which can be used in present 

times, or even of a kind which can be understood with ease 

by the average reader. But was easy intelligibility ever 

a standard of literary excellence?

In any ca.se, no matter what oneTs final judgment may

be, the Buber-Rosenzweig Bible is to be taken seriously.

It represents a unique venture into tne area of Bible

translation. To be sure, it was not always successful

what it tried to accomplish, nor always acceptable in

of scholarship. But as literature it is exciting,

an attempt to recapture Biblical Hebrew, it is

imaginative•
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