
Chapter 1 – The Bible Code Myth 
 

Preliminary Matters 
 
 
 
 
What is the Bible Code and How Does it Work? 
 

As Jeffrey Satinover detailed in his work on the Bible code, belief in such a code 
has its roots in ancient and medieval Jewish Mysticism.1 Simply stated, the current belief 
refers to the notion that the letters of the Hebrew text of the Torah, as delivered by God to 
Moses, will produce, if strung together without spaces and rearranged in equal columns 
of any length, intelligible words and phrases that could not otherwise be detected in the 
text as it stands.2  

For example, medieval rabbis were fond of claiming that significant words or 
phrases could be found in the Hebrew text of the Torah by counting out letters that 
occurred at recurring, equal intervals.  By way of illustration, one scholar notes that if one 
begins with the last letter of the first word of the Hebrew Bible (a “t” in our alphabet, in 
the word "bereshit"), and then proceeds to skip fifty letters, the next letter would be the 
Hebrew letter that functioned as the long “o” vowel.  Skipping another fifty brings one to 
an “r”.  Two more skips of fifty would yield the last two letters of the word “T-O-R-A-H” 
itself.3  The rabbis were very adept at finding such “meaningful patterns” and attributing 
significance to the results.   

Probably the most important modern rabbinical figure in the quest to find such 
encrypted sequences was Michael Dov Weissmandl.  In addition to being a child prodigy 
in the study of the Talmud, Weissmandl was also a trained scholar in the fields of 
astronomy and mathematics.  Weissmandl spent years of his life studying the Torah, 
searching for encoded words and phrases, and wrote out the entire 304,805 letter 
sequence of the Torah on 10 letter-by-10 letter grids toward that end.4  World War II 
interrupted his studies, but some of his work was published posthumously in 1958.5 

Rabbi Weissmandl’s work proved to be the foundation for the work of the two 
Israelis responsible for the current Bible code controversy, the eminent mathematician 
Eliyahu Rips, and Doron Witzum, an ultra-orthodox graduate student in physics who left 
that field to study the Torah full time.  Rips and Witzum combined their expertise to 
conduct research into the subject of “equidistant letter sequences” (the “letter skips” 
noted above; hereafter referred to as ELS).  Through the use of computers, Rips and 
Witzum could perform searches and analyze the text in ways that Weissmandl could only 
have dreamed.  By 1985, they discovered that pairs of words that conceptually belonged 
together could be discovered in Genesis using a variety of ELS skip values.  More 
importantly, they were able to "prove" that such occurrences were too regular to be 
(mathematically speaking) the result of chance.  Their findings were eventually published 
in 1988 in the highly respected Journal of the Royal Statistical Society.  Several years 
later, they published the study for which they are now famous (or notorious), an 
experiment in which they searched the text of the Torah for the names of thirty-two 



famous rabbis and their birth and death dates.  The result was the claim that most of the 
names were detected.  Moreover, the names of these rabbis often appeared in close 
proximity to the dates of their birth or death.  This allegedly well-beyond-chance finding 
made its way into the prestigious journal Statistical Science, and became the basis for 
Michael Drosnin's best-selling book, The Bible Code. 

Although more will be said about the procedure of ELS, it is important to briefly 
point out the suspect nature of "meaningful" patterns using such a technique.  The 
impression a reader is given upon initial exposure to the "code" is that one need only 
group the Hebrew letters in a page of the Torah and start looking for encrypted 
sequences, much like working on a word-finder puzzle.  This is not the case.  With the 
advent of computers, proponents of Bible codes can (and do) put any ELS figure into the 
computer and look for results.  In other words, the procedure is more like taking that 
same word-finder puzzle and then rearranging it over and over again until you find 
something meaningful. 

Taking the "stunning" prophecy of Yitzhak Rabin's assassination as an example, 
one can see how manipulative the methodology really is.  When The Bible Code first hit 
bookstores, the cover featured a small block of Hebrew letters arranged in ELS 
patterning.  Rabin's name was marked as a meaningful sequence, as was the phrase 
"assassin will assassinate," as in the illustration below: 
 

 
Besides the fact that the translation of the  "assassin will assassinate" phrase was 

inaccurate and self-authenticating (See Part III of this book), the reality that the ELS skip 
sequence was 4,772 letters was completely lost in the hysteria of such a "hit."  What this 
means is that the letters of the Torah were arranged in several rows of 4,772 letters to 
produce the hit, so that the letters in Yitzhak Rabin's name were each 4,772 letters apart!6  
Yet the picture on the cover of the book gives the distinct impression that the names are 
right next to each other in the Hebrew text and all one needs to do to find them is take out 
the vowels and spaces and do some slight letter-shifting.  Finding specific letters with 
thousands of other letters between them and calling the assembled words meaningful and 
even "prophetic" is simply deceptive.   



Who Are the Critics of the Bible Code and 
What Have They Said? 
 
Secular Journalists 
 

Criticisms of the Bible code have been published in book reviews, scholarly 
journals, and in books devoted to the subject.  Most of the reviews written by secular 
journalists  have expressed skepticism about the code.7  Their skepticism is primarily 
borrowed from their non-religious worldview, but also proceeds from the supposition that 
one could find meaningful words and phrases in any book to which the ELS methodology 
was applied.   

 
Christian Reviewers Not Credentialed in the Hebrew Bible 
 

Unfortunately, when lay-reviewers espouse a religious perspective (Christian or 
Jewish) that could be reinforced were the code to be true, their reviews tend to be 
cautiously favorable.8  Surprisingly, though, some within the Christian community who 
are credentialed in mathematics have also been favorable, linking the code's "design" by 
analogy to their arguments for intelligent design (contra Darwinism) in creation.9   

 
Scholars in the Field of the Hebrew Bible and Rabbinics 
 

To this author's knowledge, however, the same cannot be said for reviewers and 
scholars whose expertise is in the field of Hebrew Bible.  Naturally, Hebrew scholars 
who have no commitment to the evangelical position on biblical inspiration could be 
expected to be quite critical of a code in the text of the Hebrew Bible.  However, such 
scholars who have weighed in on the subject have done so on the basis of the data 
relating to textual history and uncertainty of every-letter textual preservation, not the 
basis of theology.10  Significantly, Hebrew scholars who do hold to the Old Testament's 
inspiration have echoed the criticisms of their non-evangelical colleagues.11  This 
consensus of scholarly opinion across theological lines is significant.  Unfortunately, 
though, these contributions have come only in the form of reviews posted on the Internet 
(and they presuppose too much knowledge of textual history and Hebrew) or reviews in 
publications read only by those trained in biblical studies.   

Rabbinical experts have also vehemently denied the validity of the code, on the 
basis of not only the textual material, but also because of how the rabbinical data has 
been handled.12  Chief among these critics is Dr. Shlomo Sternberg.  Not only is Rabbi 
Sternberg an orthodox rabbi, who has taught Talmud and rabbinical law for over forty 
years, he is also a professor of mathematics at Harvard University.13 

 
Scholars from Other Disciplines 
 

Criticisms of the Bible code from mathematicians and scholars in other 
disciplines have been numerous.  Appendix 1 at the end of this book is devoted to a 
summation of these rebuttals.14 

 



 
Who Believes in the Bible Code? 

 
I am aware of no Hebrew Bible specialist who believes in the validity of the Bible 

code.  Believers in the code within the Christian religious camp tend to be laypeople who 
do not know Hebrew, and who have no grasp of the historical transmission of the text of 
the Torah.15  Unfortunately, laypeople seem to think that if there are Jewish Hebrew-
speakers who accept a Bible code, there must be something to it.  This isn't at all true.  
While some Christian authors who favor the Bible code may have taken a Hebrew class 
at some time in their lives, their knowledge of the language goes scarcely beyond the 
ability to do word studies.  But this deficiency is of secondary importance.   

In truth, the real necessity for evaluating the Bible code is not the ability to read 
Hebrew – it is an understanding of how the text was transmitted and how the Torah we 
have today came to us in the form we possess.  Typically, due to having an interest or 
expertise in some other area, most believers in the code are not aware that the history of 
the text is even the issue.16  This is true for native Jewish speakers of Hebrew as well 
(Jewish defenders of the code).  Admittedly, knowing Hebrew does help in understanding 
the transmission of the text by the scribes, but an English-only speaker can attain an 
adequate knowledge of the history of the Hebrew text, sufficient to judge the Bible code 
as a mirage.  

So why do people believe in the code?  As noted above, lack of knowledge of 
scribal practices and textual history has a lot to do with it.  There is, however, one other 
factor that promises just as much explanatory power:  the interest in protecting and 
promoting a very narrow, "fundamentalist" view of the Bible.17 

By "fundamentalist" here, I am not referring to the twentieth century American 
religious phenomenon.  Many fundamentalists would reject the Bible code outright; 
others would not.  I am using the term here to point to two notions.  First, there are some 
people who suppose that the Bible is either more divine than human, or that every word 
(every letter!) was dictated by God.  While a few American fundamentalists do believe in 
a "dictation theory" of inspiration, most who know the biblical languages (Hebrew, 
Greek, Aramaic) and are familiar with the varied writing styles of the biblical authors do 
not hold such a view.18  Second, some feel the Bible code is proof that biblical prophecy 
is "provable."  This notion ignores the data of history – that history is sufficient for 
demonstrating the reality of biblical prophecy – and assumes that if the Bible code can be 
proven real, unbelievers will be compellingly convinced of this truth.  Both of these 
mistaken notions demonstrate a lack of close attention to the Bible's own contents and a 
certain theological insecurity.19 

What I have said about a "fundamentalist" perspective applies equally to Jewish 
defenders of the Bible code.  Jewish Bible code proponents are typically either Orthodox 
Jews (Jews who practice close adherence to the Torah) or "Messianic" Jews (Jews who 
believe Jesus is the Messiah and practice a blend of Christianity and Judaism).  Many 
within either variety of Judaism want the Bible code to be true for basically the same 
reasons as summarized above:  the need to "prove" the Torah came from God and that 
prophecy is real and reliable.  It is well known by those who have read Drosnin's book 
and others that the Jerusalem-based orthodox Aish HaTorah College of Jewish Studies 
has promoted the Bible code idea heavily through public presentations.  The goal of the 



college's "Discovery Seminar" is to prove the divine origin of the Torah and thereby win 
Jews over to Orthodox Judaism.20   

Like Aish HaTorah, Messianic Judaism's interest in the Bible code reflects a 
concern to demonstrate the divine authorship of the Torah (and the New Testament as 
well).  Unlike their orthodox counterparts, though, Messianic Jewish proponents of the 
code are equally convinced that the Bible code reveals the name of the Messiah to be 
Jesus of Nazareth, and so they seek to use the code to convince Jews to accept the 
messiahship of Jesus.  Yacov Rambsel, for example, has claimed there are numerous 
encoded references to Jesus as Messiah ("Jesus is my name") in both the Torah and other 
portions of the Hebrew Bible.21  Such claims have not held up under scrutiny by non-
messianic Jews, who subsequently found encoded phrases such as "Mohammed is my 
name," "Koresh is my name," and "Buddha is my name,"22 and even "Jesus is a false 
prophet," and "Jesus is a liar."23 
 
Essential Terminology for Understanding The Fundamental Flaw in the Bible Code 
 

Now that we have a basic idea of what the Bible code phenomenon is and why 
people believe in it, we need to proceed to the fundamental problem with the entire 
enterprise.  In the process of doing so, however, it will be vital that the reader be 
acquainted with the jargon of textual criticism.  At the beginning of each chapter I 
include a listing of the most important terms the reader must understand in order to 
follow the discussion in the chapter.  At times these terms will be repetitious "reminders" 
of prior terms.  Although redundant, this will help the reader stay familiar with the 
terminology from chapter to chapter.  I have also chosen to periodically boldface and 
italicize certain of these terms for the reader within the discussion to alert readers that 
they can go back to the brief glossaries if necessary.24 

One word on Dead Sea Scroll materials is also in order now.  I will use the 
standard labeling for Dead Sea Scroll texts.  The labeling is designed to tell the student / 
reader the cave in which the text was discovered, the book of the Torah from which it 
comes, and if more than one fragment came from the same book of the Torah.  For 
example: 
 

4QDtnj = Cave 4 of Qumran (=Q), book of Deuteronomy, tenth manuscript from that 
book ("j" is the tenth letter of the alphabet). 

 
For Further Reading: 
 
George C. Hammond, Westminster Theological Journal 59 (1997):  329-331 (book review) 
Ronald S. Hendel, "The Secret Code Hoax," Bible Review 13:4 (August, 1997):  23-24 
H. Van Dyke Parunak, Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 41 (1998):  323-325 (book 
review) 
J. Paul Tanner, "Decoding the 'Bible Code'," Bibliotheca Sacra (April-June 2000):  141-159 
Richard A. Taylor, "The Bible Code:  'Teaching Them [Wrong] Things'," Journal of the 
Evangelical Theological Society 43:4 (December 2000):  619-636. 
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exclusively, or even primarily, a matter of the head.  The real issue is the heart, which is 
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20 Tanner, 146.  See also Calmetta Y. Coleman, "Seminar Tries Science to Revive Faith," 
Wall Street Journal, November 11, 1996, and the Aish HaTorah website, 
http://aish.com/seminars/discovery/. 
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Our concern here is for the Torah, though. 



Chapter 2 (The Bible Code Myth)  
 

A Short History of  
the Torah Text 

 
 

 
Writing about the history of anything can cause a writer great anxiety.  On the one 

hand, studying history is viewed as such a mind-numbing exercise that an author hesitates 
to include details that will be viewed as adding to the tedium.  On the other hand, the fear 
of being simplistic is ever-present, for I know I will also encounter readers who are 
interested in some minutiae, and for whom the acceptance or rejection of the material 
may hinge on such "trivia."  This fear notwithstanding, I have chosen to risk erring on the 
side of less detail.  The text of the Hebrew Bible is already unfamiliar enough to most 
readers that such a decision seems wise.1   

At this point, we could launch into a windy exposition detailing the various 
theories of scholars.  I think it best, though, to move through history from period to 
period, describing what went on in each period that contributes to our subject of the 
textual uncertainty that undermines the Bible code.  We'll break down the history of the 
Torah text into four periods: 

 
• Beginnings – The Initial Composition of the Torah (time 

unknown to, at the latest, 300 B.C.) 
 

• Early Transmission of the Square-Lettered Consonantal Text 
of the Torah (300 B.C. to around 100 A.D.) 
 

• Transmission of the "Standardized" Text by the Masoretes 
(100 A.D. to around 1100 A.D.) 

 
• Transmission up to the present day (1100 A.D. up to now) 
 

 
Essential Terms: 
 

Witness – An existing portion of the ancient Hebrew text of the Torah. 
 
Manuscript – An existing witness, regardless of whether it is just a small fragment 
(even one word) or the entire Torah.  Technically, a "manuscript" refers to a hand-
written witness, but the term is often used for any witness, whether copied by hand 
or printed (after the advent of the printing press). 
 
Scroll – A manuscript that is rolled up. 
 
Codex – A manuscript written on animal skin (vellum) and bound on the side like a 
book. 



 
Consonantal Text – The text of the Torah before any vowel markings were inserted 
(a process begun in roughly 500 A.D.) 
 
Masoretes – The scribal families who developed:  (1) a system of vowel marks (called 
"points") for the consonants of the Torah; and (2) a system of notations (the 
Masorah) in the margins of the Torah text concerning the condition of the text itself. 
 
Text Families – Groups of manuscripts that have a high degree of agreement with 
one another, and a high degree of common disagreement with other manuscripts 
(see "Plurality of Texts" below).  Essentially, a text family is an "edition" of the Torah.  
It must be recognized, however, that although the word "edition" makes it seem that 
one text family followed another chronologically, this is not the case when speaking 
of text families of the Torah.  "Edition" is used here for convenience, since the word 
"version" means something entirely different in text-critical terminology. 
 
Plurality of Texts – The fact that there was more than one text family.  In other 
words, before the text became "standardized" in roughly 100 A.D., Jews in Palestine 
and other parts of the Mediterranean used a variety of "editions" of the Torah – there 
was more than one text, and those texts never agreed in every place.  We know this 
is true because the manuscripts found at Qumran (site of the Dead Sea Scrolls 
discovery) did not agree with each other.  Hence, they reflected different texts of the 
Torah, and were thus grouped by scholars into "text families."  Significantly, the 
people who lived at Qumran apparently did not care that the Torah existed in 
several "editions" that differed at points.  It was only in the first century A.D. that 
textual standardization became a concern. 
 
Standardization – The process of arriving at one text "edition" of the Torah.  The 
process was completed by around 100 A.D. 
 
Masoretic Text (referred to as "MT" by textual critics) – One of several text 
families.  The Masoretic Text was the Hebrew Bible passed down through centuries 
(since 100 A.D.) by the Masoretes.  The MT eventually became the official text of the 
Torah.  Even before the Masoretes existed as a professional group that 
"standardized" the Torah text and added vowel marks and other notes to the 
margins of that text, there existed a text-family that resembled the one the 
Masoretes would eventually produce.  This text-family would be one of the three 
unearthed at Qumran, site of the Dead Sea Scrolls library.  Once this lost text 
family was discovered, scholars immediately could see that the medieval 
manuscripts used and copied over and over by the Masoretes must in some way be 
related to this more ancient text-family.  As a result, scholars called the Dead Sea 
finds of this text family the "Proto (Prior) Masoretic Text" so as to give it priority of 
place.  In this book, unless I specify that I am talking about either the Qumran or 
the medieval MT for a specific point, I will use "Masoretic Text" as a label that covers 
both the Dead Sea family and the later Medieval "standardized" MT. 
 
Samaritan Pentateuch (commonly abbreviated by scholars as "SP") – Another 
text family testified to at Qumran along with the "Proto" Masoretic Text.  This text 
family only contains the first five books of the Old Testament (the Torah or 
"Pentateuch") and was common in the region of ancient Palestine known as 
Samaria.  It contains many deliberate changes that reflect the religious 
idiosyncrasies of Samaritan Judaism. 
 
Septuagint (commonly abbreviated by scholars as "LXX") – Another text family 
testified to at Qumran along with the "Proto" Masoretic text and the Samaritan 



Pentateuch.  In modern times, the word "Septuagint" also refers to the Greek 
translation of the Hebrew Bible (a work done somewhere between 300-100 B.C.).  
The reason scholars use this word to refer to a Hebrew text family among the Dead 
Sea Scrolls and a Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible is because those scholars 
who translated the Hebrew Bible into Greek used a particular text family when they 
did so – one that did not match the Proto-Masoretic Text or the Samaritan Pentateuch.  
In other words, the "base text" used by the Greek translators of the Septuagint came 
from a Hebrew text family witnessed to at Qumran, but that did not match MT in 
many places.  Hence, scholars refer to certain Hebrew manuscripts from the Dead 
Sea (or elsewhere) as "Septuagintal" or as "Septuagint manuscripts."  The "LXX" 
("70") abbreviation comes from the largely fanciful tradition that 70 men translated 
the Septuagint in 70 days. 
 
Orthography – The rules of spelling. 
 

• Matres Lectionis (Latin, "mothers of reading") – Refers to the use of 
certain consonant letters in Hebrew that were also used as vowels before 
there were vowel marks inserted into the text of the Torah by the Masoretes.  
Based on ancient Hebrew inscriptions on stone (not related to the Bible), this 
practice began in Hebrew around 600-500 B.C.  These "double-duty" 
consonants "mothered" or "guided" young readers in correct pronunciation.  
Many manuscripts of all text families spell words with and without the 
matres – so that spelling in the Torah is not consistent.  This fact alone 
significantly damages the Bible code thesis, for the code requires every-letter 
preservation.  It also proves that the Hebrew text as we have it (in terms of 
spelling and grammar) only came into existence centuries after Moses, the 
accepted author of the Torah according to all Bible code adherents. 

 
• Defective Spelling – Words spelled without matres lectionis. 

 
• Plene ("Full") Spelling – Words spelled with matres lectionis. 

 
Paleography – The study of ancient handwriting styles and scripts. 
 
Babylonian Captivity / Babylonian Exile – By both biblical and Babylonian 
records, Jerusalem was destroyed in 586 B.C. at the hands of Nebuchadnezzar.  A 
good portion of the Israelite population was deported to Babylon at that time, and 
stayed there until the Persians, who conquered the Babylonians in 539 B.C., 
allowed them to return to their homeland under Persian rule.  This period is 
important for our purposes in that it was during this time that Hebrew started to be 
written in the square or "block" letter style familiar to us today. 

 
 
Period # 1:  Beginnings – The Initial Composition of the Torah (time unknown – at 
the latest ca. 300 B.C.) 
 

This "period" is actually an entire field of inquiry in Old Testament studies.  At 
the outset, the reader should be aware that the text of the Torah during this time contained 
only consonants, and could have often been written without spacing between words.  This 
is important to keep in mind, for it is in this period that the rise of matres lectionis 
appears.   



Some scholars and students believe the Torah was written either in its entirety, or 
substantially, by Moses, shortly after the Israelites emerged from Egyptian bondage.  
Others say Moses didn't write a single word of the Torah (if he even existed at all).  We 
aren't going to get bogged down here, but the reader still needs to understand several 
things relevant to this era. 

With respect to those who hold to some sort of Mosaic authorship, the dates for 
the exodus offered by the biblical text and interpreted by biblical scholars and 
archaeologists vary.  The common conservative estimate (taking the biblical records at 
face value) has Israel leaving Egypt in 1446 B.C.  Other scholars (mostly "liberal" or 
"critical" scholars, but some conservatives as well) would put the exodus at around 1260 
B.C. – the time of Ramesses II (the Great).  If Moses wrote the Torah, he would have 
done so, at the latest, at roughly 1200 B.C.2 

Those who deny any form of Mosaic authorship would assert that the Torah is 
actually composed of several separate "documents," the earliest of which was written 
down (after being orally transmitted for centuries) at around 900 B.C.  These documents 
were eventually woven together like a patchwork quilt by a group of professional editors 
during either the time of the Israelite captivity in Babylon (roughly 550 B.C.) or the time 
of Ezra the Scribe (the mid 400's B.C.) or a little later (to about 300 B.C.).3 

The debates over dating and composition of the Torah are important because, 
since the time of composition, both the script and the language of Hebrew have evolved.  
Restated, the letter shapes, spelling, grammar, vocabulary, and word order of the Torah 
that Moses (or that those people who recorded and then edited the "oral documents") 
have changed through time.  This evolution created the opportunity for the misreading of 
letters and copying mistakes when new scripts were adopted. 4   

We know this because of archaeology.  Specifically, archaeology has yielded 
inscriptions in Hebrew that date to these time periods, as well as inscriptions in the 
language that the Semitic slaves of Israel would have brought out of Egypt.  Let's start 
with the latter. 

Many scholars acknowledge that the language used by Semite slaves (including 
the Israelites) was originally developed from Egyptian hieroglyphs.  This language has 
been uncovered in what are known to scholars as the "Proto-Sinaitic" inscriptions.  In one 
instance, inscriptions of this language were found in turquoise mines, where Egyptian 
taskmasters held Semitic slaves for labor, at a place known as Serabit el-Khadim.  The 
language is obviously written in Egyptian-like characters, but it is Semitic in its 
grammar.5  Below is an example of these inscriptions, as well as a list of letters that bear 
unmistakable similarity to hieroglyphs. 

 

 
 
 

This brief inscription6 means "to the (divine) lady," and probably refers to Hathor 
(it was written on a small sphinx figurine). 



One of the early principal investigators of these inscriptions was the famous 
Semitist, William Foxwell Albright.  Albright wrote a book detailing the alphabet of the 
Proto-Sinaitic inscriptions.7  The Hebrew letter shapes of stone inscriptions that date from 
the time of David through Israel's exile to Babylon came from the Phoenician alphabet, 
whose letters had evolved from these earlier "Egyptianized" letters.  

With respect to ancient Hebrew stone inscriptions, the script adopted from the 
Phoenicians and used from 1000-600 B.C.8 (referred to as "paleo-Hebrew" by scholars) 
was also not at all like the familiar squared script that readers are used to seeing in 
Drosnin's The Bible Code and other books about the code.  This squared script was 
adopted in Babylon, ca. 550 B.C.  Famous inscriptions such as the Gezer calendar, the 
Siloam inscription, and letters from Arad are proof positive of this older lettering.  These 
inscriptions are illustrated below:  

 
 

The image above is the earliest known Hebrew inscription, the Gezer calendar, 
which dates to sometime in the 900s B.C.9 On the next page is the Siloam inscription,10 
which dates to the time of Hezekiah - 725-697 B.C.  Note again the shapes of the letters – 
how different they are when compared to the modern script of the earlier example from 
Drosnin's book. 

 



 

 
 

The final example below is a letter found at the Palestinian site of Arad.  It was 
written on a piece of pottery (they didn't have stationery back then!).11 

 
 
At the risk of redundancy, the difference in script style is important because of the 

fact that when the lettering was "updated" to the familiar square script during the exile in 
Babylon, mistakes in spelling could easily be made in the transition.  The chart below 
illustrates how certain letters in the paleo-Hebrew script could be confused with one 
another due to similarity in appearance.  Just take a minute to look at how similar several 
of the shapes are to one another.   

For example, the first right-hand vertical column of the chart shows the paleo-
Hebrew evolution of the Hebrew letter aleph (we don't have this letter in English).  
Numbers 1-7 (reading from top to bottom) show examples of aleph as it appears in 
various inscriptions.  For sake of visual comparison, count to the fifth column (from the 
right).  This column illustrates the way the letter heh (our “h”) is written in the Hebrew 
pre-dating the Exile.  Note how similar in appearance aleph and heh could be.  To muddy 
things even further, look at the second last column (from the left this time).  This is an 
altogether different letter, the letter yodh (our “y”).  Depending on the handwriting of the 
scribe, yodh could be easily mistaken for heh.  As you look at the rest of the letters in the 
chart,12 you can see that these letters weren't the only ones that could be mistaken with 
others – and this is only a third of the letters in the Hebrew alphabet!  In fact, confusion 
between letters was a common problem.  



 

 
 

The difference in script style is more than a visual problem.  Just alerting the 
reader to the fact that the script changed helps prepare the reader to understand that the 
language itself was also different.  The language of Proto-Sinaitic is not sufficiently 
known for detailed grammatical analysis, but the language of the Hebrew inscriptions 
noted above (and hundreds of others) is well understood.13  Briefly, the Hebrew of the 
period prior to the Exile differs from the Hebrew of today's Torah editions in general 
spelling practices, word order, the use of matres lectiones to mark vowels, the addition 
and spelling of suffixes and prefixes that determine the grammar of words, and inclusion 
of direct object markers (a two letter word in Hebrew).14  All of these variables in the 
transmission history of text of the Torah by definition affect the sequence of letters that 
supposedly form the Bible code.15   

The rabbis of the Middle Ages were well aware of this fact.  As one scholar notes, 
a passage in the Talmud actually contains the medieval commentary that “We are not 
experts on full and defective spelling.”16  Likewise, the Masoretes themselves who 
transmitted the standardized text knew of this spelling problem (it was their job to 
account for every letter).  As Tigay notes, “Masoretic treatises such as Minhat Shai 
(1626) - which is still commonly printed in rabbinic Bibles (Mikra’ot Gedalot) - regularly 
discussed spelling differences between model texts.”17 

Other more technical differences could also be listed, but these suffice to make 
the relevant point.  The claim that God inserted a special code in the Torah text when he 
moved Moses or anyone else to write the Torah cannot stand in the face of the 
inscriptional material we possess today.  There is no way we can know or determine or 
reconstruct such a text and, more importantly for this discussion, the every-letter 
sequence of that text because the script, spelling, word order, and grammar of the 
language that originally conveyed the Torah has demonstrably changed over time.  
Comparing how a scribe of 800 B.C. would have written out the text of the Torah letter 
by letter with today's modern Hebrew editions would instantly produce enough letter 
variations to meet Satinover's aforementioned standard for undoing the Bible code – but 
there is much more to come.  The story gets much worse for the Bible code. 

 
 



Period # 2:  Early Transmission of the Square-Lettered Text of the Torah (300 B.C. to 
around 100 A.D.) 

 
Perhaps this is a good point to pause and reassure readers of a more conservative 

religious persuasion that, although errors in transmission are a reality, the integrity of 
God should not be thought compromised.  The Bible nowhere promises perfect 
transmission, and distinctions between copies and originals were made even in biblical 
times in the Bible itself.18  Most variants are irrelevant to anything doctrinal or even 
interesting.  They often are at the level of questioning whether the original text should 
read, "Moses said to Aaron" versus "Moses argued with Aaron."    

There are bigger issues, of course, and some do affect doctrine or historical 
content in some way.  These are often noted in contemporary study Bibles.19  In these 
cases, the Bible student should put some effort into learning something about textual 
history so that he or she can understand the content of study Bible footnotes and prefatory 
comments.  Denying history and the very real data left to us does not strengthen our faith.   

Once the consonantal text (still no vowels) of the Torah was converted to the 
square script (regardless of who composed or edited its "final form"), it had to be copied 
and distributed for use.  Fortunately, textual scholars and students have clear manuscript 
evidence for this time period, and the harsh realities of transmitting a text by hand.  
Indeed, this period is perhaps the most crucial for understanding the current textual state 
of affairs, for it was at this time that many variant readings crept into the text of the Old 
Testament (including the Torah proper), producing several clearly discernible 
transmission chains (text-families). 

Though it lies well outside the chronological parameters of our second period, 
1948 is a significant date for the study of this period.  That was the year of the discovery 
of the first Dead Sea Scrolls, a find that revolutionized our knowledge of the transmission 
of the Hebrew Bible.  Since the Dead Sea Scrolls, when tested by Carbon-14 and by 
analysis of handwriting styles (paleography), date anywhere from 300 B.C. to the first 
century A.D., the scrolls give us the beginning date for the chronology of our second 
period of transmission.  Prior to 1948, the manuscripts of the Hebrew Bible to which 
scholars had access were all medieval, the earliest witness being the great manuscript 
Leningradensis (B19), which was dated by the copyist to 1009 A.D.!  Hence, scholars 
who worked prior to the Dead Sea Scroll discoveries had to try to figure out how the text 
of the Torah was transmitted using manuscripts that were well over one thousand years 
behind the curve. 

Before the Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered, the medieval manuscript data left 
scholars with a conundrum.  Three things were painfully evident from the existing 
medieval material.  First, while it was true that there was a high degree of conformity 
between all the manuscripts, no manuscript agreed with any other 100% of the time – 
there were no identical manuscripts of any meaningful length.  Second, the manuscripts 
scholars possessed seemed to be classifiable into three distinct "families" – the Masoretic 
Text (MT), the Hebrew text that was the textual base for the Septuagint (LXX), and the 
Samaritan Pentateuch (SP).  Third, one of those families, MT, known from other 
historical sources to have been professionally copied by families of Jewish scribes from 
late antiquity, claimed the vast majority of the manuscripts.   



Naturally, this state of affairs gave rise to questions like:  Why did one family 
have so many manuscripts?  Did this imbalance indicate God had chosen that one family 
to protect the "true" text?  Or, was the Masoretic text "artificial" – that is, did it reflect a 
biased, systematic elimination of other texts to suppress something?  Did Jewish people 
of antiquity use the texts in the other families or did they ignore them?  If they ignored 
them, why do we have them?  How did we get all the manuscript variations?  For sure, 
there were theories, but prior to 1948, scholars despaired of ever being able to answer 
these questions and others. 

This all changed with the discoveries in the caves of Qumran by the Dead Sea.  
Virtually overnight scholars were transported back in time over one thousand years in 
text-historical terms.  In general, the discovery evidenced several things: 

 
1) There was a remarkable accuracy in the transmission of the Hebrew text, but there 
were sometimes dramatically different editions of the Torah content (which naturally 
alters the letter sequence). 
 
2) The same text-families (MT, LXX, and SP) that showed themselves in the 
medieval manuscripts were present in the Dead Sea Scrolls.  This proved that a 
plurality of texts existed as early as 300 B.C.  That is, almost immediately from the 
time transmission began after the Exile, Jewish people were using more than one 
edition of the Torah.  This find solved one question – whether the ancient Jewish 
people had more than one kind of Torah – but gave rise to another:  Why did such 
textual plurality occur so early?   
 
The importance of the very real textual plurality in Judea as early as 300 B.C. cannot 

be overstated.  As noted earlier, in books that promote the Bible code, it is often asserted 
that the Hebrew text of the Torah has somehow been unaltered (or barely altered) since 
remote antiquity.  For example, consider the words of Satinover: 

 
Can we say that the text of the Torah used universally in Jewish practice is 
the original text?  No, we cannot.  Whatever the tradition may claim, the 
evidence is that variations have crept into the text over the years.  No 
process of transmission carried out by humans can possibly be perfect.  But 
the minuteness of errors that are known to have crept into the text is 
striking.20 
 
Though well meaning, Satinover's comments are uninformed.  For one thing, he is 

referring to the MT only.  He has not even considered in these comments that the 
readings of the other two text families, the LXX and SP, might be preferable in places 
within the Torah.  He has also not considered the Dead Sea Scroll material for the Torah.  
In Part II I will introduce the reader to a single example that involves a difference of fifty 
letters between a Dead Sea Scroll text and the MT! 21  Satinover and other Bible code 
proponents have badly underestimated the differences that exist in the Torah manuscript 
evidence.   

The Qumran evidence for textual plurality also brings us to another claim made in 
books that promote the Bible code:  that the text used today in which the Bible code 



allegedly resides (the Koren edition of the MT) has been accepted by all Jews as the 
"best" (or even divinely-dispensed) text.  This is true only from 100 A.D. onward.  Such 
claims entirely whitewash the faithfulness of other Jews in ancient Palestine, the fact that 
no two manuscripts within the MT tradition always agree in all places, and that the 
commentaries and opinions of rabbis in the Talmud quote MT manuscripts that disagree. 
22  We know from the Dead Sea Scrolls that Torah plurality not only existed in the Jewish 
religious world, but also was accepted and tolerated.23  This is shown from the following 
data that has been drawn from study of the Qumran material: 

 
1.  Thorough scholarly studies on the habits of Qumran scribes demonstrate 
conclusively that the scribes made no attempt to suppress other text families.24 
 
2.  Jesus, the disciples, and the apostle Paul quoted from the Septuagint far more often 
than they quoted from the MT tradition (roughly 80 percent of the time) when they 
quoted the Old Testament in the pages of the New Testament.25  Why would Jesus 
and the apostles use the "wrong" text?  Didn't they know better?  The answer is that 
they had no sense that the MT was "better."  There were several Hebrew texts 
available in Jesus' day.  There is no hint in the ancient material that Jesus or the 
apostles even cared which text they were using. 
 

Perhaps not surprisingly, in light of the apparent absence of any knowledge of 
textual history, proponents of the Bible code seem to have given little thought to these 
issues.  They never tell us why the MT should be preferred or given the nod among the 
text-family choices; its priority is just assumed.  Just because the MT was the received 
text of the medieval Masoretes does not prove it merits textual priority among today’s 
extant witnesses, or that it had textual priority in biblical times.  If anything, the attitude 
of the Qumran scribes would suggest that, in biblical times, few people ever worried 
about which text was the "best" or most sanctified.  It matters not that the LXX or SP are 
"outnumbered."  The correct reading of the text cannot be verified merely by counting 
manuscripts.  Manuscripts must be evaluated by strict but sensible criteria.  What matters 
is which readings in manuscripts of any family can best explain the rise of the others, and 
thus show the others to be later or secondary.   

Very simply, no text should be assigned a priori superiority in textual history or 
textual evaluation.  Determination of the best reading cannot be made on the basis of 
presumptions about divine guidance over the "correct" text, a procedure which would 
require omniscience, and which would rebel against the data at our disposal (not to 
mention common sense).  

But if textual plurality in the period 300 B.C. to 100 A.D. is indisputable, what 
happened in 100 A.D. to change this?  How did the MT come to be the textus receptus 
("received text")?  Hebrew scholars and textual critics are virtually unanimous in their 
agreement that the reason MT rose to prominence only after centuries of textual diversity 
was not due to "intrinsic factors related to the textual transmission . . . but by political and 
socio-religious events and developments."26  Emanuel Tov, the chief editor of the Dead 
Sea Scrolls, explains: 

 



By the end of the 1st century A.D., the LXX had been accepted by 
Christianity and abandoned by Jews.  Copies of the Samaritan Pentateuch 
were available, but in the meantime, that sect had become an independent 
religion, so that their texts were considered Samaritan, not Jewish anymore.  
The Qumran sect, who had preserved a multitude of texts, did not exist after 
the destruction of the temple.  Therefore, the sole texts that existed in this 
period were the ones that were copied and distributed by the central group in 
Judaism . . . This situation gave rise to the wrong conclusion that the MT had 
'ousted' the other texts.27 
 
As noted above by Tov, one of the key events that led to the MT achieving its 

sanctified status among Jews was the rise of Christianity.  The text of choice of Jesus and 
the apostles, the LXX, was rejected since it often preserved readings that Jewish 
Christians embraced and used in debates with Jews who opposed Christianity (remember, 
Christianity is a derivative of Judaism).28  How ironic that so many believers in the Bible 
code are evangelical Christians!  Thus, "standardization" of the Hebrew text was 
motivated not by sound textual evaluation, but by religious disagreement.29  In other 
words, religious disagreement became the basis for certain rabbis arguing in favor or 
against certain textual readings, and thereby certain text families.   

 
Period # 3:  Transmission of the "Standardized" Text by the Masoretes (100 A.D. to 
around 1100 A.D.) 
 

Once Christians were dispersed to other parts of the Mediterranean by 
persecution,30 it became an easy matter to "standardize" the text of the Torah in favor of 
the MT, thereby disregarding the textual plurality that existed prior to the advent of 
Christianity.  The standardized MT was then repeatedly copied.  This is the main reason 
why most manuscripts we have today can be placed into the MT text family.  The two 
most complete Hebrew Bible manuscripts of the MT tradition, B19 and the Aleppo 
Codex, come from this period. 

Keeping the theme of how the history of the text points to textual uncertainty (in 
terms of every-letter sequence), there are basically two items to highlight in this period of 
Torah transmission.  First, the fact that the Masoretes themselves were hesitant to accept 
certain readings within the MT tradition they were now perpetuating.  Second, that Jewish 
rabbis at times preferred other readings outside the standardized MT text.  Let's take them 
in order. 

Along with strict copying of the standardized text, the Masoretes devised a system 
of vowels and their own version of "study Bible" notes – the Masorah.31  The Masorah is 
especially significant for our purposes of critiquing the idea of a Bible code.  The 
Masorah demonstrates conclusively that within the chosen MT text family there were 
manuscripts with differing readings.  Now, the Masoretes were not interested in seeing if 
the divergent MT manuscript readings matched up with readings in the LXX or SP.  
Instead, they restricted their decision as to the "best" readings to only manuscripts within 
the MT tradition.  Examples of Masorah notes in the Torah relevant to the textual 
uncertainty that undermines the Bible code will be given in Chapter 3.  It is sufficient here 



only to point out that disagreements within the accepted tradition certifiably damage the 
code.  

Along with the Masorah, there are other sources from this time period that prove 
there were a number of variant readings in manuscripts that belonged to the MT text 
family.  Most notable here are the rabbinic writings.  While it is certainly true that most 
rabbinic quotations correspond to MT,32 scholars acknowledge that there is "a wealth of 
variant Hebrew readings"33 in the rabbinic material.  

To better understand what we mean here, one must realize that this is the era that 
corresponds to what is known as the Talmudic period of history.  The Talmud, in 
simplest terms, is a collection of rabbinic commentary on the Torah.  When the rabbis 
quote the Torah in their discussions and debates, the words of the quotation usually 
correspond exactly to MT.  Sometimes, however, there are differences, and those 
differences indicate the survival of variant readings within MT manuscripts.  As the 
disciples of the famous rabbi Rashi put it, “Our Talmud disagrees with our Bibles.”34 

As one rabbinic textual scholar notes, these variations denote extraneous 
authorized traditions within the framework of the MT tradition, and not the single, 
"authorized" MT text the Masoretes wished to perpetuate.35  It is important to remember 
that the rabbis were not comparing MT to the LXX or SP and quoting alternative text 
families – those text families had previously been set aside by the Masoretes, who gave 
the rabbis of the medieval period a "standardized" text.  Rather, some rabbis preferred 
alternative readings in manuscripts within the stream of textual tradition used by the 
Masoretes – readings set aside by the "official" scribes.   

Even more interesting, many of the variant readings within the MT family do not 
match scribal notes in the Masorah.  This means these readings reflect ancient textual 
traditions like the LXX36 that the Masoretes had not managed to eradicate.37  As one 
Talmudic scholar has observed, "there are about 300 discrepancies between Talmudic 
quotations of the Hebrew Bible and the Koren edition" – the edition used in the original 
Bible code experiment.38  However, while many such variants probably do reflect ancient 
text families, many arose during the medieval period.  Regardless of their origin, the 
point is clear – how can we today establish with certainty the every-letter sequence of the 
Torah in light of so much textual variance – even within the accepted stream of tradition?  
The actual textual evidence points conclusively to the fact that, contrary to the ridiculous 
claim of Drosnin that the Hebrew text has been the same for over a thousand years, no 
manuscripts – even those within the sanctified text family – are uniform in all respects. 
 
 
Period # 4:  Transmission up to the present day (1100 A.D. up to now) 
 

From the 12th century on, thousands of MT manuscripts using the now-familiar 
vowel markings were produced.39  Two scholars, Benjamin Kennicott and Johannes B. de 
Rossi, studied these manuscripts in detail for variations.  Most of the variants in these 
manuscripts were introduced during this late period, and few if any are thought to reflect 
earlier competing text families.40  Again, though, the issue is not the origin of variation, it 
is the fact of variation within the accepted Masoretic tradition.  When one needs, as in the 
case of a Bible code, every-letter preservation, any variant is significant. 



From about 1450, Hebrew Bibles began to be printed rather than hand copied.  By 
the sixteenth century, printed Bibles had all but replaced hand-written copies in regular 
use. 

The first complete printed Hebrew Bible was produced in 1488 (in Soncino).  A 
major development in the printing of the Torah came with the so-called Rabbinic Bibles.  
Daniel Bomberg published the first of these in 1516-1517.  The famous second Rabbinic 
Bible was edited by Jacob ben Hayyim ben Adoniyahu and printed again by Bomberg in 
1524-1525.  This Bible is noteworthy in that it contained the entire vocalized Hebrew 
text, all of the Masorahs, and notes by the outstanding Jewish commentators Rashi, Ibn 
Ezra, and David Qimhi.   

The Second Rabbinic Bible became embraced as the received edition, and was 
"the determinative text for all branches of Jewish life and subsequently also for the 
scholarly world."41 The Koren edition (1966), the edition used in the original Bible code 
experiments chronicled by Michael Drosnin in The Bible Code, follows this text with 
minor variations in verse division and spelling.   

The dominance of the ben Hayyim text ceased in 1929.  In 1905, a new editor in 
charge of producing a Hebrew Bible for study, Rudolph Kittel, had replaced the Rabbinic 
Bible’s critical notes.  Kittel's Bible (or BHK) used the Rabbinic Bible's Hebrew text in 
its first two editions (1905, 1913), but for the third edition (1929), switched to the text of 
B19, Leningradensis.  Kittel's work was revised in 1967 by W. Rudolph and K. Elliger in 
Stuttgart, Germany.  This edition (still using B19 as the text) was called BHS – Biblia 
Hebraica Stuttgartensia.  The third edition of BHS (1977) is the one in greatest 
circulation today.  A new (fourth) edition is currently in process.  An altogether new 
Hebrew text edition using the Aleppo Codex manuscript as a base, the Hebrew University 
Bible Project (HUBP), is also in process. 

 
Summation 
 

To sum up, throughout the history of the Hebrew Torah, literally thousands of 
variants have arisen.  These variants at times are due to the existence of three text-
families, all of which Jews accepted and which were tolerated as late as 100 A.D.  Other 
variants came about as a result of changes in the script, the grammar of the language, 
spelling conventions, accidental mistakes by scribes, and some deliberate choices by 
scribes for religious reasons.  Since we are not omniscient, we cannot know which text 
family is "best" in general.  We cannot even know which late medieval variants within the 
accepted MT tradition may belong to the "original" Torah.  Therefore, we cannot know 
for certain what letters belong in sequence to even create a "Bible code." 

These are all facts that render the current Bible code sequence irrelevant.  But 
rather than just take my word for variants within the Torah, the reader is invited to 
consider the examples in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3 
 

To Err is Human:   
The Imperfection of Manuscript Transmission 

 
 
 
 
 
Before I sat down to put this work together, I'd actually been thinking about 

writing such a book for over a year.  The main reason for my hesitancy concerns this 
chapter.  

I know the Bible code is fraudulent because I know about the history of the Torah 
text, and have worked in the original languages doing textual criticism.  I have spent 
many hours studying variant readings in various books of the Hebrew Old Testament, and 
am very well acquainted with its textual uncertainty.  Indeed, the text itself and its 
variances are the most powerful arguments against the Bible code.  Unfortunately, I also 
knew that, for the most part, readers of this book would not have this background, and 
would probably not be able to read Hebrew or Greek.  Hence my dilemma – how to 
illustrate what I am asserting in such a way that it is digestible to the non-specialist and 
non-Hebrew reader. 

In this chapter, I attempt to bridge these language and experiential gaps.  I will do 
my best to show and explain how textual differences arose and where text-families 
disagree with each other.  I will restrict my examples to books in the Torah (and these are 
a very small percentage of the variants that exist in the Torah).1  Yes, I will put the texts 
in Hebrew.2  Again, you do not need to be able to read Hebrew, so don't be frightened by 
the strange-looking letters.  All you really need to be able to do is count the letter 
differences!  I will provide translations for any Hebrew (the affected words are in italics), 
and will arrange the texts so that you can visually discern the important point for each 
example:  that letters in the Hebrew text of MT, the "accepted text" behind the Bible code, 
have either been lost, been added by scribes for various reasons, or have otherwise 
changed over time.  I will also keep a running count of the variants after each example, 
noting specifically:   
 

(1) How many letters are affected;  
 
(2) The letters lost in MT – that is, letters of the accurate text that MT does not have, 
but should have; 
 
(3) The letters which should be deleted from MT for textual accuracy.   

 
With respect to this last category, the reader should recall Satinover's admission 

here, that 77 deletions from the text of the Torah used for the Bible code would be 
sufficient to destroy it.  Hence, the "running count number" for the total letters that don't 



belong in the accurate text of the Torah (and therefore should be deleted) is the most 
important for our purposes.  In short, I will demonstrate with actual examples the textual 
uncertainty that undermines the every-letter sequence required for a Bible code.  The 
chapter is divided into four sections, which will be taken in order: 

 
• Manuscript Errors in MT Due to Accidental Scribal 

Mistakes 
 
• Manuscript Errors in MT Due to Deliberate Scribal 

Changes 
 
• Manuscript Uncertainty in MT Due to Text-Family 

Disagreement 
 
• Manuscript Uncertainty in MT Noted by the Scribes 
 

 
New Essential Terms (and Some Reminders): 
 

Masoretes – The scribes who put the vowels into MT and created the Masorah 
 

• Masorah – The collection of scribal notes placed into the margins of the text 
of the Torah once the text became "standardized" in late antiquity on 
through the early Middle Ages (roughly 500-1000 A.D.). 

 
Text Families – Groups of manuscripts that have a high degree of agreement with 
one another, and a high degree of common disagreement with other manuscripts. 
 
Plurality of Texts – The fact that there was more than one Torah text family in the 
ancient Jewish world. 
 
Masoretic Text (MT) – One of several text families; the "official" text after 100 A.D. 
 
Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) – Another text family that only contains the first five 
books of the Old Testament (the Torah or "Pentateuch"). 
 
Septuagint (LXX) – Another text family testified to at Qumran along with MT and 
SP. 
 
Matres Lectionis (Latin, "mothers of reading") – Refers to the use of certain 
consonant letters in Hebrew that were also used as vowels before the vowel marks 
were inserted into the text of the Torah by the Masoretes.   
 
Textual Critic – scholar who endeavors to reconstruct the correct (most closely 
"original") text of the Torah from all the manuscript remains. 
 
Reading(s) – A particular group of letters, which usually make up words or phrases 
in the text, but which may be garbled by mistakes in transmission.  In other words, 
a "reading" is what any given witness reads/says at any given place. 
 

• Secondary Reading – When a reading is determined to be derived from 
another reading (and thus it is not "original"). 



 
Variance– A discrepancy between readings. 
 
Variant – An individual reading that disagrees with at least one other reading. 
 
Textual "Plus" – A portion of a text not found in another manuscript (appears to be 
an "added" element). 
 
Textual "Minus" – A portion of a text missing in comparison to another text 
(appears something has dropped out accidentally or was deleted). 
 

Note:  Determining whether something is a Plus or Minus is the job of the 
textual critic.  It is often difficult (and sometimes impossible) to know whether 
the manuscript you are working with has a false addition, or whether another 
manuscript to which you are comparing your manuscript has been corrupted by 
an omission. 

 
Gloss – An explanatory expansion inserted into the text by a scribe.  At times it is 
difficult to tell whether the suspected gloss is a true gloss or an original part of the 
text. 
 

Manuscript Errors in MT Due to Accidental Scribal Mistakes3 
 

Despite the seriousness with which they took their task, and the great care they 
exercised in performing that task, scribes who copied the Torah made mistakes.  At 
times, they introduced errors themselves or copied an error made by a previous scribe.  
The heat of the day, someone talking nearby, or perhaps a pesky insect could each 
distract a scribe.  There are clear instances of such distraction, when a scribe's eye would 
slip from one place in the line he was copying to another.  Or where he would repeat 
copying a letter or word he had just copied.  Sometimes the penmanship of a prior ancient 
hand or quality of eyesight affected a scribe's ability to distinguish letters.  What matters 
is not how an error crept into the text, but that it is there at all.  It also matters not if 
meaning is not altered significantly.  When one speaks of a Bible code and its required 
every-letter sequence, any change in the sequence causes the "code" to shift. 

I have grouped the examples below into categories recognized by textual scholars.  
 

1.  Graphic Confusion (Letter Confusion) 
 

Graphic confusion is when a scribe confused one letter for another when copying, due 
to the visual similarity of the letters.  Notice below in the examples how similar the 
mistaken letters (enlarged and boldfaced) are to each other. 
 
Genesis 22:13 
 
MT wynrqb Kbsb zx)n rx) ly) hnhw )ryw 

("He looked up and there was behind (. . .?) a ram caught by its horns in a thicket") 
 

SP wynrqb Kbsb zx)n dx) ly) hnhw )ryw 
("He looked up and there was one (a) ram caught by its horns in a thicket") 



 
Here the confusion over one letter creates a translation difference.  Clearly, MT is 
deficient, for the sentence makes little sense – it leaves the reader to guess what is 
going on.  SP makes perfect sense.  One letter in the Torah is affected. 
 

Genesis 11:30 
 
MT dlw  hl  Ny)  hrq(  yr#  yhtw 

SP dly  hl  Ny)  hrq(  yr#  yhtw 
 

Both = "But Sarai was barren; she had no child" 
 

This is a clear instance of an error in MT where the scribe confused two similar 
letters (w / y ; w / y).  In fact, in the Dead Sea Scrolls, this is one of the most 
notoriously difficult letter distinctions.  At times the two letters are completely 
indistinguishable. 

Scholars know that SP here is superior and accurate since the noun dly (y-
l-d) occurs over 100 times in the Hebrew Bible (20 times in Genesis), and only 
here is the spelling dlw (w-l-d).  This is also a good example of language/spelling 
change from earliest Hebrew to the Hebrew of the Babylonian exile.  In the oldest 
non-biblical Hebrew inscriptions available, the word "child" is actually spelled 
dlw (w-l-d), not dly (y-l-d).  The transition from w to y occurred in the early 
second millennium B.C. (between 1500 and 1000 B.C.).4   

 
Total letter differences = 2 
Letters lost in MT = 0 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 0 
 

2.  Dittography (Letter Repetition) 
 

Dittography refers to the accidental duplication of a letter or nearly identical letters 
(writing the letter twice when the original had only one letter). 
 
Genesis 2:11 
 
MT =  hlywxh  Cr)-lk   

SP = hlywx     Cr)-lk 
 

MT = “all the land of the Havilah” 
SP =  “all the land of Havilah” 
 

Note that the MT has an extra letter.  In Hebrew grammar, this letter is the definite 
article (the Hebrew equivalent to the English word "the").  Scholars are certain MT is 
defective here (the letter should NOT be here) for two reasons:  (1) everywhere else in 



the Hebrew Bible, "Havilah" is written without the article; and (2) in Hebrew 
grammar, proper nouns do not take the article.   
 
Total letter differences = 3 
Letters lost in MT = 0 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 1 
 

3.  Graphic Transposition (Letter Switching) 
 

Graphic transposition is when the proper order of two letters in a word has been 
switched by a scribal error. 
 
Deuteronomy 31:1 
 
MT        rbdyw h#m  Klyw  ("and Moses went and spoke") 

4QDtn   rbdyw h#m  lkyw ("and Moses finished speaking") 
 

A little Hebrew knowledge would help here, but it isn't essential.  The letters 
enlarged and boldfaced above have been switched.  The reason they don't look exactly 
alike is that the letter "k" in Hebrew is written in two ways – one way within a word 
(k) and another at the end of a word (K).  The context argues for going with the Dead 
Sea text 4QDtn, since Moses was already in the presence of the children of Israel 
according to the larger context (i.e., he didn't need to "go" and speak; he was already at 
his destination).  Two letters are affected. 

 
Total letter differences = 5 
Letters lost in MT = 0 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 1 

  
4.  Haplography 
 

Haplography is an important category of scribal error, and requires a little more 
explanation.  Basically, haplography is when a copyist misses a set of identical letters 
(or one identical letter) in a phrase or sentence by copying them only once when those 
letters were in the original more than once.  Haplography involves the eye's skipping 
from one part of the copied line to another by accident.  It's probably easier to 
describe this phenomenon than define it.  The example below will illustrate. 
 
Genesis 4:7 
 
This is a well-known textual error in MT, and it illustrates haplography well.  It's 
from the Cain and Abel story. 



 
LXX, SP, and 4QGenb# all read = 

Cbrt  t)+x  xtpl   
While MT has Cbr     t)+x  xtpl   
 

The translation should be "sin is crouching at the door," but the grammar in MT is erroneous, thus 
making this translation incongruous, due to the missed letter (see below). 

 
Note that LXX, SP, and 4QGenb# all have an extra letter (a "t" in Hebrew - t).  This 
extra letter is certainly original because Hebrew grammar requires it.  Since the noun 
/ subject in the phrase ("sin") is feminine in gender (in Hebrew) the verb must match 
(a feminine verb form is needed).  The feminine verb form is properly spelled 
Cbrt (imperfect third singular feminine verbs begin with a "t").  What has happened 
here is that the scribe of MT wrote the "t" (t) that ends the prior word – the noun – 
but missed the "t" that begins the immediately following word.  His eye somehow 
skipped it and moved on to the following letter, creating the grammatical error (the 
Cbr of MT is a masculine participle, rather than the needed feminine verb).  Only 
one letter is affected. 
 
Total letter differences = 5 
Letters lost in MT = 1 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 1 
 

5.  Parablepsis 
 

Like haplography, parablepsis involves the eye's skipping from one part of the copied 
line to another by accident.  The difference is that the skipping was not due to 
mistakenly omitting an identical letter right next to its twin; it was due to seeing the 
identical letter later in the line being copied. 
 
Genesis 4:8 
 
MT reads: 
 
hd#b Mtwyhb yhyw wyx) lbh-l) Nyq rm)yw 
 
(Literally, "And Cain said to Abel his brother <?>  And it came to pass, when they were in the field") 
 
MT has lost what Cain said.  Scholars have found these words in the two other major text families. 
 
LXX and SP read (note the extra enlarged and boldfaced letters): 



     yhyw hd#h hkln wyx) lbh-l) Nyq rm)yw 
       hd#b Mtwyhb 

 
(Literally, "And Cain said to Abel his brother, 'let us go to the field.'    And it came 
to pass, when they were in the field") 

 
 
This is a classic example of parablepsis.  The scribe's eye skipped from the w (waw) at 
the end of one word (the last letter of the fifth word [reading right to left] just before 
the enlarged letters) to the same letter occurring at the beginning of the first word 
after the enlarged words.  The result was the loss in MT of the two words in question.  
Not only do the LXX and SP have the missing words, but scholars are also sure the 
MT is deficient here for other reasons: 
 

a.  The extra words are in the Syriac translation (the Peshitta) the Latin translation 
(the Vulgate), and the Palestinian Targum (an Aramaic translation of the Hebrew 
Torah). 
 
b.  The Masoretes noticed the deletion, and noted that something was missing in 
the text by their insertion of a section division marker in the middle of the verse 
(section division markers are almost always placed at the end of verses).5 
 

A total of eight letters are affected. 
 
Total letter differences = 13 
Letters lost in MT = 9 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 1 
 
Genesis 5:23 
 
LXX and SP read 
 Kwnx ymy-lk wyhyw   
MT =  Kwnx ymy-lk   yhyw   

 
Both are translated "And the days of Enoch were . . . [365 years]," but MT's grammar is wrong. 
 

This parablepsis is certain, but indeterminate as to causation.  Somehow, once again, 
the MT scribe's eye skipped a letter (perhaps his eye went from the  y of the word  
yhyw in MT to the same letter that begins ymy).  The LXX and SP wording is 
certifiably correct since their text spells out a plural verb form, required by the plural 
subject ("days") of that verb.  In other words, the missing letter of MT is what makes 
the word /verb plural, and so it is correct and original.   
 
Total letter differences = 14 
Letters lost in MT = 10 



Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 1 
 

Manuscript Errors in MT Due to Deliberate Scribal Changes6 
 
1.  Explanatory Insertions (Glosses) 
 

A gloss is a scribal insertion to clarify or explain a difficult or potentially ambiguous 
reading (for sake of future readers).  At times, such attempts caused more confusion 
than clarification. 
 
Genesis 7:13-15 
 
To properly understand why MT is corrupt here, one needs first to read the contents 
of verse thirteen:   
 

"The very same day, Noah, along with Shem and Ham and Japheth, Noah's sons, and Noah's wife, 
and the three wives of his sons with them, entered into the ark." 

 
The above text is very clear in that Noah, his wife, and their three sons and their 
wives entered the ark.  In the very next verses we read (in English for now – note the 
boldfaced words for the Hebrew problem): 
 

(14) They, and every beast after its kind, and all the cattle after their kind, and every creeping 
thing that creeps upon the earth after its kind, and every flying creature after its kind, every bird of 
every sort.  (15) And they went in to Noah into the ark … 

 
In case the problem is not clear, taken together, these verses are saying that Noah 
(and his family) "went in to Noah into the ark."  The MT text causes the odd 
translation. 
 
Verse 14 (in MT) erroneously inserts a three-letter pronoun (hmh; English, "they") 
into the verse, a pronoun that must grammatically refer to the list of verse 13 (which 
includes Noah!).  Not only is it impossible for Noah to come to Noah, but his family 
had already entered the ark according to verse 13!  As an editorial aside, this is the 
kind of "Bible difficulty" that those who scoff at the Bible as being God's word often 
bring up.  The "error" evaporates with the application of textual criticism. 
 
For our purposes, LXX does not have the inserted pronoun, and is the superior text.   
 
Total letter differences = 17 
Letters lost in MT = 10 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 4 



 
2.  Substituting Euphemistic Language for Certain "Offensive" Wordings in the 
Text 
 

Deuteronomy 25:11 
 
MT = wy#bmb  hqyzxhw (Literally, "and she seized him by  

that which arouses shame" 

SP =    wr#bb  hqyzxhw ("and she seized him by his flesh"  
                            – i.e., his genitals) 

 
The issue here is that the MT scribes wanted to avoid the reference to a man's 

genitals in the context of them being touched by a woman in any way.  To avoid this 
offense, the scribe cleverly added one letter (the second to last in MT), and rearranged 
the order of three others, which created a participle from an altogether different word 
in the place of the word for "flesh/genitals."  Consequently, there are four letters 
affected, one of which should be deleted from MT for accuracy.   

 
Total letter differences = 21 
Letters lost in MT = 10 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 5 

 
3.  Deliberate Theological Changes 
 

An excellent example of a place where scribes changed the wording of the text for 
theological reasons is Deuteronomy 32:8.  In this case, and others, the problem was 
that the scribe thought a reading sounded polytheistic, and so an alteration was made.7 
 
Deuteronomy 32:8 
 
MT = l)r#y ynb rpsml ("according to the number of the sons of Israel") 

 
Some manuscripts of LXX and 4QDeutq =  
          l) ynb rpsml 

4QDeutj =    Myhl) ynb rpsml 
 
Either translation = ("according to the number of the sons of God") 
 
The issue here is the phrase “sons of God,” which many scholars have noted refers in 
other ancient semitic texts to multiple divine beings.  As Tov notes, the MT scribe, 
“did not feel at ease with this possibly polytheistic picture.”8  There are five letter 
differences here, all five of which should be removed from MT and replaced for 
accuracy.   
 



Total letter differences = 26 
Letters lost in MT = 10 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 10 
 
Genesis 14:22 
 
MT =   l) ydy ytmyrh Mds Klm l) Mrb) rm)w 

Cr) Mym# hnq Nwyl( l) hwhy 
 
("And Abram said to the king of Sodom, 'I swear to the LORD, God Most High [Lit. – El Elyon], 
creator of heaven and earth." 
 

LXX and the Dead Sea text 1QapGen (col. XXII, line 21) both lack  hwhy 
(“Yahweh”) the divine name enlarged in the example.   
 
MT added the divine name here for theological clarification (it is a theological gloss).  
The reason was because El Elyon ("God Most High") was the name of God to the 
pagan Canaanites.  The scribe wanted to be clear that it was Yahweh who was the 
Most High God, and so added the name.9  This MT insertion concerns four letters.  
Again, they should be deleted as secondary from MT for textual accuracy.   
 
Total letter differences = 30 
Letters lost in MT = 10 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 14 
 

Manuscript Uncertainty Due to Text-Family Disagreement 
 

As noted in our brief discussion of the history of the Hebrew text of the Torah, the 
Dead Sea Scrolls show us that there were at least three different text families (what 
would become known as MT, LXX, and SP) used during the period of 300 B.C. to 100 
A.D.   

In this section, I will utilize a dramatic content comparison between a Dead Sea 
Scroll of Exodus versus the MT text of the same passage.  The reader need not be a 
linguist to grasp the comparison – all he or she needs to do is observe how certain 
underlined letters are (1) missing in MT; or (2) spelled differently at times in the Dead 
Sea text (the scrolls have the "plene" [full] spelling noted earlier).  The point is simple 
but profound:  the Bible code requires accounting for every letter of the text and its 
sequence, but there is no way, short of omniscience, that we can tell which text families 
reflect the original texts composed for the Torah.   

We turn then to the striking disagreement in the major text families in Exodus 
32:10-11.10  Scholars are not in consensus as to whether the disagreement should be 
thought of as a wholesale MT deletion or wholesale SP / LXX addition.  The point is 
moot, though, for our purposes.  At issue is textual uncertainty in terms of an every-letter 
sequence.  It is possible that MT has lost, in this example, roughly fifty letters (see the 
underlined portions). 
 



4QpaleoExodm   (Exodus 32:10b-11) 
Note:  Brackets [ ] are for missing letters in the scroll fragment; the reading is certified by parallel passages (cf. 
Deut. 9:20) 

 
[      ] wdym#hl d)m hw[hy Pn)th Nwrh)bw]  lwdg ywgl [Kt]w) 1 
[                  ]    [  w   ]             [       Nwrh])  d(b  h#m  llpt[y]w  2 

[Kp]) rxy hwhy [ h]ml rm[w)yw wyhl) hwhy] y[np] t) h#m [lx]y 3 
[h]qzx (wrzb[w  lwdg xcb Myrcm Cr)m t)]c[wh] r#)[  K]m(b 4 

 
Masoretic Text 

lwdg ywgl Ktw)  1 
2 

Kp) hrxy hwhy [ h]ml rm)yw wyhl) hwhy ynp t) h#m lxyw   3 
hqzx dybw  lwdg xcb Myrcm Cr)m t)cwh r#)  Km(b  4 

 
Translation: 
1    (. . . but I will make) you a great nation.  But against Aaron the LORD was very angry, 
(enough) to destroy him; 
2    so Moses prayed on behalf of Aaron. 
3    And Moses entreated the LORD his God and said, "Why, O LORD, does your anger burn  
4    against your people whom you have brought out of the land of Egypt with great power and a 
mighty arm?" 
 

 
With these fifty letters, the tally for overall textual uncertainty is now: 
 

Total letter differences = 80 
Letters lost in MT = 60 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 14 
 

Hopefully the reader is getting the picture.  The Bible code is "dead on arrival" 
when understood from the perspective of the textual evidence left to us by time (and God, 
no less) – and we're just getting to the notes made by the Masoretes themselves about the 
text.  I say this since the Masoretes actually note one place in MT where no less than 85 
letters (and thus necessary deletions) were viewed suspiciously!  That one instance alone 
would surpass Satinover's "magic 77." 
 
Manuscript Uncertainty in MT Noted by the Scribes11 
 

This is perhaps the most damning category of the four, for it is the scribes 
themselves that speak against the kind of textual certitude required for the Bible code.   

As noted in the glossary section of our introduction, the Masoretes themselves 
kept careful watch over the text, and when they came across problems, they noted them 
for us.  At the risk of redundancy, let me reiterate that their notations concern the 
"accepted" Masoretic text they themselves were perpetuating for posterity.  The 
Masoretes were not commenting on other text families.  By definition, they were 
concerned about only the text family they had given their lives to copying.  Before 
proceeding it is imperative to remember that the text used for the Bible code does not 



take into consideration these Masoretic notations.  As a result, the Hebrew text in which 
the code allegedly resides is defective, since it fails to incorporate the learned opinions of 
the scribes concerning its transmission. 

The Masoretic notations listed and illustrated below are not by any means 
exhaustive.  Since I am restricting my examples to the books of the Torah, I am prevented 
from showing the reader much more of what the Masoretes noted.  The abbreviated 
survey will suffice. 

 
1.  The Kethiv – Qere  
 

The Masoretic notation system of Kethiv-Qere is perhaps the most well known of 
their devices.  In simplest terms, when the scribe came across a word he felt was 
erroneous (the kethiv – "what is written"), he made a marginal notation instructing the 
reader what to read instead of the word actually in the MT (the qere – "what is 
[should be] read").12  There are anywhere from 800-1600 Kethiv-Qere notes in the 
Hebrew Bible, depending on the scribal records cited.13 
 
Genesis 24:33 
 
MT – Kethiv =  lk)l wynpl M#yyw 
 The Qere =   (same text)    M#wyw 
 

The correct (Qere) reading is "when food was set before him," a translation that 
can still be inferred from the Kethiv.  The important point, though, is that the 
Masoretes thought there needed to be a letter correction here.   

 
Total letter differences = 81 
Letters lost in MT = 60 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 14 
 
Genesis 2:12; 3:12,20; 4:22; 7:2; 10:11,12 
 

The seven verses noted above all have the same Kethiv-Qere problem.  Seven 
times in the Torah the MT reads )whh for the third person pronoun "he" when it 
should read (and the Qere notes) )yhh.  The problem  involves graphic confusion of 
the w (waw) and y (yodh). 

At this point, a native Hebrew reader will think I've made my own mistake in the 
text of this book, since "he" should be spelled (and is in the Hebrew Bible – outside 
the Torah) as  )whh.  For some odd reason,14 the middle waw in the typical proper 
spelling is a yodh in this word in the Torah (called a "perpetual qere" in the Torah).  
The Masoretes knew this, and noted seven occurrences where the flip-flop wasn't 
consistent.  This means that we have seven more instances where MT has a wrong 
letter.   

 



Total letter differences = 88 
Letters lost in MT = 60 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 14 
 

2.  Dots Over Doubtful Letters (the "extraordinary" dots)15 
 

In ten places in the Torah, the Masoretes placed dots over certain letters because they 
doubted these letters should be in the text.  This was also a common practice of 
ancient scribes at Qumran to indicate that these letters deserved erasure.16  In two 
instances, their omission is even preserved in ancient manuscripts – manuscripts in 
the rabbinic and MT tradition!17  The specific verses and words that bear these letters 
are listed below:18 
 
Passage Words with Dotted Letters 

Above 
Gen 16:5 KyOnybw 
Gen 18:9 wOyOlO)O 
Gen 19:33 hmwOqbw 
Gen 33:4 wOhOqO#O$ywoO 
Gen 37:12 tO)O 
Numbers 3:39 NOrOhO)OwO 
Numbers 9:10 hqxOr 
Numbers 21:30 rO#$) 
Numbers 29:15 NOwr#o(w 
Deuteronomy 29:28 wOnOyOnObOlOwO  wOnOlO 

 
 

When the dots are added up, we have a total of 33 letters that by Masoretic 
notation should be deleted from MT (not counting the required dots over the letter #).   
 
Total letter differences = 121 
Letters lost in MT = 60 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 47 
 

We have nearly surpassed Satinover's figure of 130 total letter differences for 
undermining the Bible code.  After our next example, we will be well in excess of the 
130 – as well as his "required" 77 MT deletions for destroying the code totally. 

 
3.  The "Inverted Nuns" 
 

In the printed MT of BHS an important Masoretic scribal notation is recorded for 
us.  Before and after Numbers 10:35-36, the Masoretes placed the Hebrew letter nun 
(n) in backward position ([).19   



The importance of these unusual signs is that the Masoretes used them to indicate 
that the letters (in this case two whole verses) between the two nuns did not make 
sense in the text.  That is, they were "a subtle means of removing an element or 
section from the text."20  These signs are discussed in rabbinic literature on Numbers 
10:35-36.21  The verses appear as follows (in Hebrew): 

 

hw"hy> hm'Wq hv,mo rm,aYOw: !roa'h' [;son>Bi yhiy>w: 35 [ 
 `^yn<P'mi ^ya,n>f;m. WsnUy"w> ^yb,y>ao Wcpuy"w>  
tAbb.ri hw"hy> hb'Wv rm;ayO hxonUb.W 36 

[ laer'f.yI ypel.a;  
 

These letters, which the Masoretes themselves thought should be removed from 
the Torah, add up to 85 deletions.  We have then, in just two verses, enough letters 
rightly deleted from MT to satisfy Satinover's figure of 77 for totally eradicating the 
Bible code.  Our own tally, though, blows the code to bits:   
 

Total letter differences = 206 
Letters lost in MT = 60 
Deletions from MT for textual accuracy = 132 (nearly twice Satinover’s figure) 

 
By providing a mere one or two examples of each of the types of scribal errors 

that are common in the text, I have surpassed Satinover’s criteria for invalidating a 
Bible code.  I could go on to provide literally thousands more examples if I were to 
use the entire Hebrew Bible. 

 
No, Virginia, there is no Bible code. 

   
 

For Further Reading: 
 
Ellis R. Brotzman, Old Testament Textual Criticism:  A Practical Introduction (Baker, 
1994) 
Karen Jobes and Moises Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint (Baker, 2000) 
Page H. Kelley, Daniel S. Mynatt, and Timothy G. Crawford, The Masorah of Biblia 
Hebraica Stuttgartensia (Eerdmans, 1998) 
Malachi Martin, The Scribal Character of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Louvain, 1958) 
P. Kyle McCarter, Textual Criticism:  Recovering the Text of the Hebrew Bible (Fortress 
Press, 1986) 
Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Fortress Press, 1992) 



 
                                                 
1 Many examples can be found in Ronald Hendel, The Text of Genesis 1-11 (New York:  
Oxford University Press, 1998).  Hendel catalogues in excess of one hundred textual 
problems just in the first eleven chapters of the first book of the Torah!  I could choose 
from literally thousands of examples if I were to use the whole Hebrew Bible. 
2 The reader must understand that when a reading is given for the LXX, which is written 
in Greek, the Hebrew displayed for that reading has been retroverted.  That is, scholars 
have looked at the Greek and then "reverse translated" what they see back into Hebrew.  
Since they know that this too is a fallible enterprise, I have chosen examples that aren't 
too complicated and where there is virtual (or actual) unanimity on what the Hebrew text 
of LXX would have read. 
3 The examples have been drawn from several sources already noted:  Ronald Hendel, 
The Text of Genesis 1-11; P. Kyle McCarter, Textual Criticism:  Recovering the Text of 
the Hebrew Bible; and Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible.  
4 See the discussion in Hendel, Text of Genesis 1-11,  59. 
5 See the discussions in Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 53; and Hendel, Text 
of Genesis 1-11,  46. 
6 I have chosen not to include any of the so-called Tiqqune sopherim ("changes of the 
scribes") or the Itture sopherim ("omissions of the scribes").  The former category refers 
to 18 places where, according to rabbinic tradition, scribes made deliberate changes in the 
text (three of these are in the Torah – Gen. 18:22; Numbers 11:15 and 12:12).  Scholarly 
sources differ as to whether these changes are genuine or just part of rabbinic tradition.  
Concerning the latter, the changes involve only the omission of a single letter (a waw 
conjunction) from the text.  Tov notes that the scribes were probably correct in doing this, 
and so MT is sound (Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 67, note 46).  For 
discussion of the Tiqqune Sopherim, see Tov, 64-66; Carmel McCarthy, The Tiqqune 
Sopherim and Other Theological Corrections in the Masoretic Text of the Old Testament, 
Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis 36  (Gottingen, Germany:  Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981). 
7 For a discussion of this example from an evangelical source, see Michael S. Heiser, 
"Deuteronomy 32:8 and the Sons of God," Bibliotheca Sacra 158:629 (January-March 
2001):  52-74.  This article is especially useful for pointing out the superiority of the 
LXX reading here, and showing why this reading does not require polytheism in the text. 
8 Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 269.  Tov (and I agree) considers 4QDeutj 

the best reading of the three. 
9 See Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 282. 
10 The example has been adapted from Eugene Ulrich, "Multiple Literary Editions:  
Reflections toward a Theory of the History of the Biblical Text," in Current Research 
and Technological Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Donald W. Parry and 
Stephen D. Ricks (Leiden:  E.J. Brill, 1996):  83. 
11 An excellent introduction to the Masorah is Page H. Kelley, Daniel S. Mynatt, and 
Timothy G. Crawford, The Masorah of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (Grand Rapids:  
Eerdmans, 1998). 
12 See Brotzman, Old Testament Textual Criticism, 101-102 for a brief explanation. 
13 Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 58. 
14 See the discussion in Hendel, Text of Genesis 1-11,  43-44. 



                                                                                                                                                 
15 See the discussion in Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 55-56. 
16 Ibid., 56. 
17 Ibid., 56. 
18 The chart from which this list is drawn comes from Kelley, et. al., The Masorah of 
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 32. 
19 Actually, the sign was not originally the letter nun, but the Greek scribal signs for the 
letter sigma ( S ) and a backward sigma (or, antisigma).  The Masoretes passed the marks 
down as backward nuns. 
20 Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 54. 
21 Ibid., 55.  Tov quotes Sifre Numbers (p. 80) on Numbers 10:35-36 and references the 
Babylonian Talmud, Shabbat 115a-116a. 



Chapter Four 
 
 

The Flawed Methodology Used 
To "Prove" the Bible Code 

 
 

 
Readers may be wondering at this point, "Okay, it's pretty obvious that 

the manuscripts of the Hebrew Bible undermine rather than support the Bible 
code – but why does it seem to work then?"  Answering this question is the focus 
of this chapter. 

The concise answer is, flatly, because the practitioners of the Bible code 
make it work.  More bluntly, Bible code proponents, whether intentionally or 
through ignorance, are simply misleading their readers.  They know they have 
written to an audience that predominantly lacks knowledge of Hebrew.  They 
also know that Christians or Jews who take their religion seriously want to 
believe in the code.  That is, the readership's predisposition toward believing the 
Bible is something utterly unique from God works in favor of acceptance of the 
Bible code.   

As I noted earlier, I am willing to believe that most of the promotion of the 
Bible code is due to ignorance of the history of the text, textual transmission 
errors, and the work of the Masoretes.  In other words, people with good motives 
– they want people to believe in the Bible and in God – make the code "work," or 
refuse to critically assess it, because this will help to accomplish these goals.  The 
ends are justifying the means.     

In this chapter, we won't be looking at so much Hebrew (relatively 
speaking).  We'll concentrate on how Bible code practitioners manipulate their 
findings in the text and produce "hits" to wow their audience.  One does not need 
to be able to read Hebrew or be an expert in textual history to see how self-
authenticating these methods of "code interpretation" really are.   

The reader should also understand that this chapter is of necessity brief, 
due to the contents of the Appendix.  All of the "techniques" to which readers 
will be introduced in this chapter have been applied to books other than the 
Bible.  These applications demonstrate conclusively that if Bible code exists and 
is an intelligently designed code from God that proves the Bible is inspired, then 
War and Peace, Moby Dick, and other works of common, secular literature are just 
as "inspired."  More space will be devoted to the alleged code's "amazing 
accuracy" in the Appendix, where the scholarly opinions of mathematicians are 
summarized.  This chapter is designed to familiarize the reader with the self-



authenticating methods of Bible code practitioners, so that the material in the 
Appendix can be better understood.  The chapter will be organized into five 
sections: 

 
 
• Use Dyslexic Translation Technique – but Only 

When Necessary 
• Don't Pay Attention to that Man Behind the Curtain 
• The Limits of the Limitless Knowledge of the Torah 
• Immaculate Detection?  The Manufactured "Jesus 

Codes" 
• Putting the Cart Before the Horse:  Doing Bad 

Science in the Name of Jesus Codes 
• An Incoherent Cloudburst:  The "Amazing" 22 Letter 

Bible Code Hit 
 

 
Use Dyslexic Translation Technique – But Only When Necessary 
 

By "dyslexic translation technique" I refer to the deliberate tactic of Bible 
code researchers of translating the Hebrew letters of the Torah in any direction – 
just to generate "hits."  Readers by now know that Hebrew (biblical and modern) 
is read from right to left, not left to right, as in English.  It would make sense that, 
if God gave Moses and successive biblical authors a divine code in their Hebrew 
Bible, He would arrange the letters in accord with the rules of their language.  
Often, however, Bible code researchers find messages in the ELS sequencing by 
reading and translating the letters in any direction – even diagonally.  In fact, in 
some cases, the letters are "sequenced" by skipping letters within the skip 
sequence itself.  This amounts to no more than taking a page full of letters and 
picking those which "make sense" to the "decoder."  All of this begs the question:  
Were these secret messages meant for people whose language is to be read right 
to left, left to right, in columns, etc.?  Since different languages are read in 
differing directions, there is no control over what "hits" one might find.  The 
method is completely contrived. 

For example, in the celebrated Bible code prophecy that Prime Minister 
Yitzhak Rabin would be assassinated, the name of the assassin, "Amir" was also 
found – in reverse spelling.  More will be said of this example, for it is a prime 
example of other self-serving methodologies.  For now, let it suffice to say that 
the kind of translational (directional) latitude needed for encoded "hits" 
undermines the credibility of the research.  It is inconsistent to talk about the 
preservation of the Hebrew text and the alleged supernatural code in it, and then 
turn around and translate in such a manner that assumes God could not produce 
a code in correct Hebrew letter order. 



 
Don't Pay Attention to that Man Behind the Curtain 
 

In the movie, The Wizard of Oz, Dorothy and her companions learn to their 
dismay that the mighty wizard they have been soliciting for the solutions to their 
needs is really a quite ordinary old man who operates a deceptive façade of the 
wizard's awesome and potent visage from behind a curtain.  "Pay no attention to 
that man behind the curtain!" the old man exclaims when little Toto the dog pulls 
the curtain back.  In the case of the Bible code, the advice is appropriate. 

Much of the hoopla over the "hits" researchers have found in the Bible 
code could be put to rest when one discerns how such findings are produced by 
deliberate mistranslation.  To understand this criticism of the Bible code 
methodology, we need to return to how the letters of the Torah are sequenced.   

The reader will recall that all vowels and spaces are removed from the 
letters of the Torah, and then, on command via a computer program, those letters 
are arranged in artificial columns according to how many letters the decoder 
wants the computer to skip count.  Using the Yitzhak Rabin example once more, 
the letters that yielded this remarkable "hit" were arranged in columns 4,772 
letters long.  When this was done, the letters in Rabin's name lined up vertically 
(see the illustration below).i  

 

 
 
 The vertical column is thus the encoded column.  The horizontal row is 

just composed of the running Torah text.  As a result, the horizontal row contains 
the actual verses of the Torah, only with the spaces removed, and lines broken 
(depending on the length of the lines required by the instructions given to the 



computer program by the researcher).  There is no doubt that the vertical letters 
(read top to bottom, and not right to left!) spell "Yitzhak Rabin."  At issue is the 
translation of the horizontal letters:  

 
          xcry  r#$)  xcwr 
 
 This phrase, translated by Drosnin as "assassin who will assassinate,"ii 

actually comes from (in the running sequence) Deuteronomy 4:42.  In that verse, 
the context tells us plainly that Drosnin's translation is categorically wrong.  
Deuteronomy 4:42 is in a passage about "cities of refuge," places where someone 
who accidentally killed someone may flee to avoid capital punishment.  The 
phrase therefore means "someone who kills inadvertently" – pretty much the 
opposite of Drosnin's fanciful rendering.iii 

Drosnin's mistranslation of horizontal sequences from the Torah cannot be 
isolated to this one instance either.  Ronald Hendel, writing in Bible Review, 
briefly lists (in his words) other translation "howlers."iv  Among Hendel's 
examples of Drosnin's "cavalier attitude toward biblical language" are:v 
 

1.  [Jacob] set it up as a standing stone" (Genesis 31:45) is rendered as 
"Shooting from the military post." 
2.  "Which she [Rebekah] had made" (Genesis 27:17) is translated as "Fire, 
earthquake." 
3.  "[The men] numbered by Moses" (Numbers 26:64) is rendered as "Code 
will save." 
4.  "After the death of Abraham" (Genesis 25:11) is rendered as "After the 
death of the Prime Minister in July."vi 
 

This last example is particularly notorious.  As other reviewers have 
pointed out, Drosnin here takes the horizontal phrase out of Genesis 25:11 . . . 

 
Mhrb)     twm     
Abraham     died   
 

and then divides the consonants of Abraham's name differently . . .  
 
Mhr      b)     twm      
Prime         July           died  
Minister 
 
 
It should be obvious how self-serving this "translation technique" is.  

When one is free to just break up "non-coded" consonants in the free-running 
Torah text to get the "hits" you desire, you can find anything you want.  As the 



Appendix will show, people have done so in works outside the Torah – to 
illustrate the absurdity of such an approach. 

 
The Limits of the Limitless Knowledge of the Torah 
 

Earlier in the book, I noted that part of the belief in a Bible code among 
Jews has to do with the belief that the Torah contains all the knowledge in the 
universe.  When I first heard about the Bible code and the Jewish scholars who 
had produced the mathematical experiments that demonstrated the code, I 
wondered immediately if they had searched to "answer" the question of whether 
Jesus was the Messiah.  After all, it seemed logical that the birth, ministry, 
crucifixion, and resurrection of Jesus, arguably among the most pivotal events in 
western civilization, would get some encoded commentary in the Bible code.   

Surprisingly, both Jewish and Christian reviewers of the code took great 
pains to avoid the question, insisting that the Bible code should not be made to 
serve such ends.  My question was simply, why not?  I would think God knew 
the answer – and why would God withhold such vital information?  The real 
answer was that such religious questions are not politically correct, and would 
immediately cut off a substantial number of customers.  Either the Torah had all 
knowledge encoded in it or it didn't.  I found it difficult to believe that God 
would be more interested in telling us that an Israeli Prime Minister would be 
assassinated than whether He'd sent the Messiah in the first century. 

Eventually, though, the "Jesus code" researchers surfaced.  For instance, 
Yacov Rambsel, a Messianic Jew, claims to have found many occurrences of the 
name of Jesus ("Yeshua" in Hebrew) in the Bible code.  In typical manipulative 
fashion, though, he at times makes the decision to remove the vowel letter / 
matres lectionis for the long "u" vowel in the name to get a hit,vii and also 
deliberately extracts the needed consonants from within Hebrew words, 
breaking up those words as in the Abraham example above.   

Predictably, Jewish Bible code proponents have not been swayed by 
Rambsel's use of the very methods those Jewish code researchers allow 
themselves.  Instead, as noted in the Introduction, they have produced their own 
"Jesus readings," which produce the messages that "Jesus is a false prophet," and 
"Jesus is a liar."viii  I am amazed and chagrined that both Jewish and Christian 
researchers will not simply admit at this point that the methods used to decode 
the Torah letters really are self-serving across the board – and across religious 
lines.  It is inconsistent to argue in favor of a code and then forbid code searches 
you don’t like that utilize code searching methods you accept.  But should the 
"Jesus codes" even be accepted?  Are they real?   

My answer to this question is an unqualified, "No."  Toward supporting 
my conclusion, the remainder of this chapter examines the claims of Grant 
Jeffrey, the most widely-published promoter of the Jesus codes.  Jeffrey's work 



fails to account for all the arguments detailed in this book thus far, as the 
examples drawn from his books will clearly show. 

 
Immaculate Detection?  Manufactured "Jesus Codes" 

 
Generally, Jeffrey's work is more respectable than that of other Bible code 

proponents because he recognizes the invalidity of lengthy ELS sequences such 
as the Yitzhak Rabin example referred to above.  Jeffrey contends that if one 
takes smaller portions of the Hebrew Bible and restricts ELS skip searches to 
under 100 skips, then the code results are basically immune from the kind of 
textual corruptions in the Hebrew letter sequence I have demonstrated in my 
book to this point.  Unfortunately, this assertion reflects a woeful 
misunderstanding of the textual situation.ix   

Jeffrey's most publicized test case is Isaiah 52:13-53:12.  In these fifteen 
verses – a very small textual chunk – Jeffrey claims to have found dozens of 
encoded names associated with the life and times of Jesus, thereby showing that 
the great messianic passage of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 encrypted the identity of the 
Messiah, Jesus of Nazareth.  Jeffrey estimated that a very small number of textual 
discrepancies might show up in such a sample, perhaps less than a dozen.x  As I 
will demonstrate below, a shocking 115 spelling differences occurs in these 
fifteen verses, utterly destroying Jeffrey's premise. 

Naturally, as a Christian, I accept Jesus as Messiah and God incarnate.  I 
do not, however, accept any of Jeffrey's "encoding" work.  My reasons are 
twofold:  the textual uncertainty of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 when it comes to the every 
letter sequence, and the manipulative way the "hits" are detected. 

 
The Text of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 – The Impact of Letter Differences Caused by 
Ancient Scribal Spelling Practices 
 

When I refer to "textual uncertainty" in this portion of the Old Testament, I 
am not referring to the content of the text.  It does, I believe, prophesy a suffering 
Messiah, whom I believe on New Testament authority to have been Jesus.  
Rather, I am referring to the every-letter sequence needed by Jeffrey to produce 
his "Jesus codes."  This sequence is markedly different in our most ancient 
manuscripts – the ones closest to the time when the prophet Isaiah received this 
message from God – than it is in the text used by Bible code practitioners.   

Put simply, by comparing the spelling in the text of this passage in the 
Dead Sea Scrolls' famous Great Isaiah Scroll – the scroll that, above all others 
demonstrated the amazing accuracy of textual transmission – we can prove that 
the sequence of letters is incredibly different.  These spelling conventions of 
ancient scribes do not affect content, but they are deadly to a letter sequence. 

If the reader is wondering how it is that the Bible can be a reliable 
document when spelling was so variable, recall that we are only discussing 



letters.  For example, meaning is not compromised if a personal name or familiar 
word is spelled one way in the MT and another in different Hebrew text.  We 
spell a man's name today "Jon" or "John", "Steven" or "Stephen".  We may spell 
the word "color" as "colour" or "endeavor" as "endeavour."  Meaning is not 
affected, but the letters used vary.  This is the kind of phenomenon we see in the 
Hebrew of the ancient Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hebrew Bible used in classrooms 
today. 
 
Letter Differences in Isaiah 52:13-53:12 
 

In order for the reader to understand what I am arguing here, a few words 
of explanation will be helpful. 

First, the reader will see three lines of text for each verse: 
  

Line 1 = The actual Dead Sea script  
 

The photos of the script come from The Great Isaiah Scroll (1QIsaa): A New 
Edition, ed. by Donald W. Parry and Elisha Qimron (Leiden: Brill, 1999). 

 
Line 2 = The Dead Sea scroll script put into modern type-face for 
readability.  
 

Once the reader compares line 1 with line 2, it will be apparent how easily 
a scribe could have confused certain letters.  One can also note how the 
letter styles have changed.  At times the manuscript is damaged, so 
readability varies.  A few notes of interest about scribal techniques are 
interspersed for the reader as well. 

 
Line 3 = The Masoretic Text used by Bible Code Proponents (from “BHS” – 
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia)  
 

This line is the consonantal text of BHS, plus vocalization and accentual 
pointing.  The pointing does not alter the consonantal text used by the 
Bible code proponents – they simply remove the point-markings for their 
letter string. 

 
Second, to discern the point being made here about spelling differences, 

the reader needs to visually compare the spelling (the letters) of LINE 2 and LINE 3.  
The differences are shaded for the reader's convenience.  You will find that there 
are many letters in the words in the Dead Sea Isaiah scroll that are missing from 
the text used by Bible code practitioners (LINE 3).  In other words, there are 
undeniably many spelling differences between the text used by Bible Code 
proponents and the Dead Sea Scrolls, the scrolls closest to the biblical period 



(roughly 200 BC) – far more than Jeffrey presumes.  In fact, there are an 
astonishing 115 letter differences in this small portion of text!  As a result, the 
scrolls that most likely preserve the spelling of the biblical Old Testament text 
when put in its final composed form disagrees with the letter sequences used by 
Bible code practitioners.   

I repeat my basic question raised earlier in this book:  how do we know 
which text is right and which spellings were given by God so we could 
"discover" his code?  

We'll discover how badly Jeffrey and other Bible code proponents have 
underestimated the textual situation in the Hebrew manuscripts by going verse 
by verse from Isaiah 52:13-53:12.  The reader will note that the Dead Sea Scroll 
text has parts of verses on each line (i.e., one line may have v. 5 and the 
beginning of verse 6).  Note the shaded letters which disrupt the letter sequence 
used by Bible code practitioners. 
 
Isa 52:13-14a 

 
wmm# r#)k 14 hd)wm hbgw )#nw Mwryw ydb( lyk#y hnh 13 

  WmÜm.v' rv,’a]K; 14   `dao)m. Hb;Þg"w> aF'²nIw> ~Wrôy" yDI_b.[; lyKiÞf.y: hNEïhi   13 
 

Isa 52:14b 

 
Md)h ynbm wr)wtw wh)rm #y)m ytx#m Nk Mybr hkyl( 
`~d'(a' ynEïB.mi Arßa]tow> Whae_r>m; vyaiÞme tx;îv.mi-!Ke ~yBiêr; ‘^yl,’[' 

 
Isa 52:15a 

 
r#) t) )yk hmhyp Myklm wcpqw wyl( Mybr My)wg hzy  Nk  
rv,’a] yKiû ~h,_yPi ~ykiÞl'm. WcïP.q.yI wyl'²[' ~yBiêr; ~yIåAG ‘hZ<y: !KEÜ   

Isa 52:15b 

 
wnnwbth w(m# )wl r#) t)w w)r hmhl rpws )wl 
`Wnn")ABt.hi W[ßm.v'-al{) rv<ïa]w: Waêr' ‘~h,l' rP:Üsu-al{) 



 
Isa 53:1-2a 

 
wynpl qnwyk l(yw 2 htlgn ym l) hwhy (wrzw wnt(wm#l Nym)h ym 1 

wyn"©p'l. qnE÷AYK; l[;Y:“w:  `ht'l'(g>nI ymiî-l[; hw"ßhy> [;Arïz>W Wnte_['muv.li !ymiÞa/h, ymiî   
 

 
Isa 53:2b 

 
h)rm )wlw wn)rnw wl rdh )wlw wl rw)t )wl h)yc cr)m #rw#kw 

ha,Þr>m;-al{)w> Whaeîr>nIw> rd"+h' al{åw> Alà ra;toï-al{ hY"ëci #r,a,äme ‘vr,Vo’k;w> 
 

Isa 53:2c-3a 

 
ylwx (dwyw twbw)km #y)w My#y) ldxw hzbn  (3)  wndmxnw  

ylixo+ [;WdåywI tAbßaok.m; vyaiî ~yviêyai ld;äx]w: ‘hz<b.nI   `Whde(m.x.n<w> 
Isa 53:3b-4a 

 
h)wh wnyylwx Nk) (4) whwnb#x )wlw whzwbnw wnmm Mynp rytsmkw  
aWhå ‘WnyE’l'x\ !kEÜa'   `WhnU)b.v;x] al{ïw> hz<ßb.nI WNM,êmi ‘~ynIP' rTEÜs.m;k.W 

 
Note the tiny raised yodh ( y )  above the second last word (from left) in the DSS – it's a scribal correction. 
 
Isa 53:4b 

 
Myhwl) hkwmw (wgn  yhwnb#x wnxn)w  Mlbs wnybw)kmw )#n    

~yhiÞl{a/ hKeîmu [;Wg°n" WhnUëb.v;x] Wnx.n:åa]w: ~l'_b's. WnybeÞaok.m;W af'ên" 
 

Isa 53:4c-5a 

 
rswmw wnytwnww(m )kwdmw wny(#pm llwxm h)whw  (5) hnw(mw  
rs:ÜWm Wnyte_nOwO[]me aK'Þdum. Wn[eêv'P.mi ll'äxom. ‘aWhw>   `hN<)[um.W 



Isa 53:5b-6a 

 
wkrdl #y) wny(t N)wck wnlwk (6) wnl )prn wytrwbxbw wyl( wnmwl#  

  AKßr>d;l. vyaiî Wny[iêT' !aCoåK; ‘WnL'’Ku `Wnl'(-aP'r>nI Atàr'bux]b;W wyl'ê[' ‘Wnme’Alv.   
 
Isa 53:6b-7a 

 
)wlw hn(n h)whw  #gn (7)  wnlwk Nww( t) wb (ygph hwhyw  wnynp  
 al{åw> éhn<[]n: aWhåw> fG:“nI   `WnL'(Ku !wOð[] taeÞ ABê [;yGIåp.hi ‘hw"hyw:) WnynI+P' 

 
Isa 53:7b 

 
xtp )wlw hml)n hyzzwg ynpl lxrk lbwy xwb+l h#k whyp xtpy  

xT;Þp.yI al{ïw> hm'l'_a/n< h'yz<ßz>gO ynEïp.li lxe§r'k.W lb'êWy xb;J,äl; ‘hF,K; èwyPi-xT;p.yI 
 

The  last word in the line (reading right to left) is a different verb form in the DSS than in MT (where we see xtp 
instead of xtpy).  In the MT (and our English Bibles) the verb reads "and he would not / will not open his 
mouth."  Thus it sounds prophetic (it's a Qal Imperfect).  In the DSS, though, the scribe has "he opened not 
his mouth" – it apparently made more sense to him that the action would already be PAST – he apparently 
did not take this phrase to be a prophecy.  This is an example of a content disagreement in a manuscript.  The 
scribe is not speculating on any "fulfillment" since he sees no prophetic content here.  The DSS text is odd 
since the other imperfect verb forms and prophetic context are the same as MT.  It's a good contextual 
argument for seeing MT (in this case) as the better reading.  The Bible code proponent nevertheless has 
another letter disruption. 

 
Isa 53:7c-8a 

 
Cr)m rzgn )yk xxw#y )ym wrwd t)w xqwl +p#mmw rcw(m (8) whyp   
#r,a,äme ‘rz:g>nI yKiÛ x;xe_Afy> ymiä ArßAD-ta,w> xQ'êlu ‘jP'v.MimiW rc,[oÜme   `wyPi( 

 
Note again the raised letter (scribal correction) in the second word from the right in the DSS to correct the text (and MT 
had it right). 
 
Isa 53:8b 

 
{wml (gwn ym( (#pm} Myyx  
`Aml'( [g:n<ï yMiÞ[; [v;P,îmi ~yYIëx; 

 
The last four words in this phrase are transcribed smaller and bracketed because in the DSS manuscript (you can't see it well 
without the color photo) these words ARE in fact lighter in color.  They were most likely added by a second or subsequent 
scribe who thought they belonged in the text, probably on the basis of another copy he was referencing.  At any rate, this is 
only for interest – except for the shaded letter, the MT and DSS match. 



 
Isa 53:9a 

 
wtmwb (My) ry#(  tO(wa  wrbq My(#r t( wnOtOywb   9 

wyt'_moB. ryviÞ['-ta,w> Arêb.qi ‘~y[iv'r>-ta, !TEÜYIw:   
 
The (My) in parentheses in the transcribed version reflect an ERASURE made by the scribe in his scroll (one that would 
show up in magnification or infrared – see the yellowed blotch).  In regard to the raised letter for footnote "a," see the 
raised dot above the third word from the left (tO(w - MT has t)w).  This is a dot written by scholars who transcribed this 
text for in book from which I photocopied the DSS script.  The DSS text had M(w originally, and a scribe put the correct 
letter over the wrong one (see the actual script for a raised letter above the rest; it's a scribal correction). 
 
In regard to footnote "b," there are also two dots over two of these letters (again, placed there by modern scholars) to tell 
us there was great difficulty determining the lettering of the script (it could be several things grammatically). 

 
Isa 53:9b-10a 

 
whllxyw w)kd cpx hwhyw (10) whypb hmrm )wlw h#( smx )wl l(  
yliêx/h,( ‘AaK.D; #peÛx' hw"ùhyw:   `wypi(B. hm'Þr>mi al{ïw> hf'ê[' sm'äx'-al{ l[;… 

 
The last word in this line is different in the DSS.  The word there means "he (God) profaned him (the sufferer in the chapter)."  
In MT it means "he (God) made him sick/weak".   A slight difference, but not terribly significant – unless you are counting 
letters – here there would be six variations in a single word. 
 
Isa 53:10b 

 
hwhy cpxw Mymy Kr)yw (rz h)rw w#pn M#) My#t M)   

hw"ßhy> #p,xeîw> ~ymi_y" %yrIåa]y: [r;z<ß ha,îr>yI Avêp.n: ‘~v'a' ~yfiÛT'-~ai 
 
Isa 53:10c-11a 

 
qydcy wt(dbw (b#yw rw) h)ry hw#pn lm(m 11 xlcy wdyb  
qyDIîc.y: ATª[.d;B. [B'êf.yI ha,är>yI ‘Avp.n: lm;Û[]me   `xl'(c.yI Adðy"B. 

 
Isa 53:11b-12a 

 
Mybrb wl qlx) Nkl (12) lwbsy h)wh Mtwnww(w Mybrl wdb( qydc  
~yBiªr;b' Alå-qL,x;a] !keúl'  `lBo)s.yI aWhï ~t'ÞnOwO[]w: ~yBi_r;l'( yDIÞb.[; qyDI²c; 



 
Isa 53:12b 

 
My(#wp t)w w#pn twml hr(h r#) txt ll# qlxy Mymwc( t)w 

~y[iÞv.Po-ta,w> Avêp.n: ‘tw<M'’l; hr'Û[/h, rv,’a] tx;T;ª èll'v' qLeäx;y> é~ymiWc[]-ta,w> 
 
Isa 53:12c 

 
(gpy hmhy(#pl )#n Mybr y)+x h)whw hnmn  

`[;yGI)p.y: ~y[iÞv.Pol;w> af'ên" ~yBiär;-aj.xe ‘aWhw> hn"+m.nI 
 
Incredibly, when faced with this evidence, Jeffrey would have those who 

believe in the codes simply respond by saying we should just go with the later 
BHS text as the text God wanted us to have – and so use it authoritatively for 
Bible code research.  This is not only illogical but also reflects an ignorance of the 
history of BHS.  It demands that the Christian community of faith embrace a text 
about which several noteworthy comments can be made:  
 

(1) The early church predominantly used the LXX, not the MT (upon which BHS is 
based), which was reworked and textually conformed to create a text that disagreed 
with the LXX used by Christians. 
 
(2) The Jewish Masoretes "standardized" in 100 A.D. so as to assist the rabbinical 
scholars in debating against the LXX, the Bible of the Christians. 
 
(3) The letter sequence of BHS was produced by removing consonants from the Dead 
Sea Isaiah scroll and replacing them with point-markings.  If one wanted to detect a 
code placed within the Hebrew letters by God, wouldn't one want to use the text 
closest to the time of prophetic inspiration, rather than a later text?  In short, 
shouldn't Bible code researchers argue the opposite of what Jeffrey suggests and go 
with the Dead Sea material?   
 
(4) If one argues as Jeffrey does that we should just "go with BHS / MT" we are still 
left with the problem of manuscript disagreements between BHS and other MT 
manuscripts. 
 
(5) If Bible code researchers reject the DSS to produce their sequences, then they 
willingly choose to use a text reworked by later Jewish scholars.  Are we to believe 
that the very Jewish scholars who revised the spelling of the DSS material, and who 
rejected the messianic claims of Jesus, then cryptically inserted hints to Jesus's 
messiah-ship?  If one in turn argues that God did this unbeknownst to the 
unbelieving Masoretes, we are back to the earlier problems this book has repeatedly 
demonstrated – how do we know which string is divine?  We also are confronted 



with a new question:  If God used these unbelievers to hide His code, why didn't He 
do that with the earlier DSS texts so close to the prophets themselves? 
 

Putting the Cart Before the Horse: Doing Bad Science in the Name of "Jesus 
Codes" 
 

If one persists in embracing Jeffrey's work in Isaiah 52:13-53:12, one must 
deal with the methodological problems of that work in addition to the textual 
obstacles. 

On pages 130-131 of his book The Mysterious Bible Codes, Jeffrey asserts 
that he has detected dozens of encoded names and references to the life and 
times of Jesus, thereby proving the existence of a code and the messianic identity 
of Christ from that code.  Unfortunately, both the way these hits are detected and 
the criteria for defining a hit are fatally flawed. 
 
How "Scientific" is the Method By Which Hits are Detected? 
 

In regard to the former problem, Jeffrey and other code researchers 
repeatedly refuse (as correct scientific method would require) to put forth which 
names and which spellings would constitute hits before checking the letter 
sequence.  In other words, they refuse to first form a hypothesis for subsequent 
testing.  The method of Bible code researchers is to look for meaningful words 
and phrases in an ELS sample, and afterward determine how such hits fit 
together.  The results are therefore spectacularly un-miraculous.  This is precisely 
one of the problems that led mathematicians almost universally to declare the 
original Witzum-Ripps experiment invalid (upon which Drosnin's book, The Bible 
Code, was based; see the Appendix).  

To Illustrate, if you flip a coin 1,000 times and record the sequence, the 
odds that you would get that particular sequence are 10300 to 1 - but this is no 
miracle - someone was just flipping a coin and writing the results down.  Hence 
the astronomical numbers thrown about as "science" by Bible code researchers 
mean little.  However, if you had predicted beforehand that the 1,000 coin flips 
would result in that particular sequence, that would be far beyond chance, and 
miraculous.  But this is exactly what Bible code researchers do not do.  Bible code 
practitioners do not tell us beforehand  what they expect to find – which names, 
which places, etc.  They just start looking for letter combinations after they've told 
the computer to set up a search string.  What is needed is the old scientific 
method: 

(1) START WITH A HYPOTHESIS – the specific names and their exact spellings in a 
specific language or stage of the language (see my critique below), then . . . 

(2) Eliminate the textual letter differences by choosing the most ancient, reliable text 
through textual criticism, then . . .  



(3) Conduct your search / ELS sequencing. 

To date, Bible code research has done NONE of these things.  Jeffrey 
needs to start with a hypothesis and set up an experiment to weed out chance 
probability - he doesn't.  There is too much wiggle room at every stage. 

What Constitutes a "Hit"? 

Unfortunately, since Jeffrey and others do not scientifically define the criteria for 
their hits, we cannot specifically critique their method in their own words.  
Apparently anything that is legible – in any language or stage of a language – is 
acceptable.  Let me illustrate: 

 
Jeffrey's Encoded "Hits" in Isaiah 52:13-53:12 

 
The table below catalogues the words detected by Jeffrey in the fifteen verses in 
this messianic passage of Isaiah.  On the surface, the results appear impressive. 
 

Name / Term Ancient Spelling 
Yeshua Shmi (Jesus is his 
name) 

ym# (w#y 

Nazarene ryzn 
Messiah xy#m 
Shiloh hly# 
Passover xsp 
Galilee lylg 
Herod drwh 
Caesar rsyq 
Evil Roman city ymwr ry( (r 
Caiaphas hpyk 
Annas Nn( 
Mary  Myrm 
Mary  Myrm 
Mary  Myrm 
The Disciples Mydml 
Peter hpk 
Matthew yttm 
John Nnxwy 
Andrew yrdn) 
Philip Plyp 



Thomas )mwt 
James bq(y 
James bq(y 
Simon  Nw(m# 
Thaddeus ydt 
Matthias hytm 
"let him be crucified" blcy 
Cross blc 
Pierce rqd 
"lamp of the Lord" hwhy rn 
His signature wmyttm 
The Bread Mxlh 
Wine Nyy 
Zion Nwyc 
Moriah hyrmw 
Obed db( 
Jesse y#y 
Seed (rz 
Water Mym 
Levites Mywl 
Pharisee #wrp 
"from the atonement lamb" )l+ rpkm 
Joseph Pswy 

 



Analysis According to Statistical Laws/Methods, Ancient Spelling Variations, Textual 
Criticism, and Contextual Logic 
 

A.  Statistical Laws 
 
According to the work of computational physicist Dr. Randall Ingermanson 
(a specialist in statistical probability and author of Who Wrote the Bible Code?), 
any word of four letters and less should be excluded from ELS sequence 
results since the probability of finding such words is no greater than that of 
chance.  In other words, to protect the statistical validity of one's encoding 
research, words of four letters or less should not be accepted as hits since they 
are, by definition, not miraculous. 

 
I'll be a bit more generous here, and only exclude words with three letters or 
less in this step (I will, however, keep the following three letter-words:  Peter 
(hpk) and "cross" (blc),  which have other problems).  Here's what's left: 

 
Name / Term Hebrew 

Yeshua  (Jesus) (w#y 
Nazarene ryzn 
Messiah xy#m 
Shiloh hly# 
Galilee lylg 
Herod drwh 
Caesar rsyq 
Evil Roman city ymwr ry( (r 
Caiaphas hpyk 
Mary  Myrm 
Mary  Myrm 
Mary  Myrm 
The Disciples Mydml 
Peter hpk 
Matthew yttm 
John Nnxwy 
Andrew yrdn) 
Philip Plyp 
Thomas )mwt 
James bq(y 
James bq(y 
Simon  Nw(m# 



Matthias hytm 
"let him be crucified" blcy 
Cross blc 
"lamp of the Lord" hwhy rn 
His signature wmyttm 
The Bread Mxlh 
Zion Nwyc 
Moriah hyrmw 
Levites Mywl 
Pharisee #wrp 
Joseph Pswy 

 
Ten deletions were made, leaving 31 names/terms. 
 

B.  Spelling Variations 
 

Basically this problem has two aspects:  
 
(1) Jeffrey (and those on whose research he depends) apparently feels free 
to consider names and terms in both modern and ancient Hebrew as hits – 
why?  Why not specify beforehand what language was encoded?  The 
answer is that this latitude drives the hit number up, since it lets the 
"decoder" find names and terms as spelled in either language stage.  This 
is unscientific and somewhat contrived, since in at least one case, ("cross") 
the hit shows up nowhere in the Hebrew language of the Hebrew Bible – 
it's completely modern (see below). 
 
2) Jeffrey and others ignore the fact that the names of New Testament 
people should be encoded in their Aramaic spelling, since that was the 
language spoken in Jesus' day.  At the very least, the language (and the 
names themselves, correctly spelled in that language) should have 
decided upon beforehand as a scientific hypothesis would require. 
 
The specific cases of spelling and language variance are shaded: 
 

Name / Term Hebrew Explanation 
Yeshua  (Jesus) (w#y  

Nazarene ryzn  

Messiah xy#m  

Shiloh hly#  



Galilee lylg  

Herod drwh This may be a typographical error in Jeffrey's book.  "Herod", 
as one can see, has the "o" vowel in the second syllable.  It is 
spelled this way in the Greek New Testament, and also in 
Aramaic.  The Hebrew (and Aramaic proper name spelling 
should therefore be dwrh not drwh as it appears in Jeffrey's 
book).  It isn't a hit because it's misspelled. 

Caesar rsyq  

Evil Roman city ymwr ry( (r  
Caiaphas hpyk In Aramaic the name is spelled )pyk.  

Mary  Myrm  

Mary  Myrm  

Mary  Myrm  

The Disciples Mydml  

Peter hpk Those familiar with the New Testament will immediately 
recognize this "hit" as Peter's Aramaic name (spelled in Greek, 
"Cephas"; his "true" Greek name was "Petros").  However, in 
Aramaic this name is actually spelled  )p)k. 

Matthew yttm  

John Nnxwy This would be a miss unless specified beforehand.  Elsewhere 
in the Hebrew Bible (cf. David's friend Jonathan) this name is 
spelled Ntnwhy 

Andrew yrdn)  

Philip Plyp  

Thomas )mwt  

James bq(y  

James bq(y  

Simon  Nw(m#  

Matthias hytm  

"let him be 
crucified" 

blcy  

Cross blc  

"lamp of the 
Lord" 

hwhy rn  

His signature wmyttm  

The Bread Mxlh  

Zion Nwyc  

Moriah hyrmw  

Levites Mywl The problem here is that "Levites" can be (and is) spelled 
differently in extant Aramaic manuscripts as )ywyl - 2 more 
letter differences 

Pharisee #wrp  

Joseph Pswy  

 



Five names were problematic, leaving twenty-six terms. 
 

C. Contextual Problems in Vocabulary and Logic 
 
This category relates to the lack of specifying beforehand in which language 
the hits would be expected, as well as to "hits" which just don’t make any 
sense.  These are (with explanation): 
 
 

Nazarene ryzn This one is curious.  Jeffrey is obviously thinking of Matthew's 
pronouncement that the Christ would come from Nazareth (he quotes 
something – see below for why I say this – as predicting:  "he [the Messiah] shall 
be called a Nazarene").  Unfortunately, (1) There is no such prophecy in the 
Old Testament. This is a classic problem in New Testament studies discussed 
in commentaries, but is too broad for this discussion; (2) the Hebrew Jeffrey 
has here is, in the Old Testament, the word for "Nazirite."  A Nazirite was not 
a person from Nazareth (there was no such city at the time).  He was person 
who vowed not to drink wine or eat any fruit of the vine, not to touch a dead 
body, and not to cut his hair (cf. Numbers 6:1-13).  Jesus took no such vow. 

Evil 
Roman 
city 

ymwr ry( (r This is also curious.  Peter clearly lays the blame for the crucifixion at the feet 
of the Jews, not Rome (Acts 2). 

"let him be 
crucified" 

blcy Taking the next two in tandem:  the word blc is modern Hebrew 
and occurs nowhere in the Hebrew Bible.  Jeffrey needs to specify 
whether hits were encoded in ancient or modern Hebrew 
beforehand.  

Cross blc See above 

"lamp of 
the Lord" 

hwhy rn This must be some kind of reference to Jesus declaring himself "the light of 
the world."  Unfortunately, that's a different phrase than Jeffrey's hit.  The 
phrase "light of the Lord" occurs once in the Bible (at least in my computer 
search), and the word for light isn't rn in that case anyway (Isa. 2:5). 

"His 
signature" 

wmytxm This phrase has nothing to do with Jesus; I don't know why it's even listed, 
other than to allude to Jeffrey's earlier book, The Signature of God.  The 
word is also misspelled, according to the Oxford English-Hebrew Dictionary (it 
should be wmytx). 

 
Removing these six problems leaves 20 hits left. 
 

D.  The Text-Critical Problem 
 

There's only one of these: 
 

Shiloh hly# The word "Shiloh" appears nowhere in the New Testament, so one would wonder what 
the association with Jesus is.  It's based on a messianic prophecy in Genesis 49:10, that 
the scepter [rulership] shall not depart from Judah [the tribe of Jesus] "until Shiloh 
come." 
 
Since no New Testament author ever referenced Shiloh, and since Shiloh is a place, not a 
person, this verse/prophecy has been enigmatic.  The confusion is actually caused by a 
textual problem – failure to correctly divide the words up in the original manuscripts.  
(This is fairly complicated unless you know Hebrew grammar, but providing a reason for 
rejecting this as a hit requires some explanation).  "Shiloh" is spelled hly# as Jeffrey 
has it.  These four letters should actually be broken up to: 



hl  y#.  The first pair (read right to left) isn't actually a Hebrew word.  y# is the 

relative pronoun # plus an attached y (the yodh letter is sometimes used in this way in 
Hebrew grammar to do nothing more than attach the word that precedes it to the word 
that followsxi).  # by itself means "that which" or "he who."  This pronoun is then to be 

linked to the next word by the small yodh letter  y.  The following word,  hl, means 
"(belongs) to him", so that the whole phrase should be translated "the scepter shall not 
depart from Judah until "he that belongs to him [the tribe] shall come."  The verse is 
certainly messianic, since it is saying that Judah's tribe would inherit rulership when a 
member of that tribe would come – and Jesus was of the tribe of Judah.  While this is 
appropriate, it means a non-hit for a Bible code.  A real hit here would be to guess 
beforehand that the solution to the text-critical problem to Genesis 49:10 would be found 
encoded in Isaiah 52:13-53:12! 

  
One Final Word on Statistical Probability 
 

At this point we must return to the work of Ingermanson and what we 
know about the likelihood of finding hits using very common letters.  There is a 
reason why Wheel of Fortune spots its contestants the most common English 
letters – r,s,t,l,n, and e.  It's because there is great likelihood that in any puzzle 
those letters will be found.  Scientists trained in statistics like Ingermanson know 
that such letters occur well above the level of chance, and so "encoded" words 
containing those letters corrupt the sample from being any less probable than 
mere chance.  The only way to overcome this flaw is to hypothesize which words 
in which language in precise spellings will appear in your ELS sample before one 
ever begins looking in the sample. 

If one compare the remaining hits in Jeffrey's list to a listing of the 
statistically most common HEBREW letters (r,s,t,l,m,n,h,y, and w - 
r # t l m n h y and w), and then eliminate all the words that have at least two of 
these letters in them, you are left with ONE word - bq(y - which only contains 
one of the most common letters. 

 
Name / Term Hebrew Statistically Common Letters 

in the "Hit" 
Yeshua  
(Jesus) 

(w#y # y 

Messiah xy#m # m 
Galilee lylg l y l 
Caesar rsyq r y 
Mary Myrm All four letters 
Mary Myrm All four letters 
Mary Myrm All four letters 
The Disciples Mydml M y m l 
Matthew yttm All four letters 
Andrew yrdn) y r n 



Philip Plyp l y 
Thomas )mwt m w t 
James bq(y b 
James bq(y b 
Simon Nw(m# n w m # 
Matthias hytm All four letters 
The Bread Mxlh m l h 
Zion Nwyc n w y 
Moriah hyrmw All five letters 
Pharisee #wrp # w r 
Joseph Pswy w y 

 
An Incoherent Cloudburst:  The "Amazing" 22 Letter Bible Code Hit 

 
Briefly stated, one website devoted to Bible code research recently announced an 

alleged 22 letter Jesus code that has been touted as proof positive for a Bible code, since 
it the odds are 685 billion times 1 billion to 1 that a readable string this long would be 
found in the Hebrew text of Isaiah 53.  It was detected by beginning at Isaiah 53:5, word 
two, letter one, and then counting (supposedly) every 20th letter.  I say "supposedly" 
because that's what the explanation that the website www.biblecodedigest.com provides.  
However, if the reader will note below, the second letter of the "amazing" chain adds a 
letter I can't find in any of my own Hebrew texts.   
 
Analysis Point # 1 
 

Compare Isaiah 53:5 in the Masoretic text of BHS – noting the highlighted letter.  
The highlighted letter is DIFFERENT in the MT from the text used by the Bible Code 
proponents.  This is because another letter has been inserted (deliberately?) to make the 
“amazing” hit work: 
 

        8th letter from                  the first “red” letter  
                                         first red letter                           in chart below 

                V                   V 

Wnyte_nOwO[]me aK'Þdum. Wn[eêv'P.mi ll'äxom.   
 

 

The letter insertion is marked by me with a red arrow below (the red column is the 
"amazing" hit).  Just find the first red letter in the red column, and count eight letters to 
the left.  You’ll see the letters are different.  The actual letter in the Hebrew text of MT ( 
the one Bible code people say they use) is the next letter to the left of the one marked 
with the red arrow.  A letter has been inserted: 

 

http://www.biblecodedigest.com/


 
 

Let the reader understand clearly that while I am not accusing 
www.biblecodedigest.com of deliberately fiddling with the text to get this hit, it is a 
possibility.  All I am saying is that whatever text was used was not the standard text 
(BHS) used today for Bible code research, since that text does not have the inserted letter.   
 
Analysis Point # 2  
 

The heart of the matter is, again, the Dead Sea scroll material.  The reader will 
recall that in the Isaiah 52:13-53:12 text used by Bible coders and the same passage in the 
Dead Sea Scrolls, one finds a whopping 115 letter differences.  If we remove the 52 

http://www.biblecodedigest.com/


letters that precede Isaiah 53:5 and count only the letter differences that occur from 53:5 
on 5 (from whence the 22 letter hit comes), we are still left with 63 letter differences in a 
seven verse span.  There is simply nothing amazing going on here – the data set is terribly 
flawed. 
 
Analysis Point 3 
 
The resulting phrase of the 22 letters is below: 
 
Myb( w##  z( ym# (w#y l(m qq# 
 
The proposed translation is, "Gushing from above was Yeshua, my mighty name, and the 
clouds rejoiced."  Besides wondering what this "sentence" is supposed to mean in 
coherent English, I have the following comments. 

First to translate qq# as "gushing" is extremely strained.  According to the 
Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew Lexicon and a computer search, this verb is found in only 
six verses, none of which ever refer to cloud activity.  The verb is used of land animals, 
chariots, or locusts, and means "rushing."  In short, the translation doesn’t work, and the 
phrasing makes little sense as offered anyway. 

Second, if one accepts the translation, it is chiastic in structure, but there is no 
apparent parallelism in the string, as is characteristic of Hebrew poetry (Line A, what's 
more, Line B).  Not only is it incoherent in meaning, but it is butchered Hebrew poetry. 

 
No, Virginia, there's no Jesus code either.



 
                                                 
iThe Rabin encoded text illustration is in Drosnin's book, but this particular 
example is from the internet article by Maya Bar-Hillel and Avishai Margali, 
"Madness in the Method," December 1999 (http://www.dartmouth. 
edu/~chance/teaching_aids/books_articles/Maya.html). 
ii Drosnin, 13. 
iii Hendel, "The Secret Code Hoax," 23.  See also Taylor, 622. 
iv Ibid., 23. 
v Ibid., 23. 
vi Hendel misses the "in July" phrase. 
vii Rambsel, 14. 
viii Taylor, 627. 
ix Jeffrey has no training in Hebrew textual criticism or (as far as I know) the biblical 
languages. 
x Debate between Grant Jeffrey and Michael S. Heiser, Coast to Coast AM with Art Bell, 
June 12, 2001. 
xi This phenomenon is known as the hireq compaginis.  See B. Waltke and M. O'Connor, 
An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake, IN:  Eisenbrauns, 1990):  pp. 
127-128. 



 

Chapter Five 
 

In Case the Horse Isn’t Quite Dead Yet 
 
 

We’ve all heard the adage about not beating a dead horse.  If the horse is dead, why 

continue to beat it?  In my judgment, the horse called the Bible code is dead—dead on arrival, as 

I noted earlier—but some readers still may not agree.  If you fall into that category and are still 

clinging to the hope that your horse still maintains an ebb of life, this chapter is for you.  My 

intention is not to be cruel or “beat a dead horse.”  Rather, it is to quietly and finally pull the plug 

on the topic so you can move on to more fruitful intellectual pursuits.   

This chapter will introduce you to four significant problems faced by textual critics—

those scholars whose work focuses on establishing the original text of the Hebrew Bible.  These 

problems go beyond the examples I have already shown you, where it is fairly easy to determine 

what the original text is since (a) there is more than one manuscript tradition that has a variant 

reading for comparison; (b) the examples were, for the most part, small, involving only a few 

words; and (c) the errors and variant readings were explainable by some “mechanical” process.  

One or all of those conditions evaporates in the face of the problems in this chapter: 

 
• A Small Code Problem:  I Samuel 13:1 

• A Big Code Problem:  The Book of Esther 

• An Even Bigger Code Problem:  The Book of Job 

• The Mother of All Code Problems:  The Book of 

Jeremiah 

 



As the overview suggests, the content of this chapter takes us outside the Torah.  Since 

Michael Drosnin and other Bible code enthusiasts have expanded their coding research well 

beyond the Torah, the other three-quarters of the Hebrew Bible are fair game in demonstrating 

the fabrication that is the Bible code.  The material here could get quite technical, but I’ll keep it 

simple.  You already have enough knowledge about text “families” or “versions” (Masoretic 

Text=MT; Septuagint=LXX) to digest the significance of what you’ll see here, but I won’t 

exceed what it is you’ve learn to this point.  Instead of feeling any intimidation about venturing 

farther into the land of textual criticism, I hope you find it exciting and fascinating.  If you are 

desperate to maintain a belief in the Bible code, though, you’ll once again find it disturbing.   

A Small Code Problem:  I Samuel 13:1 

I Samuel 13:1 is a well known text-critical dilemma for those who work in the Hebrew 

text.  It is virtually unknown to those who can read the Bible only in English.  This ignorance is 

directly related to the fact that all English translations prior to and except for the New Revised 

Standard Version (NRSV, 1990) have camouflaged the problem.  To illustrate the problem, let’s 

start with the NRSV translation: 

Saul was . . . years old when he began to reign; and he reigned . . . and  

two years over Israel.  

 
One notices immediately that there are missing words for King Saul’s age at the start of 

his reign.  The NRSV also suggests that there are missing words related to the duration of Saul’s 

reign as king.  That may be the case.  The interpreter must decide if the historical events 

described in 1 Sam 13–31 are conceivable in a two-year period.  Scholars are divided as to that 



possibility.1  As such, we will restrict our discussion here to the item about which there is no 

dispute.  Simply put, there is no surviving Hebrew text for the gap in I Samuel 13:1 relating to 

Saul’s age when he became king.  Further, most of what are considered the best LXX 

manuscripts are missing the entire verse.  A few LXX manuscripts read “thirty,” but this is 

certainly a contrived scribal addition for two reasons.  First, the number is probably drawn from 

II Samuel 5:4 to match the length of David’s reign.  Second, since we are told Saul’s son 

Jonathan was old enough to have 1,000 troops under his command in the very next verse, 13:2, 

and since Saul had a grandson before his death (2 Sam 4:4), an age of forty or more is plausible, 

especially if he did indeed only reign two years over Israel as the Masoretic text of 13:1 says.  

For the Bible code proponent, this is not a huge problem.  Supposing that the scribal 

insertion of “thirty” were the correct reading, there may only be five consonants involved.  The 

real issue is that this example demonstrates that, as good as the textual transmission of the 

Hebrew Bible was (and there is nothing in the ancient world that is even close), it was not perfect 

or even complete as Bible code researchers claim. 

 

A Big Code Problem:  The Book of Esther 

The problem here is also simply stated:  almost half of the verses in LXX Esther are not 

found in MT Esther.  The book of Esther in MT has roughly (using round numbers for 

convenience) ten chapters, 170 verses, and 3,000 words.  In mathematical terms, assuming that 

each verse had 17 words (3,000 divided by 170), then MT and LXX differ by a word count of 

595 words (17 x 85—half the verses of MT Esther).  If each of those words had four letters, then 

there is approximately 2,380 letter differences between MT and LXX.  At this point the reader 

                                                 
1See Ralph W. Klein, Word Biblical Commentary: 1 Samuel (WBC 10; Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 2002), 125. 



needs to recall our earlier text examples that indicated that the LXX often has the best reading 

and thus the original text.  The reader also needs to recall our discussion of the impossibility of 

knowing (short of omniscience on our part) which text family is the right text.  Appeals to 

Providence and faith here are not helpful for solving the problem, since God would be the One 

who preserved the manuscripts in either case.  Saying the Jewish scribes just “went with MT” is 

a bit misleading as well, since they created MT after 100 A.D.—what about the textual traditions 

they discarded?  For Christian Bible code proponents this question is especially acute, since the 

LXX was the Bible of the early church, and it is well know that the Jewish scribes 

“standardized” the text partly out of the need to keep people away from certain readings in LXX 

which were helping Christian evangelism.  An appeal to God guiding the Jewish scribes while 

the scribes were simultaneously taking great care to oppose Christian doctrine makes no sense at 

all.    

An Even Bigger Code Problem:  The Book of Job 

Succinctly, LXX Job is about one-sixth smaller than MT Job, and includes an ending not 

in any existing Hebrew text.  The mathematics of this reality are again striking.  The MT book of 

Job has roughly (again using round numbers) 42 chapters, 1,070 verses, and 18,000 words.  This 

means that there is an approximate word count difference between MT and LXX Job of 3,000 

words (18,000 divided by 6).  Once again, if those 3,000 words each had four letters, that would 

mean a potential 12,000 letter sequence disruption in the every-letter chain used by Bible code 

researchers.  The illogic and misguided appeals to Providence noted above won’t work here, 

either.  We simply cannot know which text has the “inspired” sequence and what that sequence 

is.  The very preservation of the Hebrew Bible in the manuscripts we are fortunate to have 

destroys the validity of the Bible code proposal at its point of origin.  But it gets even worse. 



The Mother of All Disruptions:  The Book of Jeremiah 
 

As devastating as the material in this book has been to the Bible code to this point, the 

real smoking gun of why the Bible code should be considered a myth is the problem for letter 

sequencing in the book of Jeremiah.  The situation in Esther and Job involved several thousand 

potential letter disruptions.  In the case of Jeremiah, we are talking tens of thousands of letter 

disruptions.   

Jeremiah is the second-longest book in the Hebrew Bible (52 chapters, 1,364 verses, and 

roughly 42,000 words).  There is a dramatic difference between the Masoretic Text (MT) of 

Jeremiah used by all code researchers and the Hebrew biblical text that was used to create the 

Septuagint (LXX) of Jeremiah.  The fact is that the MT of Jeremiah is roughly 15% longer than 

the LXX text of Jeremiah.  This amounts to roughly 6,000 words.  Using the familiar estimate 

above, at four letters per word, that adds up to 24,000 letter displacements.   

Recall that, according to standard text-critical rules, which are based on logic and the fact 

that the scribes held the Scriptures to be sacred, the MT is arguably not the original text in many 

cases.2  This is because a scribe who considered Jeremiah to be holy material would be far more 

likely to add letters and words than he would to eliminate letters or words.  Hence one of the 

most familiar text-critical rules:  “the shorter text is more likely to be original than the longer 

text.”  That is, when you have two texts of the same holy document, the longer one has likely 

been added to rather than the shorter one having suffered deletions at the hands of faithful 

scribes.  This would mean that MT Jeremiah, the text of the Bible code, very likely has a good 

bit of secondary material in it.  The code then (if it existed, and it does not) cannot claim to be 

inspired – the tens of thousands of letters in the longer text of Jeremiah have “infected” the code.  

                                                 
2 I won’t say “all” here because textual criticism is not about size or counting.  All readings, long or short, should be 
considered “potentially right” until they are weeded out by data. 



Interestingly, Dead Sea Scroll fragments of the book of Jeremiah often agree with the shorter 

LXX text against the longer MT text!   

To make matters even worse (for the Bible code), not only is there a 6,000 word 

discrepancy between MT and LXX Jeremiah, but chapters 46-51 of Jeremiah turn out to be 

chapters 25-31 of LXX!  The arrangement of the material within each text is dramatically 

different.  There are 224 verses 46-51 which contain roughly 12,000 letters.  This means that, 

even if MT and LXX Jeremiah were the same length, there may be as much as a 12,555 word 

mis-arrangement in the “code” sequence!   Here is the precise breakdown: 

 
MT LXX 
1:1—25:13 1:1—25:13a 
25:14—46:5 46:1—51:35 
46:6—51:64 25:13b, 15—31:44 
ch. 52 ch. 52 

 
 

By way of illustrating both problems, below is the MT text of Jeremiah 46-51.  The 

underlined letters are those letters not found in LXX. 3  There are 1,531 letters involved.  As this 

is sinking in, remember that the entirely of these chapters—all the letters you see here—are in a 

different place within the respective MT and LXX book of Jeremiah.  There are other text-

critical items in these chapters that could be added to this code conundrum, but this much will 

suffice.  It’s time to put the horse to rest. 

                                                 
3 The MT text here is fully pointed (BHS).  The word divergences are based upon the work of text-critical expert 
Emanuel Tov.  See his new electronic work, The Parallel-Aligned Hebrew-Aramaic and Greek Texts of Jewish 
Scripture, available through at http://www.logos.com/products/details/1785 through Logos Research Systems. 



 

יא עַל־הַגֹּויִֽם 1 46 ר הָיָ֧ה דְבַר־יְהוָ֛ה אֶל־יִרְמְיָ֥הוּ הַנָּבִ֖  ׃אֲשֶׁ֨
יִם אֲשֶׁר־הָיָ֥ה עַל־נְהַ     2 לֶךְ מִצְרַ֔ ה נְכֹ֙ו מֶ֣ יל פַּרְעֹ֤ יִם עַל־חֵ֨ שׁ לְמִצְרַ֗ ת בְּכַרְכְּמִ֑ ר־פְּרָ֖

לֶךְ  ים בֶּן־יאֹשִׁיָּ֖הוּ מֶ֥ ית לִיהֹויָ קִ֥ רְבִיעִ֔ ל בִּשְׁנַת֙ הָֽ לֶךְ בָּבֶ֔ ה נְבֽוּכַדְרֶאצַּר֙ מֶ֣ ר הִכָּ֗ אֲשֶׁ֣
ה׃   יְהוּדָֽ

ה׃     3 ה וּגְשׁ֖וּ לַמִּלְחָמָֽ   עִרְכ֤וּ מָגֵן֙ וְצִנָּ֔
רָ     4 עֲלוּ֙ הַפָּ֣ ים וַֽ ת׃אִסְר֣וּ הַסּוּסִ֗ ים לִבְשׁ֖וּ הַסִּרְינֹֹֽ רְמָחִ֔ ים מִרְקוּ֙ הָֽ תְיַצְּב֖וּ בְּכֹ֥ובָעִ֑ ים וְהִֽ   שִׁ֔
יתִימַדּ֣וּעַ      5 א הִפְנ֑וּ מָגֹ֥ור רָאִ֗ ֹ֣ תּוּ וּמָנֹ֥וס נָ֖סוּ וְל ם יֻכַּ֔ מָּה חַתִּים֮ נְסֹגִ֣ים אָחֹור֒ וְגִבֹּורֵיהֶ֣  הֵ֣

ה׃ יב נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ   מִסָּבִ֖
ל וְאַל־יִמָּלֵ֖ט הַגִּבֹּ֑ור צָפֹ֙ונָה֙ עַל־יַד֣ אַל־יָנ֣וּ     6 לוּ׃נְהַרס הַקַּ֔ ת כָּשְׁל֖וּ וְנָפָֽ   ־פְּרָ֔
יו׃     7 תְגָּעֲשׁ֖וּ מֵימָֽ ר יַֽעֲלֶ֑ה כַּנְּהָרֹ֕ות יִֽ   מִי־זֶ֖ה כַּיְאֹ֣
ה      8 ר יַֽעֲלֶ֔ יִם֙ כַּיְאֹ֣ יִםמִצְרַ֙ עֲשׁוּ מָ֑ אמֶרוְכַנְּהָרֹ֖ות יִתְגֹּ֣ ֹ֗ ידָה וַיּ רֶץ אֹבִ֥ עֲלֶה֙ אֲכַסֶּה־אֶ֔ יר אַֽ   עִ֖

הּ׃ שְׁבֵי בָֽ ֹ֥   וְי
י      9 ים תֹּפְשֵׂ֖ ן וְלוּדִ֕ י מָגֵ֔ ים כּ֤וּשׁ וּפוּט֙ תֹּפְשֵׂ֣ כֶב וְיֵצְא֖וּ הַגִּבֹּורִ֑ עֲל֤וּ הַסּוּסִים֙ וְהִתְהֹלְל֣וּ הָרֶ֔

שֶׁת׃ רְכֵי קָֽ   דֹּ֥
י יְהוִ֣ה     10 הַיֹּ֨ום הַה֜וּא לַאדנָֹ֧ ה צְבָאֹ֗ות וְֽ בְעָ֔ רֶב֙ וְשָׂ֣ ה חֶ֙ יו וְאָכְלָ֥ ם מִצָּרָ֔  יֹ֤ום נְקָמָה֙ לְהִנָּ קֵ֣

ת׃ רֶץ צָפֹ֖ון אֶל־נְהַר־פְּרָֽ ה צְבָאֹ֛ות בְּאֶ֥ י יְהוִ֧ בַח לַאדנָֹ֨ י זֶ֠ ם כִּ֣ ה מִדָּמָ֑   וְרָוְתָ֖
יִם לַשָּׁוְא֙     11 ת בַּת־מִצְרָ֑ י בְּתוּלַ֖ י צֳרִ֔ י גִלְעָד֙ וּקְחִ֣ ךְ׃עֲלִ֤ ין לָֽ ה אֵ֥ יתי רְפֻאֹ֔ות תְּעָלָ֖ בֵּ֣    הִרְ֯
יו נָפְל֥וּ      12 לוּ יַחְדָּ֖ י־גִבֹּ֤ור בְּגִבֹּור֙ כָּשָׁ֔ רֶץ כִּֽ ה הָאָ֑ ךְ מָלְאָ֣ ךְ וְצִוְחָתֵ֖ שָׁמְע֤וּ גֹויִם֙ קְלֹונֵ֔

ם׃ פ   שְׁנֵיהֶֽ
ל־יִרְמְיָ֖הוּ הַדָּבָר֙     13 ה אֶֽ ר יְהוָ֔ ר דִּבֶּ֣ י אֲשֶׁ֣ ל לְהַכֹּ֖ות אהַנָּבִ֑ לֶךְ בָּבֶ֔  לָבֹ֗וא נְבֽוּכַדְרֶאצַּר֙ מֶ֣

יִם׃ רֶץ מִצְרָֽ   אֶת־אֶ֥
ידוּ      14 יעוּהַגִּ֤ יִם֙ וְהַשְׁמִ֣ ף בְמִצְרַ֙ יעוּ בְנֹ֖ ס בְמִגְדֹּ֔ול וְהַשְׁמִ֥ ן וּבְתַחְפַּנְחֵ֑  אִמְר֗וּ הִתְיַצֵּב֙ וְהָכֵ֣

ךְ יךָ׃לָ֔ רֶב סְבִיבֶֽ ה חֶ֖ י־אָכְלָ֥    כִּֽ
י יְהוָ֖ה הֲדָפֹֽו׃     15 ד כִּ֥ א עָמַ֔ ֹ֣ יךָ ל ף אַבִּירֶ֑   מַדּ֖וּעַ נִסְחַ֣
רֶץ֙      16 נוּ וְאֶל־אֶ֙ בָה אֶל־עַמֵּ֗ אמְרוּ֙ ק֣וּמָה׀ וְנָשֻׁ֣ ֹֽ הוּ וַיּ ישׁ אֶל־רֵעֵ֗ ל אִ֣ ל גַּם־נָפַ֞ ה כֹּושֵׁ֑ הִרְבָּ֖

ה׃ רֶב הַיֹּונָֽ נוּ מִפְּנֵי֖ חֶ֥   מֹֽולַדְתֵּ֔
ד׃קָרְא֖וּ שָׁ֑     17 יר הַמֹּועֵֽ יִם֙ שָׁאֹ֔ון הֶעֱבִ֖ לֶךְ־מִצְרַ֙ ה מֶֽ   ם פַּרְעֹ֤
נִי֙ נְאֻם־     18 לֶךְחַי־אָ֙ ה צְבָאֹ֖ות הַמֶּ֔ ל בַּיָּ֥ם יָבֹֽוא׃שְׁמֹ֑ו יְהוָ֥ ים וּכְכַרְמֶ֖ הָרִ֔ י כְּתָבֹ֣ור בֶּֽ    כִּ֚
י־נֹ     19 יִם כִּֽ בֶת בַּת־מִצְרָ֑ ךְ יֹושֶׁ֖ י לָ֔ י גֹולָה֙ עֲשִׂ֣ ב׃ סכְּלֵ֤ ין יֹושֵֽׁ ה מֵאֵ֥ ה וְנִצְּתָ֖ הְיֶ֔ ה תִֽ   ף֙ לְשַׁמָּ֣
א׃     20 א בָֽ רֶץ מִצָּפֹ֖ון בָּ֥ יִם קֶ֥ ה־פִיָּ֖ה מִצְרָ֑ ה יְפֵֽ   עֶגְלָ֥



י י֥     21 דוּ כִּ֣ א עָמָ֑ ֹ֣ יו ל מָּה הִפְנ֛וּ נָ֥סוּ יַחְדָּ֖ י־גַם־הֵ֧ ק כִּֽ י מַרְבֵּ֔ יהָ בְקִרְבָּהּ֙ כְּעֶגְלֵ֣ ֹום גַּם־שְׂכִרֶ֤
ם׃ ת פְּקֻדָּתָֽ ם עֵ֥ א עֲלֵיהֶ֖ ם בָּ֥   אֵידָ֛

ים׃     22 י עֵצִֽ הּ כְּחֹטְבֵ֖ אוּ לָ֔ כוּ וּבְקַרְדֻּמֹּות֙ בָּ֣ יִל יֵלֵ֔ י־בְחַ֣ שׁ יֵלֵ֑ךְ כִּֽ הּ כַּנָּחָ֣   קֹולָ֖
ין      23 ה וְאֵ֥ אַרְבֶּ֔ י רַבּוּ֙ מֵֽ ר כִּ֤ א יֵֽחָ קֵ֑ ֹ֣ י ל ה כִּ֖ ר׃כָּרְת֤וּ יַעְרָהּ֙ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔ ם מִסְפָּֽ   לָהֶ֖
יִם נִתְּנָ֖ה בְּיַ֥ד עַם־צָפֹֽון׃     24 ישָׁה בַּת־מִצְרָ֑   הֹבִ֖
ל     25 י יִשְׂרָאֵ֗ ה צְבָאֹ֜ות אֱלֹהֵ֣ א וְעַל־פַּרְעהֹ֙ אָמַר֩ יְהוָ֨ ֹ֔  הִנְנִ֤י פֹוקֵד֙ אֶל־אָמֹ֣ון מִנּ

ה ל־פַּרְעֹ֔ יהָ וְעַ֨ יהָ וְעַל־מְלָכֶ֑ יִם וְעַל־אֱלֹהֶ֖ ים בֹּֽו׃וְעַל־מִצְרַ֔ ל הַבּטְֹחִ֖    וְעַ֥
יו     26 ל וּבְיַד־עֲבָדָ֑ לֶךְ־בָּבֶ֖ ר מֶֽ ם וּבְיַ֛ד נְבֽוּכַדְרֶאצַּ֥ י נַפְשָׁ֔ ים בְּיַד֙ מְבַקְשֵׁ֣ ן  וּנְתַתִּ֗ וְאַחֲרֵי־כֵ֛

ה׃  דֶם נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ ימֵי־קֶ֖ ן כִּֽ   סתִּשְׁכֹּ֥
י יַֽעֲקבֹ֙ וְאַל־     27 א עַבְדִּ֤ אַתָּה אַל־תִּירָ֞ רָחֹ֔וק וְ֠ עֲךָ֙ מֵֽ י הִנְנִ֤י מֹושִֽׁ ל כִּ֠ ת יִשְׂרָאֵ֔ תֵּחַ֣

יד׃ ס ין מַחֲרִֽ  ן וְאֵ֥ ט וְשַׁאֲנַ֖ ב יַעֲקֹ֛וב וְשָׁ קַ֥ רֶץ שִׁבְיָם֑ וְשָׁ֧ ת־זַרְעֲךָ֖ מֵאֶ֣   וְאֶֽ
תָּה     28 ה אַ֠ נִי כִּי֩ אֶעֱשֶׂ֨ י אִתְּךָ֖ אָ֑ ה כִּ֥ י יַֽעֲקבֹ֙ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔ א עַבְדִּ֤ ל־הַגֹּויִ֣ם׀  אַל־תִּירָ֞ ה בְּכָֽ כָלָ֜

ךָּ׃  א אֲנַקֶּֽ ֹ֥ ה ל ט וְנַקֵּ֖ יךָ֙ לַמִּשְׁפָּ֔ ה וְיִסַּרְתִּ֙ ה כָלָ֔ תְךָ֙ לאֹ־אֶעֱשֶׂ֣ מָּה וְאֹֽ יךָ שָׁ֗ ר הִדַּחְתִּ֣ אֲשֶׁ֧
  ס

יא 1 47 ר הָיָ֧ה דְבַר־יְהוָ֛ה אֶל־יִרְמְיָ֥הוּ הַנָּבִ֖ ים אֲשֶׁ֨ ה פַרְ אֶל־פְּלִשְׁתִּ֑ רֶם יַכֶּ֥ הבְּטֶ֛  עֹ֖
ה׃ ס   אֶת־עַזָּֽ

הּ      2 רֶץ וּמְלֹואָ֔ ף וְיִשְׁטְפוּ֙ אֶ֣ ים מִצָּפֹון֙ וְהָיוּ֙ לְנַ֣חַל שֹׁוטֵ֔ יִם עלִֹ֤ ה הִנֵּה־מַ֜ ר יְהוָ֗ ה׀ אָמַ֣ כֹּ֣
רֶץ׃ ב הָאָֽ ל יֹושֵׁ֥ ל כֹּ֖ ם וְהֵילִ֕ אָדָ֔ עֲקוּ֙ הָֽ הּ וְזָֽ שְׁבֵי בָ֑ ֹ֣ יר וְי   עִ֖

עֲטַת֙ פַּרְס֣     3 א־הִפְנ֤וּ אָבֹות֙ מִקֹּ֗ול שַֽׁ ֹֽ יו ל עַשׁ לְרִכְבֹּ֔ו הֲמֹ֖ון גַּלְגִּלָּ֑ יו מֵרַ֣ ֹות אַבִּירָ֔
יִם׃ רִפְיֹ֖ון יָדָֽ ים מֵֽ   אֶל־בָּנִ֔

יד עזֵֹ֑ר      4 ל שָׂרִ֣ ית לְצרֹ֙ וּלְצִידֹ֔ון כֹּ֖ ים לְהַכְרִ֤ עַל־הַיֹּ֗ום הַבָּא֙ לִשְׁדֹ֣וד אֶת־כָּל־פְּלִשְׁתִּ֔
ד יְהוָה֙ י־שׁדֵֹ֤ ים כִּֽ י אֶת־פְּלִשְׁתִּ֔ ית אִ֥   ׃כַפְתֹּֽור שְׁאֵרִ֖

דִי׃ ס     5 י תִּתְגֹּודָֽ ם עַד־מָתַ֖ ית עִמְ קָ֑ ה אַשְׁקְלֹ֖ון שְׁאֵרִ֣ ה נִדְמְתָ֥ אָה קָרְחָה֙ אֶל־עַזָּ֔   בָּ֤
י וָדֹֽ     6 ךְ הֵרָגְעִ֖ סְפִי֙ אַל־תַּעְרֵ֔ טִי הֵאָֽ א תִשְׁקֹ֑ ֹ֣ נָה ל ה עַד־אָ֖ יהוָ֔ רֶב לַֽ   מִּי׃הֹ֗וי חֶ֚
הּ׃ ס     7 ם יְעָדָֽ ל־אַשְׁקְלֹ֛ון וְאֶל־חֹ֥וף הַיָּ֖ם שָׁ֥ יהוָ֖ה צִוָּה־לָ֑הּ אֶֽ טִי וַֽ יךְ תִּשְׁקֹ֔   אֵ֣

ה 1 48 ה־אָמַר֩ יְהוָ֨ ב כֹּֽ ל לְמֹואָ֡ י יִשְׂרָאֵ֗ ישָׁה צְבָאֹ֜ות אֱלֹהֵ֣ דָה הֹבִ֥ י שֻׁדָּ֔  הֹ֤וי אֶל־נְבֹ֙ו כִּ֣
יִם  ה קִרְיָתָ֑ ינִלְכְּדָ֖ תָּה׃שָׁההֹבִ֥    הַמִּשְׂגָּ֖ב וָחָֽ

ה     2 יהָ֙ רָעָ֔ ין עֹוד֮ תְּהִלַּ֣ת מֹואָב֒ בְּחֶשְׁבֹּ֗ון חָשְׁב֤וּ עָלֶ֙ ן  לְכ֖וּאֵ֣ נָּה מִגֹּ֑וי גַּם־מַדְמֵ֣  וְנַכְרִיתֶ֣
רֶב׃ לֶךְ חָֽ יִךְ תֵּ֥ מִּי אַחֲרַ֖   תִּדֹּ֔

בֶר גָּדֹֽו     3 ד וָשֶׁ֥  יִם שֹׁ֖ רֹונָ֑ ה מֵחֹֽ   ל׃קֹ֥ול צְעָ קָ֖
יעוּ      4 ב הִשְׁמִ֥ ה מֹואָ֑ הנִשְׁבְּרָ֖ יהָ׃זְּעָ קָ֖    צְעִו֯רֶֽ
יִם      5 ד חֹורנַֹ֔ י בְּמֹורַ֣ כִי כִּ֚ י יַֽעֲלֶה־בֶּ֑ ות בִּבְכִ֖ חִ֔ י מַעֲלֵ֣ה הַלֻּ֯ יכִּ֚ עוּ׃צָרֵ֥ בֶר שָׁמֵֽ עֲקַת־שֶׁ֖    צַֽ



ר בַּ     6 ינָה כַּעֲרֹועֵ֖ הְיֶ֕ ם וְתִֽ ר׃נֻס֖וּ מַלְּט֣וּ נַפְשְׁכֶ֑   מִּדְבָּֽ
ךְ     7 י יַעַ֣ן בִּטְחֵ֤ יִךְ֙כִּ֠ ה כּהֲֹנָ֥יו  בְּמַעֲשַׂ֙ א כְמֹי֯שׁ֮ בַּגֹּולָ֔ דִי וְיָצָ֤ תְּ תִּלָּכֵ֑ יִךְ גַּם־אַ֖  וּבְאֹ֣וצְרֹותַ֔

׃ דָּֽ יו יַחְ֯   וְשָׂרָ֖
מֶק וְנִשְׁ     8 ד הָעֵ֖ ט וְאָבַ֥ א תִמָּלֵ֔ ֹ֣ יר וְעִיר֙ ל ד אֶל־כָּל־עִ֗ א שׁדֵֹ֜ ֹ֨ ר וְיָב ר אָמַ֥ ר אֲשֶׁ֖ ד הַמִּישֹׁ֑ מַ֣

ה׃   יְהוָֽ
ן׃     9 ב בָּהֵֽ ין יֹושֵׁ֖ ינָה מֵאֵ֥ הְיֶ֔ ה תִֽ יהָ֙ לְשַׁמָּ֣ א תֵּצֵ֑א וְעָרֶ֙ ֹ֖ י נָצ ב כִּ֥ יץ לְמֹואָ֔   תְּנוּ־צִ֣

אכֶת יְהוָ֖ה רְמִיָּה֑      10 ה מְלֶ֥ ם׃וְאָר֕וּראָר֗וּר עשֶֹׂ֛ עַ חַרְבֹּ֖ו מִדָּֽ    מֹנֵ֥
ה שַׁאֲנַ֨     11 לִי וּבַגֹּולָ֖ ק מִכְּלִי֙ אֶל־כֶּ֔ א־הוּרַ֤ ֹֽ יו וְל ט הוּא֙ אֶל־שְׁמָרָ֔ יו וְשׁקֵֹ֥ ב מִנְּעוּרָ֗ ן מֹואָ֜

ר׃ ס א נָמָֽ ֹ֥ ד טַעְמֹ֙ו בֹּ֔ו וְרֵיחֹ֖ו ל ן עָמַ֤ ךְ עַל־כֵּ֗ א הָלָ֑ ֹ֣   ל
ים      12 ה וְשִׁלַּחְתִּי־לֹ֥ו צעִֹ֖ ים בָּאִים֙ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔ ן הִנֵּ֖ה־יָמִ֤ ם לָכֵ֞ יקוּ וְנִבְלֵיהֶ֖ יו יָרִ֔ הוּ וְכֵלָ֣ וְצֵעֻ֑

צוּ׃   יְנַפֵּֽ
ם׃     13 ל מִבְטֶחָֽ ית אֵ֖ ל מִבֵּ֥ ית יִשְׂרָאֵ֔ שׁוּ֙ בֵּ֣ ֹ֙ ב מִכְּמֹ֑ושׁ כַּאֲשֶׁר־בּ שׁ מֹואָ֖ ֹ֥   וּב
ה׃     14 יִל לַמִּלְחָמָֽ ים אֲנָ֑חְנוּ וְאַנְשֵׁי־חַ֖ אמְר֔וּ גִּבֹּורִ֖ ֹֽ יךְ תּ   אֵ֚
ד     15 יהָ שֻׁדַּ֤ ה מֹואָב֙ וְעָרֶ֣ בַח עָלָ֔ יו יָרְד֣וּ לַטָּ֑ חוּרָ֖ ר בַּֽ ה וּמִבְחַ֥ לֶךְ יְהוָ֥ ם־הַמֶּ֔ צְבָאֹ֖ות  נְאֻ֨

  ׃שְׁמֹֽו
ד׃     16 ה מְאֹֽ עָתֹ֔ו מִהֲרָ֖ ב לָבֹ֑וא וְרָ֣   קָרֹ֥וב אֵיד־מֹואָ֖
ה      17 י שְׁמֹ֑ו אִמְר֗וּ אֵיכָ֤ ל ידְֹעֵ֣ יו וְכֹ֖ ה׃נֻד֤וּ לֹ֙ו כָּל־סְבִיבָ֔ ל תִּפְאָרָֽ ז מַקֵּ֖   נִשְׁבַּר֙ מַטֵּה־עֹ֔
בֶת      18 א ישֶֹׁ֖ י בַצָּמָ֔ בִ֣ י מִכָּבֹוד֙ יּשְׁ֯ ת בַּתרְדִ֤ ךְ שִׁחֵ֖ לָה בָ֔ ד מֹואָב֙ עָ֣ י־שׁדֵֹ֤ ־דִּיבֹ֑ון כִּֽ

יִךְ׃   מִבְצָרָֽ
ר שַׁאֲלִי־נָ֣ס וְנִמְלָ֔     19 בֶת עֲרֹועֵ֑ י יֹושֶׁ֣ י וְצַפִּ֖ רֶךְ עִמְדִ֥ הְיָֽתָה׃אֶל־דֶּ֛ י מַה־נִּֽ   טָה אִמְרִ֖
ב׃     20 ד מֹואָֽ י שֻׁדַּ֖ ידוּ בְאַרְנֹ֔ון כִּ֥ קיּ הַגִּ֣ י֯ליּ׀ וּֽזְעָ֑֯ תָּה הֵילִ֣ י־חַ֖ ב כִּֽ ישׁ מֹואָ֛   הֹבִ֥
עַת׃     21 ר אֶל־חלֹֹ֥ון וְאֶל־יַ֖הְצָה וְעַל־מֵופָֽ֯ רֶץ הַמִּישֹׁ֑ א אֶל־אֶ֣ ט בָּ֖   וּמִשְׁפָּ֥
יִם׃וְעַל־דִּיב֣     22 ית דִּבְלָתָֽ   ֹון וְעַל־נְבֹ֔ו וְעַל־בֵּ֖
ית מְעֹֽון׃     23 ית גָּמ֖וּל וְעַל־בֵּ֥ יִם וְעַל־בֵּ֥ ל קִרְיָתַ֛   וְעַ֧
ל כָּל־עָרֵי֙      24 ה וְעַ֗ רֶץוְעַל־קְרִיֹּ֖ות וְעַל־בָּצְרָ֑ ב הָרְחקֹֹ֖ות וְהַקְּרבֹֹֽות׃אֶ֣    מֹואָ֔
ב וּזְרֹ     25 רֶן מֹואָ֔ רָה נִגְדְּעָה֙ קֶ֣ העֹ֖ו נִשְׁבָּ֑ ם יְהוָֽ   ׃נְאֻ֖
ק גַּם־הֽוּא׃     26 ק מֹואָב֙ בְּקִיאֹ֔ו וְהָיָ֥ה לִשְׂחֹ֖ יל וְסָפַ֤ י עַל־יְהוָ֖ה הִגְדִּ֑ הוּ כִּ֥   הַשְׁכִּירֻ֕
י־     27 אה כִּֽ ים נִמְצָ֑֯ ל אִם־בְּגַנָּבִ֖ ק הָיָ֤ה לְךָ֙ יִשְׂרָאֵ֔ ם׀ לֹ֣וא הַשְּׂחֹ֗ יךָוְאִ֣ י דְבָרֶ֥ בֹּ֖ו  מִדֵּ֧

ד׃   תִּתְנֹודָֽ
חַת׃     28 י פִי־פָֽ  ן בְּעֶבְרֵ֥ ה תְּקַנֵּ֖ הְי֣וּ כְיֹונָ֔ ב וִֽ י מֹואָ֑ לַע ישְֹׁבֵ֖   עִזְב֤וּ עָרִים֙ וְשִׁכְנ֣וּ בַּסֶּ֔
ד      29 ה מְאֹ֑ ב גֵּאֶ֣ עְנוּ גְאֹון־מֹואָ֖ ם לִבֹּֽו׃גָּבְהֹ֧ושָׁמַ֥    וּגְאֹונֹ֛ו וְגַאֲוָתֹ֖ו וְרֻ֥
י יָ     30 יאֲנִ֤ עְתִּ֨ הדַ֨ ן עָשֽׂוּ׃ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔ יו לאֹ־כֵ֥ ן בַּדָּ֖    עֶבְרָתֹ֖ו וְלאֹ־כֵ֑



יל      31 ב אֲיֵלִ֔ בעַל־כֵּן֙ עַל־מֹואָ֣ ה׃וּלְמֹואָ֥ רֶשׂ יֶהְגֶּֽ יר־חֶ֖ י קִֽ ק אֶל־אַנְשֵׁ֥    כֻּלֹּ֖ה אֶזְעָ֑
ישׁתַֹ֙     32 ה נְטִֽ י יַעְזֵ֤ר אֶבְכֶּה־לָּךְ֙ הַגֶּ֣פֶן שִׂבְמָ֔ םמִבְּכִ֨ בְרוּ יָ֔ ד יָ֥םיִךְ֙ עָ֣  יַעְזֵ֖ר נָגָ֑עוּ  עַ֛

ל׃ ד נָפָֽ ךְ שׁדֵֹ֖ ךְ וְעַל־בְּצִירֵ֖   עַל־קֵיצֵ֥
יל      33 ה וָגִ֛ ה שִׂמְחָ֥ רֶץוְנֶאֶסְפָ֨ ל וּמֵאֶ֣ ךְ מִכַּרְמֶ֖ א־יִדְרֹ֣ ֹֽ תִּי ל ים הִשְׁבַּ֔ יִן֙ מִיקָבִ֣ ב וְיַ֙ ד  מֹואָ֑ הֵידָ֔

ד ד׃הֵידָ֖ א הֵידָֽ ֹ֥    ל
שִׁיָּה֑ מִזַּ     34 יִם עֶגְלַ֖ת שְׁלִֽ רנַֹ֔ עַר֙ עַד־חֹ֣ ם מִצֹּ֙ הַץ֙ נָתְנ֣וּ קֹולָ֔ ה עַד־יַ֙ ת חֶשְׁבֹּ֜ון עַד־אֶלְעָלֵ֗ עֲקַ֨

ים לִמְשַׁמֹּ֖ות יִהְיֽוּ׃ י נִמְרִ֔ י גַּם־מֵ֣   כִּ֚
יו׃     35 יר לֵאלֹהָֽ ה וּמַקְטִ֖ ב נְאֻם־יְהוָ֑ה מַעֲלֶ֣ה בָמָ֔ י לְמֹואָ֖   וְהִשְׁבַּתִּ֥
ה      36 ים יֶהֱמֶ֑ רֶשׂ כַּחֲלִילִ֖ יר־חֶ֔ י קִֽ ה וְלִבִּי֙ אֶל־אַנְשֵׁ֣ ים יֶהֱמֶ֔ י לְמֹואָב֙ כַּחֲלִלִ֣ ן לִבִּ֤ עַל־כֵּ֞

דוּ׃ ה אָבָֽ ת עָשָׂ֖ ן יִתְרַ֥   עַל־כֵּ֛
י     37  יִם שָֽׂכִּ֤ ת וְעַל־מָתְנַ֖ יִם֙ גְּדֻדֹ֔ ל כָּל־יָדַ֙ ה עַ֤ ן גְּרֻעָ֑ ה וְכָל־זָ קָ֖   ק׃ כָל־ראֹשׁ֙ קָרְחָ֔
יהָ      38 ב וּבִרְחֹבתֶֹ֖ ל כָּל־גַּגֹּ֥ות מֹואָ֛ דעַ֣ פֶץ כֻּלֹּ֣ה מִסְפֵּ֑ ין־חֵ֥ י אֵֽ ב כִּכְלִ֛ רְתִּי אֶת־מֹואָ֗ י־שָׁבַ֣  כִּֽ

ה׃   בֹּ֖ו נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ
יךְ      39 תָּה֙אֵ֥ ק וְלִמְחַ֙ ב לִשְׂחֹ֥ ב בֹּ֑ושׁ וְהָיָ֥ה מֹואָ֛ רֶף מֹואָ֖ יךְ הִפְנָה־עֹ֥ ילוּ אֵ֛ ה  הֵילִ֔ חִתָּ֖

יו׃ ס   לְכָל־סְבִיבָֽ
ה      40 ר יְהוָ֔ בכִּי־כהֹ֙ אָמַ֣ יו אֶל־מֹואָֽ שׂ כְּנָפָ֖ ה וּפָרַ֥   ׃הִנֵּ֥ה כַנֶּ֖שֶׁר יִדְאֶ֑
שָׂה     41 בנִלְכְּדָה֙ הַקְּרִיֹּ֔ות וְהַמְּצָדֹ֖ות נִתְפָּ֑ י מֹואָב֙ בַּיֹּ֣ום הַה֔וּא כְּלֵ֖ ב גִּבֹּורֵ֤ הָיָה לֵ֞ ֠ ה   וְֽ אִשָּׁ֥

המְ   ׃צֵרָֽ
יל׃     42 י עַל־יְהוָ֖ה הִגְדִּֽ ם כִּ֥ ב מֵעָ֑ ד מֹואָ֖   וְנִשְׁמַ֥
ב      43 ב מֹואָ֖ יךָ יֹושֵׁ֥ ח עָלֶ֛ חַת וָפָ֑ חַד וָפַ֖ הפַּ֥   ׃נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ
י־אָ     44 ח כִּֽ ד בַּפָּ֑ חַת יִלָּכֵ֖ עלֶֹה֙ מִן־הַפַּ֔ חַת וְהָֽ ל אֶל־הַפַּ֔ חַד֙ יִפֹּ֣ י֯ס מִפְּנֵי֤ הַפַּ֙ יהָ הַנָּ֞ יא אֵלֶ֧ בִ֨

ם  ב שְׁנַ֥ת פְּקֻדָּתָ֖ האֶל־מֹואָ֛   ׃נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ
ין סִיחֹ֔ון     45 הָבָה֙ מִבֵּ֣ א מֵחֶשְׁבֹּ֗ון וְלֶֽ שׁ יָצָ֣ י־אֵ֞ ים כִּֽ חַ נָסִ֑ ל חֶשְׁבֹּ֛ון עָמְד֖וּ מִכֹּ֣ אכַל֙  בְּצֵ֥ ֹ֙ וַתּ

י שָׁאֹֽון ד בְּנֵ֥ ב וְקָדְקֹ֖ ת מֹואָ֔   ׃פְּאַ֣
יךָ בַּשִּׁבְיָֽה׃אֹוי־לְךָ֣ מ     46 בִי וּבְנֹתֶ֖ יךָ֙ בַּשֶּׁ֔ י־לֻקְּח֤וּ בָנֶ֙ ד עַם־כְּמֹ֑ושׁ כִּֽ ב אָבַ֖   ֹואָ֔
ב     47 ט מֹואָֽ נָּה מִשְׁפַּ֥ ים נְאֻם־יְהוָ֑ה עַד־הֵ֖ ית הַיָּמִ֖ ב בְּאַחֲרִ֥ י שְׁבוּת־מֹואָ֛   ׃ סוְשַׁבְתִּ֧
ים 1 49 ה הֲבָנִ֥ ר יְהוָ֔ ה אָמַ֣ שׁ מַלְכָּם֙  לִבְנֵי֣ עַמֹּ֗ון כֹּ֚ ין לֹ֑ו מַדּ֗וּעַ יָרַ֤ שׁ אֵ֣ ל אִם־יֹורֵ֖ אֵין֙ לְיִשְׂרָאֵ֔

ב׃ יו יָשָֽׁ ד וְעַמֹּ֖ו בְּעָרָ֥   אֶת־גָּ֔
ת      2 הִשְׁמַעְתִּי אֶל־רַבַּ֨ ה וְ֠ ים נְאֻם־יְהוָ֗ ים בָּאִ֜ ן הִנֵּה֩ יָמִ֨ ה בְּנֵי־עַמֹּ֜וןלָכֵ֡ ת מִלְחָמָ֗  תְּרוּעַ֣

ל שְׁמָמָ֔ יְתָה֙ לְתֵ֣ יו וְהָֽ ל אֶת־ירְֹשָׁ֖ שׁ יִשְׂרָאֵ֛ תְנָה וְיָרַ֧ שׁ תִּצַּ֑ יהָ בָּאֵ֣ ר יְהוָֽהה וּבְנֹתֶ֖   ׃אָמַ֥
ים      3 רְנָה שַׂקִּ֔ י צְעַקְנָה֮ בְּנֹ֣ות רַבָּה֒ חֲגֹ֣ י שֻׁדְּדָה־עַ֗ ילִי חֶשְׁבֹּ֜ון כִּ֣ דְנָההֵילִ֨  סְפֹ֕

י מַלְכָּם֙ בַּגּ טְנָה בַּגְּדֵרֹ֑ות כִּ֤ יו׃וְהִתְשֹׁוטַ֖ יו יַחְדָּֽ ךְ כּהֲֹנָ֥יו וְשָׂרָ֖   ֹולָ֣ה יֵלֵ֔



ים      4 עֲמָקִ֔ לְלִי֙ בָּֽ ךְמַה־תִּתְהַֽ י יָבֹ֥וא זָב֣ עִמְקֵ֔ יהָ מִ֖ צְרתֶֹ֔ טְחָה֙ בְּאֹ֣ ה הַבֹּֽ ת הַשֹּֽׁובֵבָ֑  הַבַּ֖
י׃   אֵלָֽ

חַד נְאֻם־אֲדנָֹ֧י      5 יִךְ פַּ֗ יא עָלַ֜ יו  מִכָּיְהוִ֛ה צְבָאֹ֖ותהִנְנִי֩ מֵבִ֨ ישׁ לְפָנָ֔ יִךְ וְנִדַּחְתֶּם֙ אִ֣ ל־סְבִיבָ֑
ץ ין מְקַבֵּ֖ דוְאֵ֥   ׃ לַנֹּדֵֽ

י־עַמֹּ֖ון נְאֻם־יְהוָֽה     6 יב אֶת־שְׁב֥וּת בְּנֵֽ ן אָשִׁ֛   ׃ סוְאַחֲרֵי־כֵ֗
ה אָמַר֙ יְהוָ֣ה      7 ה עֵצָה֙ מִבָּנִ֔צְבָאֹ֔ותלֶאֱדֹ֗ום כֹּ֤ ן אָבְדָ֤ ה בְּתֵימָ֑ ין עֹ֛וד חָכְמָ֖ ים  הַאֵ֥

ם׃ ה חָכְמָתָֽ   נִסְרְחָ֖
יו׃     8 ת פְּקַדְתִּֽ יו עֵ֥ אתִי עָלָ֖ ו הֵבֵ֥ יד עֵשָׂ֛ י אֵ֥ ן כִּ֣ י דְּדָ֑ בֶת ישְֹׁבֵ֖ יקוּ לָשֶׁ֔   נֻס֤וּ הָפְנוּ֙ הֶעְמִ֣
יתוּ דַ     9 יְלָה הִשְׁחִ֥ ים בַּלַּ֖ רוּ עֹֽולֵלֹ֑ות אִם־גַּנָּבִ֥ א יַשְׁאִ֖ ֹ֥ ךְ ל אוּ לָ֔ צְרִים֙ בָּ֣   יָּֽם׃אִם־בֹּֽ

יו      10 ד זַרְעֹ֛ו וְאֶחָ֥ ל שֻׁדַּ֥ א יוּכָ֑ ֹ֣ ה ל יו וְנֶחְבָּ֖ יתִי֙ אֶת־מִסְתָּרָ֔ ו גִּלֵּ֙ פְתִּי אֶת־עֵשָׂ֗ י חָשַׂ֣ י־אֲנִ֞ כִּֽ
נּוּ׃ יו וְאֵינֶֽ   וּשְׁכֵנָ֖

חוּ׃ ס     11 י תִּבְטָֽ יךָ עָלַ֥ י אֲחַיֶּה֑ וְאַלְמְנֹתֶ֖ יךָ אֲנִ֣ ה יְתֹמֶ֖   עָזְבָ֥
הכִּ     12 ר יְהוָ֗ ה׀ אָמַ֣ נֵּהי־כֹ֣ ה ה֔וּא  הִ֠ ם לִשְׁתֹּ֤ות הַכֹּוס֙ שָׁתֹ֣ו יִשְׁתּ֔וּ וְאַתָּ֣ ין מִשְׁפָּטָ֜  אֲשֶׁר־אֵ֨

ה׃ ה תִּשְׁתֶּֽ י שָׁתֹ֖ ה כִּ֥ א תִנָּקֶ֔ ֹ֣ ה ל ה תִּנָּ קֶ֑   נָקֹ֖
ה      13 ה לְחֶרְפָּ֛ י־לְשַׁמָּ֧ ה כִּֽ עְתִּי֙ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔ י נִשְׁבַּ֙ י בִ֤ ה רֶבלְחֹ֥כִּ֣ הְיֶה֣ בָצְרָ֑ ה תִּֽ  וְלִקְלָלָ֖

ם׃ יהָ תִהְיֶ֖ינָה לְחָרְבֹ֥ות עֹולָֽ   וְכָל־עָרֶ֥
יהָ וְק֖וּמוּ      14 אוּ עָלֶ֔ תְקַבְּצוּ֙ וּבֹ֣ יר בַּגֹּויִ֣ם שָׁל֑וּחַ הִֽ ה וְצִ֖ ת יְהוָ֔ עְתִּי֙ מֵאֵ֣ ה שָׁמַ֙ שְׁמוּעָ֤

ה׃   לַמִּלְחָמָֽ
י־הִנֵּ֥ה     15 ן נְתַתִּ֖כִּֽ ם׃ קָטֹ֛   יךָ בַּגֹּויִ֑ם בָּז֖וּי בָּאָדָֽ
ה      16 י מְרֹ֣ום גִּבְעָ֑ לַע תֹּפְשִׂ֖ כְנִי֙ בְּחַגְוֵ֣י הַסֶּ֔ ךָ שֹֽׁ יא אֹתָךְ֙ זְדֹ֣ון לִבֶּ֔ פְלַצְתְּךָ֞ הִשִּׁ֤ תִּֽ

ם אֹֽורִידְךָ֖  ךָ מִשָּׁ֥ שֶׁר֙ קִנֶּ֔ יהַ כַּנֶּ֙ י־תַגְבִּ֤ הכִּֽ   ׃נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ
ה אֱד֖     17 יהָ וְהָיְתָ֥ ר עָלֶ֔ ל עבֵֹ֣ ה כֹּ֚ םֹום לְשַׁמָּ֑ ק יִשֹּׁ֥ הָ וְיִשְׁרֹ֖   ׃עַל־כָּל־מַכֹּותֶֽ
הּ      18 א־יָג֥וּר בָּ֖ ֹֽ ישׁ וְל ב שָׁם֙ אִ֔ א־יֵשֵׁ֥ ֹֽ ר יְהוָ֑ה ל ה וּשְׁכֵנֶ֖יהָ אָמַ֣ ם וַעֲמֹרָ֛ ת סְדֹ֧ מַהְפֵּכַ֞ כְּֽ

ם׃   בֶּן־אָדָֽ
ה מִגְּאֹ֣ו     19 ה יַעֲלֶ֨ נֵּה כְּאַרְיֵ֞ י הִ֠ יהָ וּמִ֥ עָלֶ֔ נּוּ מֵֽ יעָה אֲרִיצֶ֨ י־אַרְגִּ֤ ן הַיַּרְדֵּן֮ אֶל־נְוֵ֣ה אֵיתָן֒ כִּֽ

ד לְפָנָֽי׃ ס ר יַעֲמֹ֖ ה אֲשֶׁ֥ נִּי וּמִי־זֶה֣ רעֶֹ֔ י יעִֹידֶ֔ י כָמֹ֙ונִי֙ וּמִ֣ י מִ֤ ד כִּ֣ יהָ אֶפְקֹ֑   בָח֖וּר אֵלֶ֣
ר יָעַץ֙ אֶל     20 ה אֲשֶׁ֤ ן שִׁמְע֣וּ עֲצַת־יְהוָ֗ י לָכֵ֞ ב אֶל־ישְֹׁבֵ֣ ר חָשַׁ֖ יו אֲשֶׁ֥ חְשְׁבֹותָ֔ ־אֱדֹ֔ום וּמַ֨

ם׃ ם נְוֵהֶֽ ים עֲלֵיהֶ֖ א יַשִּׁ֛ ֹ֥ אן אִם־ל ֹ֔ י הַצּ א יִסְחָבוּם֙ צְעִירֵ֣ ֹ֤ ן אִם־ל   תֵימָ֑
ה בְּיַם־     21 רֶץ צְעָקָ֕ ה הָאָ֑ ם רָעֲשָׁ֖ ע ס֖וּףמִקֹּ֣ול נִפְלָ֔ הּ נִשְׁמַ֥   ׃קֹולָֽ
שֶׁר֙     22 י אֱדֹום֙ בַּיֹּ֣ום יַעֲלֶ֣ה הִנֵּ֤ה כַנֶּ֙ ב גִּבֹּורֵ֤ הָיָה לֵ֞ ֠ ה וְֽ יו עַל־בָּצְרָ֑ שׂ כְּנָפָ֖ ֹ֥ ה וְיִפְר  וְיִדְאֶ֔

ה׃ ס ה מְצֵרָֽ ב אִשָּׁ֥   הַה֔וּא כְּלֵ֖



גוּ      23 ה שָׁמְע֖וּ נָמֹ֑ ה רָעָ֛ ד כִּי־שְׁמֻעָ֥ ה חֲמָת֙ וְאַרְפָּ֔ שֶׂק בֹּ֤ושָֽׁ ה הַשְׁ בַּיָּם֣לְדַמֶּ֗ א  דְּאָגָ֔ ֹ֥ ט ל קֵ֖
ל׃   יוּכָֽ

יקָה      24 טֶט׀ הֶחֱזִ֑ ה לָנ֖וּס וְרֶ֣ שֶׂק הִפְנְתָ֥ ה דַמֶּ֛ ים אֲחָזַ֖תָּהרָפְתָ֥ ה וַחֲבָלִ֛ ה צָרָ֧   ׃כַּיֹּולֵדָֽ
י׃     25 לָּ֑ה קִרְיַ֖ת מְשֹׂושִֽׂ יר תְּהִ֯ ה עִ֣ א־עֻזְּבָ֖ ֹֽ יךְ ל   אֵ֥
יהָ וְ     26 יהָ בִּרְחֹבתֶֹ֑ ן יִפְּל֥וּ בַחוּרֶ֖ מּוּ֙ לָכֵ֛ ה יִדַּ֙ י הַמִּלְחָמָ֤ ה בַּיֹּ֣ום הַה֔וּאכָל־אַנְשֵׁ֨ ם יְהוָ֥  נְאֻ֖

  ׃צְבָאֹֽות
ד׃ ס     27 ה אַרְמְנֹ֥ות בֶּן־הֲדָֽ שֶׂק וְאָכְלָ֖ ת דַּמָּ֑ שׁ בְּחֹומַ֣ תִּי אֵ֖   וְהִצַּ֥
לֶךְ     28 ור מֶֽ רֶאצַּ֣ ר הִכָּה֙ נְבֽוּכַדְ֯ ר׀ וּֽלְמַמְלְכֹ֣ות חָצֹ֗ור אֲשֶׁ֤ ר יְהוָ֑ה לְקֵדָ֣ ה אָמַ֣ ל כֹּ֖ ־בָּבֶ֔

דֶם׃ ר וְשָׁדְד֖וּ אֶת־בְּנֵי־קֶֽ   ק֚וּמוּ עֲל֣וּ אֶל־קֵדָ֔
ם וְקָרְא֧וּ      29 ם יִשְׂא֣וּ לָהֶ֑ ם וּגְמַלֵּיהֶ֖ ם וְכָל־כְּלֵיהֶ֛ חוּ יְרִיעֹותֵיהֶ֧ ם וְצאֹנָם֙ יִקָּ֔ אָהֳלֵיהֶ֤

יב׃ ם מָגֹ֖ור מִסָּבִֽ   עֲלֵיהֶ֛
דוּנֻסוּ֩      30 י חָצֹ֖ור  מְנֻּ֨ בֶת ישְֹׁבֵ֥ יקוּ לָשֶׁ֛ ד הֶעְמִ֧ ם נְאֻם־יְהוָ֑האֹ֜ ץ עֲלֵיכֶ֜ י־יָעַ֨ ר כִּֽ  נְבוּכַדְרֶאצַּ֤

ה׃ ם מַחֲשָׁבָֽ ב עֲלֵי֯חֶ֖ ה וְחָשַׁ֥ לֶךְ־בָּבֶל֙ עֵצָ֔   מֶֽ
טַח     31 ב לָבֶ֖ יו יֹושֵׁ֥ א־בְ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֑הק֣וּמוּ עֲל֗וּ אֶל־גֹּ֥וי שְׁלֵ֛ ֹֽ יִם וְל ד  לאֹ־דְלָתַ֧ יחַ לֹ֖ו בָּדָ֥ רִ֛

נוּ׃   יִשְׁכֹּֽ
ה      32 י פֵאָ֑ ים לְכָל־ר֖וּחַ קְצוּצֵ֣ ל וְזֵרִתִ֥ ז וַהֲמֹ֤ון מִקְנֵיהֶם֙ לְשָׁלָ֔ ם לָבַ֗ וְהָי֨וּ גְמַלֵּיהֶ֜

ה׃ ם נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ יא אֶת־אֵידָ֖ יו אָבִ֥   וּמִכָּל־עֲבָרָ֛
ה עַ     33 ים שְׁמָמָ֖ ה חָצֹ֜ור לִמְעֹ֥ון תַּנִּ֛ הּ וְהָיְתָ֨ א־יָג֥וּר בָּ֖ ֹֽ ישׁ וְל ב שָׁם֙ אִ֔ א־יֵשֵׁ֥ ֹֽ ם ל ד־עֹולָ֑

ם׃ ס   בֶּן־אָדָֽ
ר הָיָ֧ה      34 יא־יִרְמְיָ֥הוּ דְבַר־יְהוָ֛ה אֶלאֲשֶׁ֨ ם הַנָּבִ֖ ית מַלְכ֛וּת אֶל־עֵילָ֑ צִדְקִיָּ֥ה  בְּרֵאשִׁ֗

ר ה לֵאמֹֽ לֶךְ־יְהוּדָ֖   ׃מֶֽ
ה אָמַר֙ יְהוָ֣ה      35 ם׃יצְבָאֹ֔ות הִנְנִ֥כֹּ֤ ית גְּבוּרָתָֽ שֶׁת עֵילָ֑ם רֵאשִׁ֖ ר אֶת־קֶ֣    שׁבֵֹ֖
ל הָרֻחֹ֣ות      36 ים לְכֹ֖ יִם וְזֵ֣ רִתִ֔ אַרְבַּע֙ קְצֹ֣ות הַשָּׁמַ֔ ע רוּחֹ֗ות מֵֽ ם אַרְבַּ֣ י אֶל־עֵילָ֜ וְהֵבֵאתִ֨

ם׃ י עֵולָֽ֯ ם נִדְּחֵ֥ א־יָבֹ֥וא שָׁ֖ ֹֽ ר ל א־יִהְיֶה֣ הַגֹּ֔וי אֲשֶׁ֛ ֹֽ לֶּה וְל   הָאֵ֑
ילָם      37 י אֶת־עֵ֠ יוְהַחְתַּתִּ֣ ה לִפְנֵ֨ ם׀ רָעָ֛ י עֲלֵיהֶ֧ ם וְהֵבֵאתִ֨ י נַפְשָׁ֗ ם וְלִפְנֵ֣י׀ מְבַקְשֵׁ֣  איְֹבֵיהֶ֜

י  ם׃נְאֻם־יְהוָ֑האֶת־חֲרֹ֥ון אַפִּ֖ י אֹותָֽ ד כַּלֹּותִ֖ רֶב עַ֥ חֲרֵיהֶם֙ אֶת־הַחֶ֔ י אַֽ    וְשִׁלַּחְתִּ֤
ם וְ     38 י בְּעֵילָ֑ י כִסְאִ֖ יםוְשַׂמְתִּ֥ לֶךְ וְשָׂרִ֖ ם מֶ֥ י מִשָּׁ֛ ההַאֲבַדְתִּ֥   ׃ נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ
ה׃ ס     39 ם נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ יּת עֵילָ֖ וב אֶת־שְׁב֥֯ ים אָשִׁ֛֯ ית הַיָּמִ֗   וְהָיָה֣׀ בְּאַחֲרִ֣
ל 1 50 ר יְהוָ֛ה אֶל־בָּבֶ֖ ר דִּבֶּ֧ ר אֲשֶׁ֨ יא הַדָּבָ֗ ים בְּיַ֖ד יִרְמְיָ֥הוּ הַנָּבִֽ רֶץ כַּשְׂדִּ֑   ׃אֶל־אֶ֣
יעוּ֙      2 ידוּ בַגֹּויִ֤ם וְהַשְׁמִ֙ יעוּהַגִּ֨ ס הַשְׁמִ֖ ישׁ וּֽשְׂאוּ־נֵ֔ ל הֹבִ֥ ה בָבֶ֜ דוּ אִמְרוּ֩ נִלְכְּדָ֨  אַל־תְּכַחֵ֑

ךְ  ת מְרדָֹ֔ יהָבֵּל֙ חַ֣ תּוּ גִּלּוּלֶֽ יהָ חַ֖ ישׁוּ עֲצַבֶּ֔   ׃הֹבִ֣



ית אֶ     3 יהָ גֹּ֜וי מִצָּפֹ֗ון הֽוּא־יָשִׁ֤ י עָלָה֩ עָלֶ֨ ם כִּ֣ הּ מֵאָדָ֥ ב בָּ֑ א־יִהְיֶ֥ה יֹושֵׁ֖ ֹֽ ה וְל ת־אַרְצָהּ֙ לְשַׁמָּ֔
ה  כוּוְעַד־בְּהֵמָ֖   ׃נָ֥דוּ הָלָֽ

ת הַהִיא֙      4 מָּה וּבָעֵ֤ ים הָהֵ֜ הבַּיָּמִ֨ ו נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔ ה יַחְדָּ֑ מָּה וּבְנֵֽי־יְהוּדָ֖ ל הֵ֥ י־יִשְׂרָאֵ֛ אוּ בְנֵֽ  יָבֹ֧
כוּ וְאֶת־יְ שׁוּ׃הָלֹ֤וךְ וּבָכֹ֙ו יֵלֵ֔ ם יְבַקֵּֽ ה אֱלֹהֵיהֶ֖   הוָ֥

חַ׃ ס     5 א תִשָּׁכֵֽ ֹ֥ ם ל ית עֹולָ֖ ה בְּרִ֥ אוּ וְנִלְו֣וּ אֶל־יְהוָ֔ ם בֹּ֚ נָּה פְנֵיהֶ֑ רֶךְ הֵ֣ לוּ דֶּ֖   צִיֹּ֣ון יִשְׁאָ֔
ר אֶל־גִּבְעָה֙      6 ב֑יּם מֵהַ֤ ים שֽׁוֹבְ֯ ם הִתְע֔וּם הָרִ֖ י רעֵֹיהֶ֣ ה עַמִּ֔ ֣֯ בְדֹות֙ הָיֻ אן אֹֽ ֹ֤ כוּ שָׁכְח֖וּ צ הָלָ֔

ם׃   רִבְצָֽ
יהוָה֙      7 ר חָטְא֤וּ לַֽ חַת אֲשֶׁ֨ ם תַּ֗ א נֶאְשָׁ֑ ֹ֣ ם אָמְר֖וּ ל ם אֲכָל֔וּם וְצָרֵיהֶ֥ כָּל־מֹוצְאֵיהֶ֣

ם  דֶק וּמִקְוֵ֥ה אֲבֹֽותֵיהֶ֖ הנְוֵה־צֶ֔   ׃ סיְהוָֽ
אוּ וִהְי֕וּ      8 ים יצֵ֑֯ רֶץ כַּשְׂדִּ֖ ל וּמֵאֶ֥ דוּ מִתֹּ֣וךְ בָּבֶ֔ אן׃נֻ֚ ֹֽ ים לִפְנֵי־צ   כְּעַתּוּדִ֖
י מֵעִיר֩      9 י הִנֵּה֣ אָנֹכִ֡ הכִּ֣ הּ וּמַעֲלֶ֨ רְכוּ לָ֔ רֶץ צָפֹ֔ון וְעָ֣ ל קְהַל־גֹּויִ֤ם גְּדלִֹים֙ מֵאֶ֣  עַל־בָּבֶ֜

ם׃ א יָשׁ֖וּב רֵי קָֽ ֹ֥ יל ל ם תִּלָּכֵ֑ד חִצָּיו֙ כְּגִבֹּ֣ור מַשְׁכִּ֔   מִשָּׁ֖
ים      10 ה כַשְׂדִּ֖ עוּ וְהָיְתָ֥ יהָ יִשְׂבָּ֖ ל כָּל־שׁלְֹלֶ֥ הלְשָׁלָ֑   ׃נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ
ים׃     11 חֲל֖יּ כָּאֲבִּרִֽ ה וְתִצְ֯ י תָפ֮וּ֯שׁיּ֮ כְּעֶגְלָ֣ה דָשָׁ֔ י כִּ֚ י נַחֲלָתִ֑ לְז֔יּ שׁסֵֹ֖ עֲ֯ י תַֽ חיּ֮ כִּ֣ י תִשְׁמְ֯   כִּ֤
ד      12 הבֹּ֤ושָׁה אִמְּכֶם֙ מְאֹ֔ ם הִנֵּה֙ אַחָפְרָ֖ ר  יֹֽולַדְתְּכֶ֑ ם מִדְבָּ֖ ית גֹּויִ֔ ה צִיָּ֥החֲרִ֣   ׃וַעֲרָבָֽ
ק      13 ם וְיִשְׁרֹ֖ ל יִשֹּׁ֥ ר עַל־בָּבֶ֔ ל עבֵֹ֣ הּ כֹּ֚ ה כֻּלָּ֑ ה שְׁמָמָ֖ ב וְהָיְתָ֥ א תֵשֵׁ֔ ֹ֣ צֶף יְהוָה֙ ל מִקֶּ֤

יהָ׃   עַל־כָּל־מַכֹּותֶֽ
שֶׁת יְד֣וּ אֵלֶ֔     14 רְכֵי קֶ֔ ל׀ סָבִיב֙ כָּל־דֹּ֣ ץ עִרְכ֨וּ עַל־בָּבֶ֤ ל־תַּחְמְל֖וּ אֶל־חֵ֑ ייהָ אַֽ יהוָ֖ה  כִּ֥ לַֽ

אָה   ׃חָטָֽ
יהָ      15 יעוּ עָלֶ֤ ה סָבִיב֙הָרִ֨ ת יְהוָ֥ יהָ כִּי֩ נִקְמַ֨ יהָ נֶהֶרְס֖וּ חֹֽומֹותֶ֑ פְלוּ֙ אָשְׁו֯יתֶֹ֔ הּ נָֽ  נָתְנָ֣ה יָדָ֔

הּ׃ ה עֲשׂוּ־לָֽ ר עָשְׂתָ֖ הּ כַּאֲשֶׁ֥   הִיא֙ הִנָּ֣ קְמוּ בָ֔
ישׁ אֶל־עַמֹּ֙ו יִפְנ֔וּ כִּרְת֤וּ     16 ה אִ֤ רֶב הַיֹּונָ֔ יר מִפְּנֵי֙ חֶ֣ ל בְּעֵ֣ת קָצִ֑ שׂ מַגָּ֖ ל וְתֹפֵ֥ עַ֙ מִבָּבֶ֔  זֹורֵ֙

ישׁ לְאַרְצֹ֖ו יָנֻֽסוּ׃ ס   וְאִ֥
לֶךְ אַשּׁ֔וּר וְזֶ֤ה הָאַחֲרֹון֙     17 יחוּ הָרִאשֹׁ֤ון אֲכָלֹ֙ו מֶ֣ ל אֲרָיֹ֣ות הִדִּ֑ ה יִשְׂרָאֵ֖ ה פְזוּרָ֛  עִצְּמֹ֔ו שֶׂ֧

ל׃ ס לֶךְ בָּבֶֽ ר מֶ֥   נְבוּכַדְרֶאצַּ֖
ר יְהוָ֤ה      18 ה־אָמַ֞ ן כֹּֽ ללָכֵ֗ י יִשְׂרָאֵ֔ ל וְאֶל־אַרְצֹ֑ו צְבָאֹות֙ אֱלֹהֵ֣ לֶךְ בָּבֶ֖ ד אֶל־מֶ֥ י פֹקֵ֛  הִנְנִ֥

לֶךְ אַשּֽׁוּר׃ דְתִּי אֶל־מֶ֥ ר פָּ קַ֖   כַּאֲשֶׁ֥
י אֶת־יִשְׂרָאֵל֙ אֶל־נָ     19 ל וְשׁבַֹבְתִּ֤ ה הַכַּרְמֶ֖ הוּ וְרָעָ֥ ןוֵ֔ ד וְהַבָּשָׁ֑ יִם וְהַגִּלְעָ֖ ר אֶפְרַ֛  וּבְהַ֥

ע נַפְשֹֽׁו׃   תִּשְׂבַּ֥
יא     20 ת הַהִ֜ ים הָהֵם֩ וּבָעֵ֨ הבַּיָּמִ֣ את  נְאֻם־יְהוָ֗ ֹ֥ נּוּ וְאֶת־חַטּ ן יִשְׂרָאֵל֙ וְאֵינֶ֔ שׁ אֶת־עֲוֹ֤  יְבֻקַּ֞

י אֶ אינָה כִּ֥ א תִמָּצֶ֑ ֹ֣ ה וְל יר׃יְהוּדָ֖ ר אַשְׁאִֽ ח לַאֲשֶׁ֥   סְלַ֖



ם     21 ב וְהַחֲרֵ֤ י פְּקֹ֑וד חֲרֹ֨ יהָ וְאֶל־יֹושְׁבֵ֖ יִם֙ עֲלֵ֣ה עָלֶ֔ רֶץ מְרָתַ֙ חֲרֵיהֶם֙עַל־הָאָ֤   אַֽ
יךָ׃ ס ר צִוִּיתִֽ ל אֲשֶׁ֥ ה כְּכֹ֖ ה וַעֲשֵׂ֕   נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔

בֶר גָּדֹֽול׃     22 רֶץ וְשֶׁ֖ ה בָּאָ֑   קֹ֥ול מִלְחָמָ֖
י     23 ם׃אֵ֤ ל בַּגֹּויִֽ ה בָּבֶ֖ ה לְשַׁמָּ֛ יךְ הָיְתָ֧ רֶץ אֵ֣ ישׁ כָּל־הָאָ֑ ר פַּטִּ֖   ךְ נִגְדַּע֙ וַיִּשָּׁבֵ֔
יהוָ֖ה      24 י בַֽ שְׂתְּ כִּ֥ עַתְּ נִמְצֵאת֙ וְגַם־נִתְפַּ֔ א יָדָ֑ ֹ֣ תְּ ל ל וְאַ֖ ךְ וְגַם־נִלְכַּדְתְּ֙ בָּבֶ֔ שְׁתִּי לָ֤ ֹ֨ יָק

ית׃   הִתְגָּרִֽ
ח יְ     25 י יְהוִ֛ה פָּתַ֤ אדנָֹ֧ יא לַֽ ה הִ֗ י זַעְמֹ֑ו כִּי־מְלָאכָ֣ א אֶת־כְּלֵ֣  צְבָאֹ֖ותהוָה֙ אֶת־אֹ֣וצָרֹ֔ו וַיֹּוצֵ֖

ים׃ רֶץ כַּשְׂדִּֽ   בְּאֶ֥
הּ      26 ים וְהַחֲרִימ֑וּהָ אַל־תְּהִי־לָ֖ יהָ סָלּ֥וּהָ כְמֹו־עֲרֵמִ֖ אוּ־לָ֤הּ מִקֵּץ֙ פִּתְח֣וּ מַאֲבֻסֶ֔ בֹּֽ

ית׃   שְׁאֵרִֽ
ם׃ ס     27 ת פְּקֻדָּתָֽ ם עֵ֥ א יֹומָ֖ י־בָ֥ ם כִּֽ בַח הֹ֣וי עֲלֵיהֶ֔ יהָ יֵרְד֖וּ לַטָּ֑   חִרְבוּ֙ כָּל־פָּרֶ֔
ינוּ      28 ל לְהַגִּ֣יד בְּצִיֹּ֗ון אֶת־נִקְמַת֙ יְהוָ֣ה אֱלֹהֵ֔ רֶץ בָּבֶ֑ ים מֵאֶ֣ ים וּפְלֵטִ֖ ת קֹ֥ול נָסִ֛ נִקְמַ֖

  ׃הֵיכָלֹֽו
יעוּ אֶל־בָּבֶ֣     29 ה הַשְׁמִ֣ יב אַל־יְהִי־ָ◌֮◌֯◌ פְּלֵטָ֔ יהָ סָבִ֗ שֶׁת חֲנ֧וּ עָלֶ֣ רְכֵי קֶ֜ בִּים כָּל־דֹּ֨ ל׀ רַ֠

 דָה אֶל־קְדֹ֥ושׁ  י אֶל־יְהוָ֛ה זָ֖ ה עֲשׂוּ־לָ֑הּ כִּ֧ ר עָשְׂתָ֖ ל אֲשֶׁ֥ הּ כְּכֹ֛ שַׁלְּמוּ־לָ֣הּ כְּפָעֳלָ֔
ל׃   יִשְׂרָאֵֽ

יהָ וְ     30 יהָ בִּרְחֹבתֶֹ֑ ן יִפְּל֥וּ בַחוּרֶ֖ מּוּ לָכֵ֛ הּ יִדַּ֛ י מִלְחַמְתָּ֥ ה׃ בַּיֹּ֥ום הַה֖וּאכָל־אַנְשֵׁ֨  נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ
  ס

יךָ֙ זָדֹ֔ון נְאֻם־אֲדנָֹ֥י      31 ה צְבָאֹ֑ותהִנְנִ֤י אֵלֶ֙ יךָ׃יְהוִ֖ ת פְּקַדְתִּֽ א יֹומְךָ֖ עֵ֥ י בָּ֥    כִּ֛
תִּי אֵשׁ֙     32 ים וְהִצַּ֤ ין לֹ֖ו מֵ קִ֑ ל וְאֵ֥ ל זָדֹון֙ וְנָפַ֔ יו׃ סוְכָשַׁ֤ ה כָּל־סְבִיבתָֹֽ יו וְאָכְלָ֖    בְּעָרָ֔
ה אָמַר֙ יְהוָ֣ה      33 בֵיהֶם֙ צְבָאֹ֔ותכֹּ֤ ו וְכָל־שֹֽׁ ה יַחְדָּ֑ ל וּבְנֵי־יְהוּדָ֖ ים בְּנֵי־יִשְׂרָאֵ֥  עֲשׁוּ קִ֛

ם׃ ם מֵאֲנ֖וּ שַׁלְּחָֽ יקוּ בָ֔   הֶחֱזִ֣
יב      34 ק יְהוָ֤ה צְבָאֹות֙ שְׁמֹ֔ו רִ֥ רֶץ גֹּאֲלָ֣ם׀ חָזָ֗ יעַ אֶת־הָאָ֔ עַן֙ הִרְגִּ֣ ם לְמַ֙ יב אֶת־רִיבָ֑ יָרִ֖

ל׃ י בָבֶֽ יז לְישְֹׁבֵ֥   וְהִרְגִּ֖
ים     35 רֶב עַל־כַּשְׂדִּ֖ יהָ׃ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֑החֶ֥ יהָ וְאֶל־חֲכָמֶֽ ל וְאֶל־שָׂרֶ֖ י בָבֶ֔    וְאֶל־ישְֹׁבֵ֣
לוּ     36 ים וְנֹאָ֑ רֶב אֶל־הַבַּדִּ֖ יהָ חֶ֥ רֶב אֶל־גִּבֹּורֶ֖ תּוּ׃ חֶ֥   וָחָֽ
רֶב      37 ים חֶ֥ הּ וְהָי֣וּ לְנָשִׁ֑ ר בְּתֹוכָ֖ רֶב אֲשֶׁ֥ יו וְאֶל־רִכְבֹּ֗ו וְאֶל־כָּל־הָעֶ֛ רֶב אֶל־סוּסָ֣ חֶ֜

זוּ׃ יהָ וּבֻזָּֽ   אֶל־אֹוצְרתֶֹ֖
רֶב     38 לוּ׃חֹ֥ ים יִתְהלָֹֽ יא וּבָאֵימִ֖ רֶץ פְּסִלִים֙ הִ֔ י אֶ֤ שׁוּ כִּ֣ יהָ וְיָבֵ֑    אֶל־מֵימֶ֖
צַח     39 ב עֹוד֙ לָנֶ֔ א־תֵשֵׁ֥ ֹֽ עֲנָ֑ה וְל הּ בְּנֹ֣ות יַֽ ים וְיָ֥שְׁבוּ בָ֖ ן יֵשְׁב֤וּ צִיִּים֙ אֶת־אִיִּ֔ אלָכֵ֗ ֹ֥ תִשְׁכֹּ֖ון   וְל

  ׃עַד־דֹּ֥ור וָדֹֽור



ב שָׁם֙      40 א־יֵשֵׁ֥ ֹֽ ה וְאֶת־שְׁכֵנֶי֖הָ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֑ה ל ם וְאֶת־עֲמֹרָ֛ ים אֶת־סְדֹ֧ ת אֱלֹהִ֜ כְּמַהְפֵּכַ֨
ם׃אִ֔ הּ בֶּן־אָדָֽ א־יָג֥וּר בָּ֖ ֹֽ   ישׁ וְל

רֶץ׃     41 רוּ מִיַּרְכְּתֵי־אָֽ ים יֵעֹ֖ ים רַבִּ֔ א מִצָּפֹ֑ון וְגֹ֤וי גָּדֹול֙ וּמְלָכִ֣ ם בָּ֖   הִנֵּ֛ה עַ֥
ה וְעַל־סוּ     42 מוּ קֹולָם֙ כַּיָּם֣ יֶהֱמֶ֔ א יְרַחֵ֔ ֹ֣ מָּה֙ וְל י הֵ֙ יקוּ אַכְזָרִ֥ ן יַחֲזִ֗ שֶׁת וְכִידֹ֞ בוּ קֶ֣ ים יִרְכָּ֑ סִ֖

ל׃ יִךְ בַּת־בָּבֶֽ ה עָלַ֖   עָר֗וּךְ כְּאִישׁ֙ לַמִּלְחָמָ֔
ה׃     43 יל כַּיֹּולֵדָֽ תְהוּ חִ֖ יו צָרָה֙ הֶחֱזִיקַ֔ ם וְרָפ֣וּ יָדָ֑ ל אֶת־שִׁמְעָ֖ לֶךְ־בָּבֶ֛ ע מֶֽ   שָׁמַ֧
ה      44 ה יַעֲלֶ֨ נֵּה כְּאַרְיֵ֞ י  הַיַּרְדֵּן֮ אֶל־נְוֵ֣ה אֵיתָמִגְּאֹ֣וןהִ֠ יהָ וּמִ֥ עָלֶ֔ עָה אֲרִו֯צֵם֮ מֵֽ י־אַרְגִּ֤ ן֒ כִּֽ

ד לְפָנָֽי׃ ר יַעֲמֹ֖ ה אֲשֶׁ֥ י־זֶה֣ רעֶֹ֔ נִּי וּמִֽ י יֹועִדֶ֔ י כָמֹ֙ונִי֙ וּמִ֣ י מִ֤ ד כִּ֣ יהָ אֶפְקֹ֑   בָח֖וּר אֵלֶ֣
יו אֲשֶׁ֥     45 חְשְׁבֹותָ֔ ל וּמַ֨ ר יָעַץ֙ אֶל־בָּבֶ֔ ה אֲשֶׁ֤ ן שִׁמְע֣וּ עֲצַת־יְהוָ֗ רֶץ לָכֵ֞ ב אֶל־אֶ֣ ר חָשַׁ֖

ה׃ ם נָוֶֽ ים עֲלֵיהֶ֖ א יַשִּׁ֛ ֹ֥ אן אִם־ל ֹ֔ י הַצּ א יִסְחָבוּם֙ צְעִירֵ֣ ֹ֤ ים אִם־ל   כַּשְׂדִּ֑
ע׃ ס     46 ם נִשְׁמָֽ ה בַּגֹּויִ֥ רֶץ וּזְעָ קָ֖ ה הָאָ֑ ל נִרְעֲשָׁ֖ ה בָבֶ֔   מִקֹּול֙ נִתְפְּשָׂ֣
יר עַל־בָּב1ֶ֔ 51 ה הִנְנִי֙ מֵעִ֣ ר יְהוָ֔ ה אָמַ֣ ית׃ כֹּ֚ י ר֖וּחַ מַשְׁחִֽ י לֵ֣ב קָמָ֑   ל וְאֶל־ישְֹׁבֵ֖
הּ      2 ל׀ זָרִים֙ וְזֵר֔וּהָ וִיבקְֹק֖וּ אֶת־אַרְצָ֑ י לְבָבֶ֤ יוְשִׁלַּחְתִּ֨ ה׃כִּֽ יב בְּיֹ֥ום רָעָֽ יהָ מִסָּבִ֖   ־הָי֥וּ עָלֶ֛
ל־     3 ל בְּסִרְינֹֹ֑ו וְאַֽ ךְ הַדּרֵֹךְ֙ קַשְׁתֹּ֔ו וְאֶל־יִתְעַ֖ ל־יִדְרֹ֤ ימוּ אֶֽ יהָ הַחֲרִ֖ חֻרֶ֔ תַּחְמְלוּ֙ אֶל־בַּ֣

הּ׃   כָּל־צְבָאָֽ
יהָ׃     4 ים בְּחוּצֹותֶֽ ים וּמְדֻקָּרִ֖ רֶץ כַּשְׂדִּ֑ ים בְּאֶ֣   וְנָפְל֥וּ חֲלָלִ֖
ם      5 ה אָשָׁ֔ י אַרְצָם֙ מָלְאָ֣ יְהוָ֖ה צְבָאֹ֑ות כִּ֤ יו מֵֽ אֱלֹהָ֔ יהוּדָה֙ מֵֽ ל וִֽ ן יִשְׂרָאֵ֤ א־אַלְמָ֨ ֹֽ י ל כִּ֠

ל׃מִ   קְּדֹ֖ושׁ יִשְׂרָאֵֽ
ה      6 יהוָ֔ ה הִיא֙ לַֽ ת נְקָמָ֥ מּוּ בַּעֲונָֹ֑הּ כִּי֩ עֵ֨ ישׁ נַפְשֹׁ֔ו אַל־תִּדַּ֖ ל וּמַלְּטוּ֙ אִ֣ נֻס֣וּ׀ מִתֹּ֣וךְ בָּבֶ֗

הּ׃   גְּמ֕וּל ה֥וּא מְשַׁלֵּ֖ם לָֽ
רֶץ מִיֵּ     7 רֶת כָּל־הָאָ֑ ה מְשַׁכֶּ֖ ב בָּבֶל֙ בְּיַד־יְהוָ֔ ן יִתְהֹלְל֥וּ כֹּוס־זָהָ֤ ם עַל־כֵּ֖ ינָהּ֙ שָׁת֣וּ גֹויִ֔

ם   ׃גֹויִֽ
א׃     8 י תֵּרָפֵֽ הּ אוּלַ֖ יהָ קְח֤וּ צֳרִי֙ לְמַכְאֹובָ֔ ילוּ עָלֶ֗ ר הֵילִ֣ ל וַתִּשָּׁבֵ֑ ה בָבֶ֖ ם נָפְלָ֥   פִּתְאֹ֛
ישׁ לְאַרְצ֑     9 ךְ אִ֣ תָה עִזְב֕וּהָ וְנֵלֵ֖ א נִרְפָּ֔ ֹ֣ א֯נוּ אֶת־בָּבֶל֙ וְל יִם֙ רִפִּ֣ י־נָגַ֤ע אֶל־הַשָּׁמַ֙ ֹו כִּֽ

ים׃ א עַד־שְׁחָ קִֽ הּ וְנִשָּׂ֖   מִשְׁפָּטָ֔
ינוּ׃     10 ה אֱלֹהֵֽ ה יְהוָ֥ ת־מַעֲשֵׂ֖ ה בְצִיֹּ֔ון אֶֽ אוּ וּנְסַפְּרָ֣ ינוּ בֹּ֚ יא יְהוָ֖ה אֶת־צִדְקתֵֹ֑   הֹוצִ֥
ה אֶת־ר֙     11 יר יְהוָ֗ רוּ הַחִצִּים֮ מִלְא֣וּ הַשְּׁלָטִים֒ הֵעִ֣ ל הָבֵ֣ י־עַל־בָּבֶ֥ י כִּֽ י מָדַ֔ וּחַ֙ מַלְכֵ֣

ת הֵיכָלֹֽו׃ יא נִקְמַ֖ ת יְהוָה֙ הִ֔ י־נִקְמַ֤ הּ כִּֽ   מְזִמָּתֹ֖ו לְהַשְׁחִיתָ֑
י      12 ים כִּ֚ רְבִ֑ ינוּ הָאֹֽ ים הָכִ֖ מְרִ֔ ימוּ֙ שֹֽׁ ר הָקִ֙ יקוּ֙ הַמִּשְׁמָ֔ ס הַחֲזִ֙ ל שְׂאוּ־נֵ֗ ת בָּבֶ֜ אֶל־חֹומֹ֨

ה גַּגַּם ם יְהוָ֔ ל׃־זָמַ֣ י בָבֶֽ ר אֶל־ישְֹׁבֵ֥ ת אֲשֶׁר־דִּבֶּ֖ ה אֵ֥   ם־עָשָׂ֕
ךְ׃     13 ת בִּצְעֵֽ ךְ אַמַּ֥ א קִצֵּ֖ ת בָּ֥ ת אֹֽוצָרֹ֑ ים רַבַּ֖ יִם רַבִּ֔ י עַל־מַ֣ תְּ֨   שׁכַֹנְ֯
ה      14 ע יְהוָ֥ יִצְבָאֹ֖ותנִשְׁבַּ֛ לֶק וְעָנ֥וּ עָלַ֖ יךְ אָדָם֙ כַּיֶּ֔ י אִם־מִלֵּאתִ֤ ד׃ ס בְּנַפְשֹׁ֑ו כִּ֣   ךְ הֵידָֽ



יִם׃     15 ה שָׁמָֽ ל בְּחָכְמָתֹ֑ו וּבִתְבוּנָתֹ֖ו נָטָ֥ ין תֵּבֵ֖ רֶץ֙ בְּכחֹֹ֔ו מֵכִ֥ ה אֶ֙   עשֵֹׂ֥
ה      16 ים לַמָּטָר֙ עָשָׂ֔ רֶץ בְּרָ קִ֤ ים מִקְצֵה־אָ֑ יִם וַיַּ֥עַל נְשִׂאִ֖ יִם֙ בַּשָּׁמַ֔ לְקֹ֨ול תִּתֹּ֜ו הֲמֹ֥ון מַ֙

צֵא ר֖וּחַ מֵאֹצְרתָֹֽ   יו׃וַיֹּ֥
ם׃     17 קֶר נִסְכֹּ֖ו וְלאֹ־ר֥וּחַ בָּֽ י שֶׁ֥ סֶל כִּ֛ ף מִפָּ֑ ישׁ כָּל־צרֵֹ֖ עַת הֹבִ֥ ר כָּל־אָדָם֙ מִדַּ֔   נִבְעַ֤
דוּ׃     18 ם יאֹבֵֽ ת פְּקֻדָּתָ֖ ים בְּעֵ֥ ה תַּעְתֻּעִ֑ מָּה מַעֲשֵׂ֖ בֶל הֵ֔   הֶ֣
ר הַכּלֹ֙     19 י־יֹוצֵ֤ לֶק יַעֲקֹ֗וב כִּֽ לֶּה חֵ֣ א־כְאֵ֜ ֹֽ בֶט ה֔וּא ל ה צְבָאֹ֖ות שְׁמֹֽו׃ סוְשֵׁ֖    נַחֲלָתֹ֑ו יְהוָ֥
י בְךָ֖ מַמְלָכֹֽות׃     20 ם וְהִשְׁחַתִּ֥ י בְךָ֙ גֹּויִ֔ ה וְנִפַּצְתִּ֤ י מִלְחָמָ֑ י כְּלֵ֖ ה לִ֔   מַפֵּץ־אַתָּ֣
כֶב וְרכְֹבֹֽו׃     21 י בְךָ֔ רֶ֖ כְבֹ֑ו וְנִפַּצְתִּ֣ י בְךָ֔ ס֖וּס וְרֹֽ   וְנִפַּצְתִּ֣
י בְךָ֖      22 ה וְנִפַּצְתִּ֥ ישׁ וְאִשָּׁ֔ י בְךָ֙ אִ֣ י בְךָ֔וְנִפַּצְתִּ֤ ן וָנָ֑עַר וְנִפַּצְתִּ֣ ה׃זָ קֵ֣    בָּח֖וּר וּבְתוּלָֽ
ים׃     23 י בְךָ֔ פַּחֹ֖ות וּסְגָנִֽ ר וְצִמְדֹּ֑ו וְנִפַּצְתִּ֣ י בְךָ֖ אִכָּ֣ י בְךָ֙ רעֶֹ֣ה וְעֶדְרֹ֔ו וְנִפַּצְתִּ֥   וְנִפַּצְתִּ֤
ם      24 ינֵיכֶ֑ ם אֲשֶׁר־עָשׂ֥וּ בְצִיֹּ֖ון לְעֵֽ ת כָּל־רָעָתָ֛ ים אֵ֧ י כַשְׂדִּ֗ ל׀ יֹושְׁבֵ֣ ל וּלְכֹ֣ י לְבָבֶ֜ וְשִׁלַּמְתִּ֨

ה׃ ס ם יְהוָֽ   נְאֻ֖
ר הַמַּשְׁחִית֙      25 יךָ הַ֤ י אֵלֶ֜ ההִנְנִ֨ י נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔ יתִי אֶת־יָדִ֜ רֶץ וְנָטִ֨ ית אֶת־כָּל־הָאָ֑  הַמַּשְׁחִ֖

ה׃עָלֶ֗ ר שְׂרֵפָֽ יךָ לְהַ֥ ים וּנְתַתִּ֖ יךָ֙ מִן־הַסְּלָעִ֔   יךָ וְגִלְגַּלְתִּ֙
ה׃     26 הְיֶה֖ נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ י־שִׁמְמֹ֥ות עֹולָ֛ם תִּֽ בֶן לְמֹֽוסָדֹ֑ות כִּֽ ה וְאֶ֖ בֶן לְפִנָּ֔ א־יִקְח֤וּ מִמְּךָ֙ אֶ֣ ֹֽ   וְל
ר בַּגֹּויִם֙     27 רֶץ תִּקְע֨וּ שֹׁופָ֤ יהָ מַמְלְכֹ֥ות שְׂאוּ־נֵס֣ בָּאָ֗ יעוּ עָלֶ֛ ם הַשְׁמִ֧ יהָ֙ גֹּויִ֔  קַדְּשׁ֤וּ עָלֶ֙

ר׃ עֲלוּ־ס֖וּס כְּיֶ֥לֶק סָמָֽ ר הַֽ יהָ֙ טִפְסָ֔ י וְאַשְׁכְּנָ֑ז פִּקְד֤וּ עָלֶ֙ ט מִנִּ֣   אֲרָרַ֖
יהָ וְאֶת־כָּל־סְגָנֶ֑יהָ      28 י אֶת־פַּחֹותֶ֖ י מָדַ֔ יהָ גֹויִם֙ אֶת־מַלְכֵ֣ תוְקַדְּשׁ֨וּ עָלֶ֤ רֶץ  אֵ֖ כָּל־אֶ֥

  ׃מֶמְשַׁלְתֹּֽו
ל      29 רֶץ בָּבֶ֛ ה לָשׂ֞וּם אֶת־אֶ֧ מָה עַל־בָּבֶל֙ מַחְשְׁבֹ֣ות יְהוָ֔ י קָ֤ ל כִּ֣ רֶץ וַתָּחֹ֑ שׁ הָאָ֖ וַתִּרְעַ֥

ב׃ ין יֹושֵֽׁ ה מֵאֵ֥   לְשַׁמָּ֖
ה      30 ם יָֽשְׁבוּ֙ בַּמְּצָדֹ֔ות נָשְׁתָ֥ ל לְהִלָּחֵ֗ י בָבֶ֜ יתוּ חָדְלוּ֩ גִבֹּורֵ֨ ים הִצִּ֥ ם הָי֣וּ לְנָשִׁ֑ גְבוּרָתָ֖

יהָ׃ יהָ נִשְׁבְּר֥וּ בְרִיחֶֽ   מִשְׁכְּנֹתֶ֖
ה עִירֹ֖ו      31 י־נִלְכְּדָ֥ ל כִּֽ לֶךְ בָּבֶ֔ יד לְהַגִּיד֙ לְמֶ֣ את מַגִּ֑ יד לִקְרַ֣ ץ לִקְרַאת־רָץ֙ יָר֔וּץ וּמַגִּ֖ רָ֤

ה׃   מִקָּצֶֽ
שׂוּ וְאֶ     32 לוּ׃ סוְהַמַּעְבָּרֹ֣ות נִתְפָּ֔ ה נִבְהָֽ י הַמִּלְחָמָ֖ שׁ וְאַנְשֵׁ֥ ים שָׂרְפ֣וּ בָאֵ֑   ת־הָאֲגַמִּ֖
ר יְהוָ֤ה      33 ה אָמַ֜ לכִּי֩ כֹ֨ י יִשְׂרָאֵ֔ ט צְבָאֹות֙ אֱלֹהֵ֣ הּ עֹ֣וד מְעַ֔ רֶן עֵ֣ת הִדְרִיכָ֑ ל כְּגֹ֖  בַּת־בָּבֶ֕

אָה  תוּבָ֥ הּ׃עֵֽ יר לָֽ   ־הַקָּצִ֖
נִו נְ     34 מַ֗ נִו חֲמָ֯ לַ֣ א כְרֵשֹׂ֖ו אֲכָ֯ ין מִלָּ֥ נִו֮ כַּתַּנִּ֔ יק בְּלָעַ֮֯ י רִ֔ נִו֮ כְּלִ֣ לֶךְ בָּבֶל֒ הִצִּי֯גַ֮ בוּכַדְרֶאצַּר֮ מֶ֣

נִו׃ י הֱדִי֯חָֽ עֲדָנָ֑   מֵֽ
ר      35 ים תּאֹמַ֖ י כַשְׂדִּ֔ בֶת צִיֹּ֑ון וְדָמִי֙ אֶל־ישְֹׁבֵ֣ ר ישֶֹׁ֣ ל תּאֹמַ֖ י וּשְׁאֵרִי֙ עַל־בָּבֶ֔ חֲמָסִ֤

  ִם׃ סיְרוּשָׁלָֽ



הּ      36 ךְ וְהַחֲרַבְתִּי֙ אֶת־יַמָּ֔ י אֶת־נִקְמָתֵ֑ ךְ וְנִקַּמְתִּ֖ ה הִנְנִי־רָב֙ אֶת־רִיבֵ֔ ר יְהוָ֔ ה אָמַ֣ ן כֹּ֚ לָכֵ֗
הּ׃ י אֶת־מְקֹורָֽ   וְהֹבַשְׁתִּ֖

ל׀      37 ים׀ מְעֹון־תַּנִּ֛יםוְהָיְתָה֩ בָבֶ֨ ב׃לְגַלִּ֧ ין יֹושֵֽׁ ה מֵאֵ֥ ה וּשְׁרֵ קָ֖    שַׁמָּ֥
ים      38 ו כַּכְּפִרִ֣ גוּיַחְדָּ֖ י אֲרָיֹֽות׃יִשְׁאָ֑    נָעֲר֖וּ כְּגֹורֵ֥
א      39 ֹ֣ ם וְל עַן יַעֲלֹ֔זוּ וְיָשְׁנ֥וּ שְׁנַת־עֹולָ֖ ם וְהִשְׁכַּרְתִּים֙ לְמַ֣ ית אֶת־מִשְׁתֵּיהֶ֗ ם אָשִׁ֣ בְּחֻמָּ֞

ה׃ ם יְהוָֽ יצוּ נְאֻ֖   יָ קִ֑
ים לִטְבֹ֑וחַ כְּ     40 ם כְּכָרִ֣ ים׃אֹֽורִידֵ֖ ים עִם־עַתּוּדִֽ   אֵילִ֖
ה      41 יךְ נִלְכְּדָ֣ ךְאֵ֚ ם׃שֵׁשַׁ֔ ל בַּגֹּויִֽ ה בָּבֶ֖ ה לְשַׁמָּ֛ יךְ הָיְתָ֧ רֶץ אֵ֣ שׂ תְּהִלַּ֣ת כָּל־הָאָ֑    וַתִּתָּפֵ֖
תָה׃     42 יו נִכְסָֽ ל הַיָּם֑ בַּהֲמֹ֥ון גַּלָּ֖ ה עַל־בָּבֶ֖   עָלָ֥
יהָ֙      43 ההָי֤וּ עָרֶ֙ רֶלְשַׁמָּ֔ ן  אֶ֖ ר בָּהֵ֖ א־יַעֲבֹ֥ ֹֽ ישׁ וְל ב בָּהֵן֙ כָּל־אִ֔ א־יֵשֵׁ֤ ֹֽ רֶץ ל ה אֶ֗ ץ צִיָּה֣ וַעֲרָבָ֑

ם׃   בֶּן־אָדָֽ
י עַל־     44 לוּפָקַדְתִּ֨ יו עֹ֖וד גֹּויִ֑ם בֵּ֜ א־יִנְהֲר֥וּ אֵלָ֛ ֹֽ יו וְל י אֶת־בִּלְעֹ֙ו מִפִּ֔ ל וְהֹצֵאתִ֤  בְּבָבֶ֗

לָה ל נָפָֽ ת בָּבֶ֖   ׃גַּם־חֹומַ֥
הצְ     45 ישׁ אֶת־נַפְשֹׁ֑ו מֵחֲרֹ֖ון אַף־יְהוָֽ י וּמַלְּט֖וּ אִ֣   ׃א֤וּ מִתֹּוכָהּ֙ עַמִּ֔
ה     46 א בַשָּׁנָ֣ה הַשְּׁמוּעָ֗ רֶץ וּבָ֧ עַת בָּאָ֑ ה הַנִּשְׁמַ֣ ירְא֔וּ בַּשְּׁמוּעָ֖ ךְ לְבַבְכֶם֙ וְתִֽ  וּפֶן־יֵרַ֤

רֶץ וּ ס בָּאָ֔ ה וְחָמָ֣ יו בַּשָּׁנָה֙ הַשְּׁמוּעָ֔ לוְאַחֲרָ֤ ל עַל־משֵֹֽׁ   ׃משֵֹׁ֖
הּ תֵּבֹ֑ושׁ     47 ל וְכָל־אַרְצָ֖ י בָבֶ֔ ים וּפָקַדְתִּי֙ עַל־פְּסִילֵ֣ ים בָּאִ֔ יהָ יִפְּל֥וּ  לָכֵן֙ הִנֵּ֣ה יָמִ֣ וְכָל־חֲלָלֶ֖

הּ   ׃בְתֹוכָֽ
י מִצָּפֹ֛ון יָב     48 ם כִּ֧ ר בָּהֶ֑ ל אֲשֶׁ֣ רֶץ וְכֹ֖ יִם וָאָ֔ יםוְרִנְּנ֤וּ עַל־בָּבֶל֙ שָׁמַ֣ הּ הַשֹּׁודְדִ֖  ֹוא־לָ֥

  ׃נְאֻם־יְהוָֽה
ל     49 י יִשְׂרָאֵ֑ לְלֵ֣ ל חַֽ ל לִנְפֹּ֖ רֶץ׃גַּם־בָּבֶ֕ י כָל־הָאָֽ לְלֵ֥ ל נָפְל֖וּ חַֽ    גַּם־לְבָבֶ֥
ה      50 ִם תַּעֲלֶ֥ ה וִירֽוּשָׁלַ֖ רָחֹוק֙ אֶת־יְהוָ֔ דוּ זִכְר֤וּ מֵֽ ל־תַּעֲמֹ֑ רֶב הִלְכ֖וּ אַֽ ים מֵחֶ֔ פְּלֵטִ֣

ם׃עַל־לְבַ   בְכֶֽ
ה פָּנֵ֑ינוּ      51 ה כְלִמָּ֖ ה כִּסְּתָ֥ עְנוּ חֶרְפָּ֔ י־שָׁמַ֣ שְׁנוּ כִּֽ ֹ֚ יבּ ה׃ כִּ֚ ית יְהוָֽ י בֵּ֥ ל־מִקְדְּשֵׁ֖ ים עַֽ אוּ זָרִ֔  בָּ֣

  ס
ק      52 הּ יֶאֱנֹ֥ יהָ וּבְכָל־אַרְצָ֖ י עַל־פְּסִילֶ֑ ה וּפָקַדְתִּ֖ ים בָּאִים֙ נְאֻם־יְהוָ֔ ן הִנֵּֽה־יָמִ֤ ל׃לָכֵ֞   חָלָֽ
הּ      53 ים לָ֖ אוּ שׁדְֹדִ֛ י יָבֹ֧ ר מְרֹ֣ום עֻזָּ֑הּ מֵאִתִּ֗ י תְבַצֵּ֖ יִם וְכִ֥ י־תַעֲלֶ֤ה בָבֶל֙ הַשָּׁמַ֔ כִּֽ

ה׃ ס   נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ
ים׃     54 רֶץ כַּשְׂדִּֽ בֶר גָּדֹ֖ול מֵאֶ֥ ל וְשֶׁ֥ ה מִבָּבֶ֑   קֹ֥ול זְעָ קָ֖
ל וְאִ     55 ד יְהוָה֙ אֶת־בָּבֶ֔ י־שׁדֵֹ֤ נָּה קֹ֣ול גָּדֹ֑ול וְהָמ֤וּ כִּֽ ד מִמֶּ֖ ן גַלֵּיהֶם֙בַּ֥ ים נִתַּ֥ יִם רַבִּ֔  כְּמַ֣

ם׃   שְׁאֹ֖ון קֹולָֽ



א     56 יהָכִּי֩ בָ֨ ל גְּמֻלֹ֛ות  עָלֶ֤ י אֵ֧ ם כִּ֣ ה קַשְּׁתֹותָ֑ יהָ חִתְּתָ֖ ד וְנִלְכְּדוּ֙ גִּבֹּורֶ֔  עַל־בָּבֶל֙ שֹׁודֵ֔
ם׃ ם יְשַׁלֵּֽ   יְהוָ֖ה שַׁלֵּ֥

יהָ֙ וְ֠     57 יהָ וּסְגָנֶ֙ יהָ פַּחֹותֶ֤ יהָ וַחֲכָמֶ֜ אהִשְׁכַּרְתִּי שָׂרֶ֨ ֹ֣ יהָ וְיָשְׁנ֥וּ שְׁנַת־עֹולָ֖ם וְל יצוּ וְגִבֹּורֶ֔  יָ קִ֑
ה צְבָאֹ֖ות שְׁמֹֽו׃ ס לֶךְ יְהוָ֥ ם־הַמֶּ֔   נְאֻ֨

ר יְהוָ֣ה     58 ה־אָמַ֞ ר תִּתְעַרְ צְבָאֹ֗ותכֹּֽ רְחָבָה֙ עַרְעֵ֣ ל הָֽ מֹות בָּבֶ֤ ים  חֹ֠ יהָ הַגְּבהִֹ֖ ר וּשְׁעָרֶ֥ עָ֔
שׁ פוּ׃ סבָּאֵ֣ שׁ וְיָעֵֽ ים בְּדֵי־אֵ֖ יק וּלְאֻמִּ֥ ים בְּדֵי־רִ֛  גְע֨וּ עַמִּ֧ תּוּ וְיִֽ    יִצַּ֑

יא אֶת־שְׂרָיָה֣ בֶן־נֵרִיָּה֮ בֶּן־מַחְסֵיָה֒ בְּלֶכְתֹּ֞ו      59 ר אֲשֶׁר־צִוָּ֣ה׀ יִרְמְיָה֣וּ הַנָּבִ֗ הַדָּבָ֞
ה׃אֶת־צִדְקִיָּה֤ ר מְנוּחָֽ ית לְמָלְכֹ֑ו וּשְׂרָיָ֖ה שַׂ֥ ל בִּשְׁנַ֥ת הָרְבִעִ֖ לֶךְ־יְהוּדָה֙ בָּבֶ֔   וּ מֶֽ

ת      60 ד אֵ֚ פֶר אֶחָ֑ ל אֶל־סֵ֣ ה אֲשֶׁר־תָּבֹ֥וא אֶל־בָּבֶ֖ ת כָּל־הָרָעָ֛ הוּ אֵ֧ ב יִרְמְיָ֗ וַיִּכְתֹּ֣
ל׃ ים אֶל־בָּבֶֽ לֶּה הַכְּתֻבִ֖ ים הָאֵ֔   כָּל־הַדְּבָרִ֣

לֶּה׃     61 ים הָאֵֽ ת כָּל־הַדְּבָרִ֖ אתָ אֵ֥  קָרָ֔ יתָ וְֽ  רָאִ֔ ל וְֽ אמֶר יִרְמְיָ֖הוּ אֶל־שְׂרָיָ֑ה כְּבאֲֹךָ֣ בָבֶ֔ ֹ֥   וַיּ
ב      62 י הֱיֹֽות־בֹּ֙ו יֹושֵׁ֔ רְתָּ אֶל־הַמָּקֹ֤ום הַזֶּה֙ לְהַכְרִיתֹ֔ו לְבִלְתִּ֤ ה דִבַּ֜ וְאָמַרְתָּ֗ יְהוָה֙ אַתָּ֨

ם וְעַד־בְּהֵ הְיֶֽה׃לְמֵאָדָ֖ ם תִּֽ י־שִׁמְמֹ֥ות עֹולָ֖ ה כִּֽ   מָ֑
ת׃     63 בֶן וְהִשְׁלַכְתֹּ֖ו אֶל־תֹּ֥וךְ פְּרָֽ ר עָלָיו֙ אֶ֔ פֶר הַזֶּ֑ה תִּקְשֹׁ֤ א אֶת־הַסֵּ֣ ֹ֖   וְהָיָה֙ כְּכַלֹּ֣תְךָ֔ לִקְר
ר     64 ה אֲשֶׁ֧ א־תָקוּם֙ מִפְּנֵי֣ הָרָעָ֗ ֹֽ ל וְל ע בָּבֶ֤ כָה תִּשְׁקַ֨ יהָ וְאָמַרְתָּ֗ כָּ֠ יא עָלֶ֖ י מֵבִ֥ פוּ  אָנֹכִ֛ וְיָעֵ֑

י יִרְמְיָֽהוּ נָּה דִּבְרֵ֥   ׃ סעַד־הֵ֖
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Conclusion 
 
 
 

What more can I say about the flaws of the Bible code?  There is no question in 

my mind that the Bible code is bogus.  I know this as a certainty because I understand, 

due to my choice of academic expertise, what goes into textual criticism and what the 

existing manuscript evidence tells us about how the Hebrew text of the Torah has come 

down to us.  By sticking primarily to those areas of my own expertise, I have tried to 

contribute something unique to the discussion:  a lay introduction to the history of the 

Hebrew text and manuscript transmission.  All the evidence points to a certifiable textual 

uncertainty of the every-letter sequence required for a Bible code.  The data, therefore, 

explodes the myth of a Bible code in the Torah, and extinguishes hope of ever finding 

one that is genuine.  Naturally, it is my hope that this short book has been written in such 

a way that these data points compel the reader to draw the same conclusion.  If a majority 

of those who read this book discern the textual impossibility of the Bible code, then I will 

feel as though I have succeeded.   

 



Appendix:  Bible Code Criticisms from Mathematicians 
 

General Criticisms 
 

The contention of many Bible code proponents that mathematicians have been 
unable or unwilling to respond to the "reality" of the Bible code is completely false.  
Responses to Drosnin's The Bible Code from the perspective of scholars trained in fields 
that make heavy use of mathematics and statistics are by now voluminous.  This is 
particularly true with respect to webpages on the Internet devoted to critiquing the 
alleged code.  A simple search for "Bible Code" on any of the major search engines 
yields dozens of high-quality scholarly criticisms from trained academics in these fields.   

The goal of this appendix is to introduce the reader to the work of mathematics 
scholars against the existence of a code in the Torah.  Since I am not a mathematician, I 
cannot explain the actual statistical experiments used against the initial statistical 
experiments that undergird the Bible code, but I can digest the ELS fallacies.  What 
follows are very brief examples which demonstrate that the "hits" in the Bible code really 
are coincidental and have no claim to inspiration.  I also provide the locations of credible 
critiques on several important websites on the World Wide Web. 

By way of a general response of objection to the methodology of The Bible Code, 
more than fifty professional mathematicians (many from Israeli universities) have signed 
a declaration stating their opposition to the scientific methodology behind the Bible code.  
This declaration can be found at http://math.caltech.edu/code/petition.html and is 
reproduced below: 

 
We are making this statement concerning what have been called "Bible codes" or "Torah 

codes".  We recognize that many sincere people take this phenomenon seriously, which 
compels us to speak out on the basis of what our mathematical training tells us about the 
evidence claimed for this alleged phenomenon. 

There is a common belief in the general community to the effect that many 
mathematicians, statisticians, and other scientists consider the claims to be credible.  This 
belief is incorrect.  On the contrary, the almost unanimous opinion of those in the scientific 
world who have studied the question is that the theory is without foundation.  The signatories 
to this letter have themselves examined the evidence and found it entirely unconvincing. 

We refer in particular to the paper, "Equidistant Letter Sequences in the Book of 
Genesis," published in Statistical Science in 1994.  This experiment suffers from major 
problems concerning both its execution and the interpretation of its conclusions.  Even 
without these concerns, we would not take such extraordinary claims seriously without a 
vastly more systematic and thorough investigation.  No such investigation has been carried 
out, nor has the work so far established a prima facie case.  In addition, word clusters such as 
mentioned in Witztum's and Drosnin's books and the so-called messianic codes are an 
uncontrolled phenomenon, and similar clusters will be found in any text of similar length.  All 
claims of incredible probabilities for such clusters are bogus, since they are computed 
contrary to standard rules of probability and statistics. 

Among the signatories below are some who believe that the Torah was divinely written.  
We see no conflict between that belief and the opinion we have expressed above. 
 
(The declaration is then followed by the list of those who agree with it, along with their 
academic credentials, place of employment, and contact information.) 

http://math.caltech.edu/code/petition.html


 
Specific Responses – ELS “hits” in Works Other Than the Torah / Old Testament 

 
The credentialed mathematician who has probably published the most thorough 

refutation of the Bible code is Brendan McKay.  McKay is Professor of Computer 
Science at the Australian National University in Canberra, Australia, and a Fellow of the 
Australian Academy of Science.  Among the webpages he has posted with specific 
responses to The Bible Code, several are especially clever and humorous.  For example, 
on one page entitled "Moby Dick vs. Genesis" 
(http://cs.anu.edu.au/~bdm/dilugim/mobygen.html), McKay employs the same ELS 
technique as used for the Bible code on the literary classic Moby Dick.  McKay was able 
to find such amazing “hits” as the phrase "no code in Torah" in the English text of Moby 
Dick!   

McKay goes even further on another webpage – in specific response to a 
challenge issued by Michael Drosnin, author of The Bible Code.  In an interview with 
Newsweek (June 9, 1997) following the publication of The Bible Code, Drosnin 
challenged code detractors by saying, "When my critics find a message about the 
assassination of a prime minister encrypted in Moby Dick, I'll believe them."  McKay has 
done just that – several times over (see his webpage, 
http://cs.anu.edu.au/~bdm/dilugim/moby.html). 

Through the use of the same ELS sequencing method utilized to "find" the Bible 
code, McKay "detected" the assassinations of several prime ministers, not to mention 
other dignitaries, such as President Kennedy, Martin Luther King, Jr., and Princess 
Diana.  Several of these astounding “hits” are reproduced below: 

 

 
 

Indian Prime Minister Indira Ghandi 
was killed on October 31, 1984 

 
 
 

 
Martin Luther King, Jr. was fatally shot 

in Tennessee on April 4, 1968 
 

http://cs.anu.edu.au/~bdm/dilugim/mobygen.html


 
 

 
 

President Abraham Lincoln was shot dead 
                on April 14, 1865. 

 
 

This is just a sampling of the kind of mathematical critique that exists on the 
Internet.  Are we to consider Moby Dick inspired, containing “the signature of God”?  
The answer is (or should be) perfectly obvious.   

 
Specific Responses – The “Famous Sages” Experiment 
 

More than anything else, the hype behind the “prediction” of the death of Yitzhak 
Rabin propelled sales of The Bible Code.  After all, only God could have been behind the 
prediction of this event, and if that was the case, God must have indeed inserted a code 
within the Torah.   

What the Rabin “prediction” was to the common lay reader, the so-called 
“Famous Sages” experiment was to the mathematics community – at least to a handful of 
mathematicians.  This experiment is still referred to by Bible code proponents as 
indisputable proof that the code is a real mathematical phenomenon.  Briefly 
summarized, this experiment involved the detection of ELS-coded references in the book 
of Genesis to the names of famous medieval rabbis and sages “in close proximity” to the 
dates of their birth and death.  Two lists of famous rabbis and sages were used for the 
experiment.  Conducted by the mathematicians behind the Bible code explosion, Witzum, 
Rips, and Rosenberg (hereafter WRR), the results of the “Famous Sages” experiment on 
the second list were published in the prestigious journal Statistical Science in 1994.   

As Tigay notes, “In WRR’s experiment, everything hinges on the claim that the 
sages appear ‘in close proximity’ . . . but ‘close proximity’ does not necessarily mean 
what laymen are likely to think it means.”1  It turns out that the phrase “close proximity” 
was meant to be understood in a technical, mathematical sense.   

A detailed refutation of this experiment that demonstrated “close proximity” to 
actually be well beyond the few letter-distances implied by the term has been published 
by mathematicians Brendan McKay (Australian National University), and Dror Bar-
Natan (Hebrew University), along with Maya Bar-Hillel, of the Department of 
Psychology and the Center for the Study of Rationality at Hebrew University.2  In fact, 
WRR didn’t actually claim that all the sages appear close to their birth and death dates, 
but merely closer than one would expect on the average.3   



Shockingly, as Tigay points out in his summary of the “Famous Sages” critique, 
“Some rabbis are far from their dates . . . and in fact most of them are closer to the dates 
of some other rabbi than to their own dates.”  If the reader recalls the ELS method, this 
find should make sense.  In the ELS method, lines of letters are arranged vertically on top 
of one another based upon whatever distance between letters the “encoder” commands of 
the computer.  It should make sense that, as lines of the same databank of letters are 
rearranged, overlapping of “hit areas” can occur, hence the above realization that some 
sage-names are closer to the birth and death dates of other rabbis.  None of this was 
reported by Drosnin in The Bible Code – or subsequently by Christian authors. 

In his online article on the Bible code, Tigay has summarized the work of Bar-
Hillel, Bar- Natan, and McKay on this point.  The chart below was assembled by Tigay, 
and shows what “close proximity” actually means with respect to the “Famous Sages” 
experiment.  The rabbi names are numbered on the left hand side, along with commentary 
about how close the name actually appeared to the rabbi’s own birth and death dates:4 

 
Rabbi           Comment  

   
      1       Close to many dates but closest to the right date.  
      2       Closer to at least 8 wrong dates.  
      3       Closer to at least 3 wrong dates.  
      4       No date used (claimed to be uncertain)  
      5       No ELS for the date exists.  Not close to anything.  
      6       Closer to at least 5 wrong dates.  
      7       Closer to at least 15 wrong dates.  
      8       No dates used (uncertain).  Close to 8 wrong  

dates.  
      9       Far from right date, close to 7 wrong dates.  
     10      Far from right date, close to 9 wrong dates.  
     11      Far from right date, close to 10 wrong dates.  
     12      Close to many dates but closest to the right date.  
     13      Far from right date, close to 15 wrong dates.  
     14      Far from right date, close to 9 wrong dates.  
     15      Closer to at least 2 wrong dates.  
     16      Far from right date, close to 11 wrong dates.  
     17      No ELS for the name exists.  
     18      No ELS for either name exists.  
     19      Closer to at least 19 wrong dates.  
     20      Closer to at least 7 wrong dates.  
     21      Closer to at least 9 wrong dates.  
               (It seems the date is wrong; should be 1st Iyyar.  
               The right date does even worse.)  
     22      Good match, equally close to two wrong dates.  
     23      Close to many dates but closest to the right date.  
     24      Closer to at least 5 wrong dates.  
     25      Far from all dates.  
     26      Closer to at least 7 wrong dates.  
     27      Closer to at least 12 wrong dates.  
     28      Closer to at least 9 wrong dates.  
     29      No ELS for the name exists.  



     30      Good match, equally close to 1 wrong date.  
     31      Good match, equally close to 1 wrong date.  
     32      Far from right date, close to 3 wrong dates. 

 
Finally, in regard to the “Famous Sages” experiment, McKay, Bar-Hillel, and 

Bar-Natan went so far as to attempt to find (using the same ELS method) the names of 
the rabbis used for the experiment in the Hebrew text of War and Peace.5  Their goal 
(beyond finding the “hits”) was to determine mathematically whether the text of War and 
Peace more accurately “encoded” the names in proximity to their birth and death dates 
than did Genesis.  After following the naming (spelling) and date criteria used by WRR, 
they were able to conclude that the results from the “Famous Sages” experiment on the 
text of Genesis could be replicated in War and Peace.6 

 
Further Mathematical Research and Criticism 
 

McKay and other mathematicians have critiqued the code in full from their 
respective areas of expertise on other webpages.  Below is a listing of several of the best 
for readers whose backgrounds will enable them to digest the material: 

 
Dr. Brendan McKay's website 
 
http://cs.anu.edu.au/~bdm/dilugim/torah.html 

 
Dr. Barry Simon's website 
 
Barry Simon is an Orthodox Jewish mathematician at Cal Tech.  
http://wopr.com/biblecodes/ 
 
Dr. Mark Perakh's website 
 
Dr. Perakh is an emeritus professor of physics.  The articles on his site are very technical. 
http://www.nctimes.net/~mark/fcodes/ 
 
Dr. Randall Ingermanson's website 
 
The best response to the idea of a Bible code by an evangelical scholar credentialed in the 
study of mathematics is Randall Ingermanson's, Who Wrote the Bible Code?  In his book, 
Ingermanson, a computational physicist, leads his readers through his own statistical tests 
on the alleged Bible code.  His meticulous research and readable style make it apparent to 
the open-minded reader that the Bible code has no basis in scientific fact.  Dr. 
Ingermanson's website is http://www.rsingermanson.com/html/bible_code.html. 

 
 
                                                 
1 Tigay, “The Bible ‘Codes’ – A Textual Perspective,” 9. 
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