
—４４　　　 —

AdvantagesandDisadvantagesoftheUseofDigitalTools
ExemplifiedbyTextualStudies

EmanuelTov∗

Abstract:Sincethe１９７０s, computershavebeen usedinthe
serviceofthehumanities, andnow wecannolongerdo without
them．AgoodcomputerprogramsuchasAccordanceconsistsoffully
integratedbiblicaltextswith morphologicalanalysisandlinkedto
lexicons, atlases, andcommentaries．Alltheimaginablebilingual
searchesarenow possible．However, therearedrawbackstothe
digitaladvancementintextualcriticism．(１) Theusersofcomputer
editionslosethefamiliarityreaderspreviouslyhadwiththeprinted
Bibletext．(２) Fortextualcriticism,itisimportanttohaveamental
imageoftheshapeoftheancientbook．(３) Whenpracticingtextual
criticism, oneneedstohaveaclearconceptoftheexistenceof
marginsaroundthewritten, butincomputereditionsthereareno
margins．(４) Thelinesofmanypoeticaltextsarearrangedgraphically
inthemedievalcodicesandtheQumranscrolls,butthissystemhas
beendiscontinuedinthemaincomputereditions．(５) Therunning
textofMasoreticTextissubdividedintosections,butthecomputer
editionsdonotprovidethevisibilityofthespacingoftheopenand
closedsections．
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Sincethe １９７０s, computers have been usedin the service ofthe
humanities,andnowwecannolongerdowithoutthem．Inoneareawemay
getclosetoselfＧsufficiencybasingourselvesonlyondigitalsourcesforthe
textＧcriticalstudyoftheHebrewBible,andthatisteaching．Agoodcomputer
programsuchasAccordanceconsistsoffullyintegratedbiblicaltextswith
morphologicalanalysisandlinkedtolexicons,atlases,andcommentaries．All
theimaginable bilingualsearches are now possible, GreekＧHebrew and
HebrewＧGreek,joinedbyseveralstatisticalfeatures．

However,therearedrawbackstothedigitaladvancement．Intheareaof
textualcriticism,Iseetheseproblems: (１) TheconceptofaBiblebook: The
usersofcomputereditionslosethefamiliarityreaderspreviouslyhadwiththe
printedBibletext．IfonewasaccustomedtoseeingthebeginningofGenesis
chapter１２atthetopoftheleftpage, therearenoleftandrightpagesin
computereditionsand,infact, nopagesatall．Instead, theextentofthe
computer“pages” dependsupontheparametersofthescreen,font,andline
spacing．(２)Shapeoftheancientbook．Forthepracticeoftextualcriticism,it
isimportanttohaveamentalimageoftheshapeoftheancientbook．(３) When
practicingtextualcriticism,oneneedstohaveaclearconceptoftheexistence
ofmarginsaroundthewrittenorprintedtextblock．However,incomputer
editionstherearenomargins．(４) Thelinesofmanypoeticaltextsarearranged
graphicallyinthe medievalcodicesandtheQumranscrolls．However, this
systemhasbeendiscontinuedinthemaincomputereditionsinwhichpoetical
textsarepresentedasrunningprosetexts．(５) TherunningtextofMasoretic
Text(MT) issubdividedintosections．Thecomputereditionsthatprovide
completerunningtextsdonotprovidethevisibilityofthespacingoftheopen
andclosedsections, andhencetheuserlosesasignificantaspectofthe
guidanceofthelayoutofMT．

Bynecessity,studentshavelostsomeskillsunrelatedtotextualcriticism
thatneverthelessharmthetextＧcriticalanalysis(writingbyhand, mentionof
thesourceofthedigitaleditions,relianceonscans)．Inthelastdecadesofthe
previouscenturyabranchofpseudoＧresearchdevelopedthatwasbasedon
countinglettersinthebiblicaltext．Finally, weturntothesubjectivityofthe
sourcesthatarerecordedbycomputers,includingWikipedia．
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Ⅰ．Advantages

ThedisciplineoftextualcriticismoftheHebrewBibleworkswithancient
manuscripts,texteditions,andmanyadditionalsources．Itcomparesdetailsin
manylanguagesanditspurposeistogatherinformationaboutthetransmission
oftheancienttexts,tocomparereadings,toexpressanopiniononthem,and
tocreateeditions．Forsomescholars,likemyself,thisistheirmainacademic
focus．Textualcriticismisnotonlydescriptive; wewanttomakethereadings
thatareretrievedfromtheancientsourcesavailablefortheexegeticalendeavor
oftheBible．Afterall,textualcriticismismeanttobeanauxiliarydisciplinein
theserviceofexegesis．

Forthreecenturies,textＧcriticalactivity proceeded very well without
computers．Ofcourse, manystudies would have been more preciseand
efficienthadtheybeencarriedoutwiththeaidofcomputers．But,ifyoudonot
havecomputers, youdonotmissthem．Beforetheadventofthecomputer,

projectsworkedwithendlessnumbersofboxesfilledwithslipsofpaperor
indexcards．IrememberverywelltheprojectroomoftheOxfordprojectinthe
midＧ１９７０sthatwasinvolvedintherevisionoftheLiddellandScottGreek
lexicon．① Theroom wasfilledwithhundredsofboxescrammedwithpaper
slips,anunimaginablesightformoderneyes．That􀆳salsohow weworkedin
the Hebrew UniversityBibleProject②, usingcardsofdifferentcolorsand
sizes．Thelogicofthesecardsisidenticaltothemainideaofthecomputer
arrangement．

Sincethe １９７０s, computers have been usedin the service ofthe
humanities,andnowwecannolongerdowithoutthem．Someprojectsmade
themovetocomputersinthe１９７０s,andothersinthe１９８０sor１９９０s．Itwas
anenormousrevolutionforprojectsandforourpersonalresearch, andlater

①

②

HenryGeorge Liddelland RobertScott, A GreekＧEnglish Lexicon: Witha Supplement,
(Oxford: Clarendon,１９６８)．

MosheH．GoshenＧGottstein, TheHebrewUniversityBible: TheBookofIsaiah (Jerusalem:

Magnes,１９９５); ChaimRabin,ShemaryahuTalmon,andEmanuelTov,TheHebrewUniversityBible:

TheBookofJeremiah (Jerusalem: Magnes, １９９７); Moshe H．GoshenＧGottsteinandShemaryahu
Talmon,TheHebrewUniversityBible:TheBookofEzekiel (Jerusalem: Magnes,２００４)．
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alsofortheclassroom．Iam oldenoughtohave witnessedthedifferent
technologicalstages．My M．A．thesiswastypedona Hebrewtypewriter,

supplementedbyanEnglishOlivetti, whiletheGreekwaswritteninbyhand．
Inthenextstage, mydoctoraldissertation① wastypedin English bya
professionaltypist, supplementedby HebrewandGreek “golfballs” onan
IBMSelectrictypewriter．Thatwasagesbeforetheadventofthecomputer．．．

Thefirst mainframecomputersintheserviceoftextualstudies were
ratherprimitive,slowlydevelopingintothesmallpersonalcomputersoftoday．
Computersarenowafactoflife,andfortextualcriticismtheyhavebeenvery
beneficial．Withtheaidofcomputersmuchhasbeendonethatcouldnothave
beendoneotherwise．However, hasanyoneasked whethertherearealso
drawbackstotheuseofcomputers? Idonotrefertotheuseofacomputerin
wordprocessing．Ispeakabouttheuseoftextualdatain machineＧreadable
forminresearchandintheclassroom．

Take,forexample,theMasoreticTextoftheHebrewBible．Forseveral
decadesthistexthasbeenavailabledigitallytogetherwitha morphological
analysisofallitswordsandalexiconasthebasisformanytypesoftextＧ
critical, linguistic, and literary examinations．Since the １９８０s, search
programshavebeenimproved, nowsearchingforletters, partsofwords,

words, wordcombinations, vowels, vowelcombinations, cantillation marks
andpatterns, the Masorah, openandclosedparagraphs, andKetivＧQere．②

Otherscholarsperformcomparativeauthorshipstudies．AsfarasIknow,in
２０２４MTisnotyetlinkedwithdatabasesofmasoreticvariants,butitisjoined
withtheJudeanDeserttexts (theDeadSeaScrolls)．Itislinkedwiththe
SeptuagintGreektranslationatthewordlevelthroughtheCATSSprogram③,

①

②

③

TheSeptuagintTranslationofJeremiahandBaruch: ADiscussionofanEarlyRevisionof
Jeremiah２９Ｇ５２andBaruch１:１Ｇ３:８, HSM８(Missoula, MT:ScholarsPress,１９７６)．

Fordetailsaboutallthesecomponentsofthebiblicaltext, seemyTextualCriticismofthe
HebrewBible,revisedandexpandedfourthedition(Minneapolis: Fortress,２０２２),３５Ｇ８６．

ComputerＧAssistedToolsforSeptuagintStudies,coＧdirectedbyRobertA．Kraft(Universityof
Pennsylvania)andEmanuelTov(HebrewUniversityofJerusalem), moduleoftheAccordance (https://

www．accordancebible．com/)andLogos (https://www．logos．com/)programs．
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andthesamepertainstothetargumim(Torahonly) throughtheTargums
WordMap①． Most of the ancient and modern translations are also
morphologicallyanalyzed②allowingforsearches．

Inaddition, the main criticaleditions ofthe Hebrew Bible, LXX,

Vulgate, targumim, and Peshittaare now availabledigitally．③ However,

variantsofthesetextsarenotyetavailableinaflexibleway,exceptforthose
ofthe Göttingen Septuagint integrated in the Accordance and Logos
programs．④

Theavailabledataandproceduresinthefieldoftextualcriticismaremore
extensivethan whatIcansketchhere．Sophisticatedprojectsnow analyze
handwriting,andvariousnaturalsciencetechniquesareappliedtotheancient
documents．However, mymaintopicisnottheachievements,buttheresearch
trendstowhichIturnnow．

Wepossessmanytextualsourcesindigitalformaswellasprogramsthat
analyzethem．However, wecannotperform ourresearchsolelybasedon
digitalsources,andwewillneverbeinasituationinwhichmostorallofthe
textualresearchcanbeperformedinthatway．Therewillalwaysbemany
sourcesthatarenotavailableinmachineＧreadableform．

However,inoneareawemaygetclosetoselfＧsufficiencybasingourselves
onlyondigitalsources,andthatisteaching．Teachinginvolvestheavailability
ofdigitaltoolsbeforeandduringtheclass．Intheclassroom,thestudentshave
accesstoallthetextsinparallelcolumns, grammars,lexicons,atlases,and
commentaries,allowingthemtocorrecttheteacherfromthedataontheirown
laptops! AllthesetoolsareavailableintheAccordanceandLogosprograms．

Traditionally,themajortoolforthestudyoftheLXXwasthebilingual

①

②

③

④

AmoduleintheAccordanceprogram, TargumsWordMapiseditedbyLeeorGottliebofBarＧ
Ilan University, https://www．accordancebible．com/product/targumsＧwordmapＧtheＧequivalentＧproject/．
Attheverselevel, MTisfurtherlinkedwiththePeshitta, Vulgate, OldLatin,aswellaswithallmodern
translations,through“Strong􀆳sequivalents．”

Amorphologicalanalysisprovidestheroot(stem) ofthewordandanexactdefinitionofthe
grammaticalform．

ListedinTov,TextualCriticism,４thed．,８３Ｇ８６,２５８Ｇ２６２,２７２Ｇ２７４．
MarilynLundbergandToddR．Hanneken,eds．,Science,Technology,andTextualCriticism,

vol．３DofTextualHistoryoftheBible:ACompaniontoTextualCriticism,eds．RussellE．Fullerand
ArminLange(Leiden: Brill,２０２２)providesthedetails．
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concordanceof Hatchand Redpaththatprovideddatathatrequiredgreat
patienceintheiruseastheequivalentswerenotalwaystransparent．① WhenI
wasastudent,IcheckedforhourstheHebrewＧGreekequivalentsoftheLXX
andMTbasedonthatconcordance．ThereverseindexofHatchＧRedpathwas
ofhelp,untilabetterprintedtoolwasdevelopedbyTakamitsuMuraoka．②As
ateacher,Iavailedmyselfofthesetoolsaswell,untilIdevelopedconfidence
inthedigitaltools．

Theremainderishistory．AgoodcomputerprogramsuchasAccordance
consistsoffullyintegratedbiblicaltextswithmorphologicalanalysisandlinked
tolexicons,atlases,andcommentaries．Alltheimaginablebilingualsearches
are now possible, GreekＧHebrew and HebrewＧGreek, joined by several
statisticalfeatures．StatisticalresearchofeithertheGreekortheHebrewBible
isnowverydevelopedaswell．Furthermore,itisquiteinnovativetousethese
toolsintheclassroom．ForthepasttwentyormoreyearsIhavenotfaced
studentssurroundedbycopiesoftheHebrewandGreekBiblebuthaveinstead
seenstudentssittingbehindtenorfifteenscreens．Theircomputersprovide
themwiththeequivalentofmorebooksthantheywouldbeabletocarry．In
realtimethey wereabletosearchfor HebrewＧGreekequivalentsandto
questionwhattheteachersaid．

Ⅱ．Disadvantages③

Arethereanydrawbackstothedigitaladvancement? Yes,thereare．We
areatransition generation．Westilluse books, althoughthe beginning
studentsprefernottousethem．Ifgoodcomputertoolsexist, oriftextsare
scanned,theypreferthateasymediumtolookingupsomethinginthelibrary．

①

②

③

EdwinHatchand HenryAdeneyRedpath, AConcordancetotheSeptuagintandtheOther
GreekVersionsoftheOldTestament (IncludingtheApocryphalBooks)２nded．(GrandRapids: Baker
Books,１９９８)．

TakamitsuMuraoka,AGreekＧHebrew/AramaicTwoＧWayIndextotheSeptuagint (Louvain:

Peeters,２０１０)．
Severalpersonshelpedmythinking．ImentioninparticularSimonRatenauwhostudiedwithme

atthePontificioIstitutoBiblicoandLotemAllouche, myassistantattheHebrewUniversity．Substantial
inputwasgivenatalaterstagebyShiraGolani．Iamgratefultoallofthem．
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Soonenough,studentsmaynolongerknowwhatabooklookslike．Students
willnotdevelopapersonalrelationwithbooksandtheirbindings．

Nowthedrawbacksforthestudyoftextualcriticism．①

A．ConceptofaBibleBook

ABiblebookina medievalcodexofthe MasoreticTextoraprinted
editionhasaclearlydefinedbeginningandend, asdid, atonetime, the
ancientscrollssuchasfoundintheJudeanDesert．Itbeginsonanewpageand
endsonanotherpagefollowedbyblankspaces．Likewise, mostQumranscrolls
startedonaseparatecolumnifthescrollcontainedonlyonebook, orafter
severalemptylines．Rabbinicliteraturehasdistinctrulesfortheseparation
betweenbooks．②Inprintededitions,onealwaysknowswhetheroneisreading
inthebeginning, middle,orendofthebook．Ontheotherhand,incomputer
editions,youlosetrackofyourpositioninthetext．Theremaybeoneblank
linebetweenthebooks, andsometimesthenameofthenewbook maybe
markedin red (the Accordance program)．But basically, thecomputer
Scripturefile(AccordanceandLogos)isonelargeamorphousunit．Scrolling
isnotthesameasleafingthroughabook, becausewhenscrollingoneloses
one􀆳ssenseofdirection．Evenso,scrollingisbetterthanfillinginthenumber
ofthechapterandverseinmostfreelyavailableprogramsontheinternet．

Theusersofcomputereditionslosethefamiliarityreaderspreviouslyhad
withtheprintedBibletext．Ifonewasaccustomedtoseeingthebeginningof
Genesischapter１２atthetopoftheleftpage,thisfamiliaritywiththetext
aideditsanalysis．However, therearenoleftandrightpagesincomputer
editionsand,infact, nopagesatall．Instead, theextentofthecomputer
“pages”dependsupontheparametersofthescreen,font,andlinespacing．

①

②

Ishouldmentionthatifonereadsonasplitscreenamoderncomputertexttogetherwitha
medievalmanuscriptsomeoftheproblemsraisedwillbesolved(suggestionofDanielOlariu)．

P．t．Meg．１．７１d[１．９]determinestheamountofspacebetweenbooksoftheTorah(４lines)and
MinorProphets(３lines)whenthesebooksareincludedinamultibookscroll．ThebooksoftheProphets
(３lines) mayendatthebottomofthepage, whilethebooksoftheTorahandMinorProphetsshouldend
inthemiddleofthepage．Alsob．B．Batra１３b．
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B．ShapeoftheAncientBook

Forthepracticeoftextualcriticism, itisimportanttohavea mental
imageoftheshapeoftheancientbook．Biblicalbookswereoncecontainedin
scrolls,eachcontainingaseparatebookorpartthereof．Withthebirthof
Christianity,codicesreplacedscrolls,andtheconceptofacolumninascroll
wasreplacedbyapageinacodex．① Thatconceptremainedthesameinthe
printedbook,althoughthedimensionsdiffer．Itisimportanttohavesucha
mentalimagewhenpracticingtextualcriticism,especiallyregardingthesizeof
writtenunits,andwhenvisualizingcertaintypesofmistakes．Forexample,a
mentalimageofacolumnorpageiscrucialwhenassumingtheadditionor
omissionofalineorparagraph．

C．MarginsoftheTextBlock

Whenpracticingtextualcriticism,oneneedstohaveaclearconceptofthe
existenceofmarginsaroundthewrittenorprintedtextblock,totheright,

left, below, andabovethetext, resemblingthe marginsinthe medieval
manuscriptsand earlierscrolls．Somecorrections wereinsertedinthese
margins, e．g．, inthelargeIsaiah scroll１QIsaa and４QJera．② From the
beginningofcriticalscholarshipoftheBible,longbeforetheDeadSeaScrolls
werediscovered,themarginswereinthemindsofscholarswhoassumedthat
correctionsoradditionstothetextwerewritteninthem．Themarginsthus
serveasapassiveplayerinthetextＧcriticalanalysis．However,incomputer
editionstherearenomargins．

D．LayoutofPoetry

Thepoeticallines (stichs,stichoi) ofmanypoeticaltextsarearranged

①

②

Theshapeofacodexresemblesthatofamodernbook．
EmanuelTov,ScribalPracticesandApproachesReflectedintheTextsFoundintheJudean

Desert,STDJ５４(Leiden: Brill,２００４),２２７．
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graphicallyinthemedievalcodicesandtheQumranscrolls．Inthescrolls,

severalsystemsareused,forexample,twohalfＧstichsperlineseparatedbya
space,oreachhalfＧstichonaseparateline．① Thesystem wasstandardizedin
themedievalmanuscriptsofMT,inwhichcertainsongsandpoeticalbooks
werealwayspresentedinoneofthesesystems．Themedievalsystemisusually
imitatedinprintededitions;see,forexample,thecriticaleditionofBHS②in
Genesis４９; Exodus１５; Deuteronomy３２,３３;Joshua１２;Judges５;１Samuel
２;２Samuel２２,２３．However,thissystemhasbeendiscontinuedinthemain
computereditions (Accordance, Logos, Miqra􀆳otGedolot Haketer③ ), in
whichpoeticaltextsarepresentedasrunningprosetexts．④Itisunderstandable
thatthecomputereditionshadtogiveupthegraphicalarrangementasmany
advantagesofthetextanalysis would belost with a graphicallayout．
Unfortunately,thisomissionremovesfromthetextanessentialsegmentof
theinsightsoftheancientandmedievalscribesoftheScripturetext．

E．SectionDivisions

TherunningtextofMTissubdividedintosections．Thissectionsystem
displaysthetraditionalunderstandingofthemeaningofthetext, withopen
sectionsindicating major divisions and closed sectionsindicating minor
divisions．⑤ Thesystemisnecessarilysubjective,butitispartofthetradition
of MT．This graphicaldevice, which resembles modern text divisions,

providesaquickreferencesystemintothesubdivisionofthetext,andhence
formsanessentialtoolinthetraditionalunderstandingofthetextstructure．
Thecomputereditionsthatprovidecompleterunningtexts (Accordanceand
Logos)indicatethesectiondivisionsofMT withtheletters and inthe

①

②

③

④

⑤

Tov,ScribalPractices,１６６Ｇ１７４．
Biblia HebraicaStuttgartensia(BHS), ed．Wilhelm Rudolphand KurtElliger (Stuttgart:

DeutscheBibelgesellschaft,１９６７Ｇ１９７７)．
https://www．mgketer．org/ (Miqra􀆳otGedolot “Haketer”)．
AccordanceandLogosdooffertheoptionofpresentingthetextversebyverse．Thislayoutis

closertoapoeticaltext．Further,someversionsoftheSnunitprogram (https://kodesh．snunit．k１２．il/i/t/

t０．htm)indicatethepresenceofspacingwithlettercodes．
Tov,TextualCriticism,４１Ｇ４３; Tov,ScribalPractices,１４３Ｇ１６３．
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spacesbetweentheverses．① However,thisarrangementdoesnotprovidethe
visibilityofthespacingoftheopenandclosedsections, andhencetheuser
losesasignificantaspectoftheguidanceofthelayoutofMT．

F．PresentationoftheMasorahandtheKetivＧQere

The Masorah② is an inseparable part of MT, and itis therefore
representedinsuchprintededitionsasMiqra􀆳otGedolot, Ginsburg, BHS,

BHQ③,andHUB④．Inallotherprintedtexts,atleasttheKetivＧQerenotes⑤

areincludedinthemarginsorunderthetext．BoththeKetivandQerearepart
ofthe MTtradition, andthattextisunimaginablewithoutbothgroupsof
words．TheKetivＧQerewordsneedtobetakenintoconsideration,aswellas
theirpositioninthepage．TheunvocalizedKetiv, thoughincludedinthe
runningtext,needstobedisregardedwhiletheQere withitsvowels (often
addedtotheKetivinthemanuscripts),foundinthemargin,needstoberead．
Incontrast,incomputertexts,thereareneithertextblocksnormarginsand
thereforetheuserdoesnotbenefitfromthetraditionalunderstandingofthe
acceptedandrejectedreadings．⑥ Thus,inthecomputereditions, bothforms
areincludedin thetext; theQereisrecordedeitherinthetextitselfin
bracketsfollowingtheKetiv (Accordance)⑦,orunderthetext(Logos),both
vocalized．ThisarrangementraisestheimportanceoftheKetiv toalevel
higherthanitheldtraditionallybecauseitisprovidedwithvocalizationthatis

①

②

③

④

⑤

⑥

⑦

TheMiqra􀆳otGedolotHaketerprogramindicatestheclosedsectionswiththeletter , while
theopensectionsareindicatedbyspacingtogetherwiththeletter ．

TheMasorahisanapparatusofinstructionsforthewritingandreadingofMT, writteninthe
marginsofthetext．TheMasorahmagna (“largeMasorah”)istheMasorahapparatuswritteninthetop
andbottom marginsofthetext, whiletheMasorahparva (“shortMasorah”)istheMasorahapparatus
writteninthesidemarginsofthetext．

AdrianSchenker,ed．BibliaHebraicaQuinta (Stuttgart: DeutscheBibelgesellschaft,２００４)．
Seen．２．
TheQerereadingismentionedintheMasorahparva(seen．２３) replacingtheKetivreading

foundwithintheMasoreticText．
OnlytheMiqra􀆳otGedolotHaketerprogramindicatestheKetivinanalmostidealwayasgrey

letters(visiblebutdisregarded)nexttotheQere．
Additionally,theETCBC(EepTalstraCentreforBibleandComputer, Amsterdam) module,

recentlyaddedtoAccordance,presentstheKetivwithoutvocalization．
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includedinthetextandnotinthemargin．Computerprogramsneedtomake
compromises, butinthiscasetheygiveadistortedview ofthetextual
transmission．

Ⅲ．LossofSkills

Thestudentsoftodayarebornwithcomputersintheircradles, soto
speak．Bynecessity,theyhavelostsomeskillsunrelatedtotextualcriticism
thatneverthelessharmthetextＧcriticalanalysis．

(１) Students hardly write texts by hand, preferring to write on
keyboards．Accordingly, they are notexposedtothevicissitudesofthe
handwritingandtheyareunawareofthemistakesmadebyscribesinantiquity
orinthe MiddleAges．Theythereforefinditdifficulttounderstandsuch
phenomenaashaplography,dittography,andinterchangesofsimilarHebrew
letterssuchasdalethandreshinmanuscripts．①

(２) Once printed, booksremain staticforever．Books have pages
mentioningauthorsoreditors．Goodtexteditions mentiontheireditorial
principlesinthepreface．However, machineＧreadabletextsbehavedifferently,

astheideaoftheireditorshipisoftenintentionallyvague．Mostprogramsdo
notindicatetheirsource．② WhenIask mystudentsaboutthesourceofthe
digitalBibletexttheyareusing,theydonotevenunderstandthequestion．③

(３)Inanotheraspectofthecomputerculture, weincreasinglydependon
whatexistsdigitally．Intheclickculture, wearespoilingourstudentstoo
much．Wedonottellthemtolookupsomethinginabook,butwescanpages
andprovidehyperlinks．Inthiswayweraiseagenerationthatisaccustomedto

①

②

③

Ithereforefounditnecessarytoinstituteacopyingexerciseofastretchoftextinmyintroductory
coursetotextualcriticism．IgivethestudentsaprintedunvocalizedstretchoftenlinesofScripturetext
whichtheycopy, andwhichtheirneighborscheck．Thestudentsareusuallyamazedatthenumberof
scribalmistakesmadeandthisexerciseconvincedthestudentsoftheexistenceofphenomenathatwere
selfＧevidentinthepreＧcomputerera．SeeTov,TextualCriticism,４５５(exercise２９)．

However, withinAccordanceandLogos,eachfileisaccompaniedbya“Readme”information
file．

Tosomeextent,thisquestionalsopertainstosomeprintedBibleeditionswhosesourceisnot
indicated,butinthosecasesoneknowsatleastthenameoftheprinterandtheyearofpublication．
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receivingthematerialreadyＧmade．
(４) LetmealsoreferforamomenttothecomputerasawordＧprocessor．

Itmaysoundstrange,butIoftenhavethefeelingthattheuseofacomputer
obstructsthethinkingprocess．Thatis,thefingersandnotthemindguidethe
action．Forsomepeopleitmaybeeasiertocontroltheflowoftheirideas
throughthecomputer,butforothersthecomputermaybeadisturbingfactor
inthethinkingprocess．Concentratingmaysometimesbeeasierifthefingers
donotmove．

Ⅳ．PseudoＧResearch

Muchresearchiscarriedoutwiththeaidofcomputersthatcouldnotor
couldhardlyhavebeencarriedoutwithoutthem．Insomecases,however,the
researchisbasedonincorrectpremises．

InthelastdecadesofthepreviouscenturyabranchofpseudoＧresearch
developedespeciallyamongreligious mathematicians, which wasbasedon
countinglettersinthebiblicaltext．Researcherscountedthelettersthat
appearedwithafixednumberofspacesbetweenthem①,creatingapatternor
codethatpresumablywasGodＧgiven．Inthe Wikipediaarticle “BibleCodes”

thisapproachissummarizedasfollows: “Thisisbasedonabeliefthatthe
Torahisuniqueamongbiblicaltextsinthatitwasgivendirectlytomankind
(via Moses) inexactletterＧbyＧlettersequence andintheoriginal Hebrew
language．”Inthis way, theIsraeli mathematician Eliahu Ripsfoundthat
YitzchakRabinwouldbemurderedandthatthenameofthemurdererwas
Amir．② Thedetailsarefoundinabookbyan Americanreporter Michael

①

②

Forasummaryandevaluation,seeJeffreyH．Tigay, “TheBible‘Codes’: ATextualPerspective”,

https://www．sas．upenn．edu/~jtigay/codetext．html．“Thesesequencesoflettersareknownasequidistantletter
sequences,ELSsforshort, andproponentsofthemethodusethemtoarguethattheTorahcontains
varioussignificantpatternsoflettersandoftenalludescryptographicallytohistoricaleventsthattookplace
longaftertheBible, downto moderntimes．” Seealso Hans Ausloos, “De ‘Bijbelcode’ eindelijk
ontcijferd?”VBSＧInformatie２９(１９９８):８８Ｇ９２．

Cf．Doron Witztum, EliahuRips, andYoavRosenberg, “EquidistantLetterSequencesinthe
BookofGenesis,”StatisticalScience９(１９９４):４２９Ｇ４３８．
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Drosnin,namedTheBibleCode．①Accordingtothisprocedure,onewillobtain
thecode ,startingwiththefirstyodinDeut２:３３andthenreading
every４,７７２ndletter, endingwiththefirstnuninDeut２４: １６．Thisname
intersectswithaquotefrom Deut４: ４２, , “a murdererwho
murders,” whilethepersonalnameofthe murderer, Amir, appearsseven
rowsearlierin reversesequence．② Drosnin, who rendersthe phrase as
“assassinthatwillassassinate,”takesthisasapredictionthatRabinwouldbe
assassinated．Thisbookanditssequel③describetensofexamplesofthiskind．
Thisprocedure wastakenastransmittinga mystical messagefrom God
throughthelettersanditwasalsousedbycertaingroupsinJudaism and
Christianitythat wishedto demonstratethroughthis procedurethatthe
computerproved God􀆳sexistence．④ However, thereisonesmallproblem
inherentwiththisprocedure,namelythroughwhichtexthavetheintentionsof
Godbeentransmitted? ThereisnosuchthingasthetextoftheBible．The
wordofGodisincludedinalltheBibletexts,notonlyinMT．Evenifwelook
atthe MTalone, thecodicesandeventheprintededitionsdifferinsmall
details, makingitimpossibletoobtainthesameresults．⑤ Thisfactrefutesall
researchonBiblecodes．

Ⅴ．TrustworthinessofDigitalData

Thereisanunjustifiedfeelingthatdigitaldataaremoretrustworthythan
printedbooks,probablybecausemanybelievethatthecomputernevererrs．

①

②

③

④

⑤

MichaelDrosnin,TheBibleCode (London: Weidenfeld& Nicolson,１９９７)．
Drosnin,BibleCode,１５Ｇ１７．
MichaelDrosnin,TheBibleCode２:TheCountdown (London: Weidenfeld& Nicolson,２００２)．
Thelogicofthisprocedurewasthatonlyacomputersearchwouldbeabletorevealtheconcealed

secretsinthebiblicaltextthathadbeenhiddenformorethan２０００years．Thesystemusedbythedecoders
issimple:onestripsthecomputertextsofallthedetailsexceptfortheconsonantsandthendiscoversa
codeindicatedbythepositionsoftheletters．

ThiswaspointedoutespeciallybyTigay, “TheBible‘Codes’” (n．３２)．Theinternetisfullof
refutationsofDrosnin􀆳stheories．BrendanMcKayshowsthatwiththissystemallkindsofeventscanbe
predicted．Thus, LadyDiana􀆳sdeathwaspredictedbyananalysisofMobyDick;seeBrendanMcKayet
al．, “ScientificRefutationoftheBibleCodes,” https://users．cecs．anu．edu．au/~bdm/dilugim/torah．
html．SeefurtherJeffreySatinover,CrackingtheBibleCode (NewYork: William Morrow,１９９７)．
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A．DoComputersMakeMistakes?

AsfarasIknow,computersdonotmakemistakes, butiftheyarefed
withwrongdata,theywillcreatethem．Ihavethefeelingthatolderpersons
approachacomputerＧencodedtextjustlikeanywrittensource．Intheirview,

computer texts may contain mistakes since most texts were recorded
manually;forexample,themorphologicalanalysisofthewordsintheMTand
LXX withintheCATSS modulewasdeterminedbyhumans．However, it
seemstomethatthestudentsoftodayhaveadifferentinclination．Theyhave
anexcessivetrustindigitaldevicesingeneral,includingcomputertools．I
believethattheydonoteasilygraspthesubjectiveelementofthesetools．①

B．TheSubjectivityoftheSourcesRecordedbyComputers

Mostsourcesinourfieldhavebeenencodedorcollectedbyhumansand
henceneed to be approachedlike printed books．This pertains also to
Wikipedia．Allofususethattool, butaseducatorswealsowarnagainstit．
Asananonymoustoolitisunparalleledinthescholarlyworld．Weteachour
studentsnottoquotetheAnchor Bible Dictionary ortheEncyclopedia
Britannica without mentioning the authors ofthe articlesin them．In
Wikipediathisisnotpossiblesincearticlesarenotsigned,andbesides,even
iftheywere, theyarechangingallthetime．Whenquotinganarticle, one
needstomentiontheexactdayandhouritwasconsulted．

Inthearticledescribingitsprocedures②,Wikipediaclaimsthatitsentries
reachedahighdegreeofprecision,buttheexamplesgivenmainlyrelatetothe
sciences．IamafraidthatIfoundmuchimprecisioninthearticlesIconsulted
regardingtextualcriticism．

①

②

Whentryingtofindprofessionalliteratureonthispoint,Ifoundonlygeneraldiscussionssuchas
inInformationQ．comrelatingtotheadvantagesanddisadvantagesofcomputersversusbooksinteaching．
A good discussion in https://www．oxfordlearning．com/textbooksＧvsＧcomputers/entitled “Should
TextbooksbeReplacedbyNotebookComputers?”prefersprintedtextbooksforschools．

“Wikipedia,”inWikipedia．com．
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Letmegiveafewexamples:

Septuagint．Thisarticlecontainsmanyimprecisionsalthoughithasbeen
slightlyimprovedsinceIreviewedthisentry．① Itstartsoffbygivingthe
impressionthattheLetterofAristeasreferredtoallthebooksoftheLXX,

whichisnotthecase．Further, “ItisuncleartowhatextentAlexandrianJews
acceptedtheauthorityoftheSeptuagint” (inthelightofPhilo􀆳swritings,this
isa very questionableremark)．Thestatement “Somesectionscontain
Semiticisms,idiomsandphrasesbasedonSemiticlanguagessuchasHebrew
andAramaic”showsignoranceofthetopicandmisunderstanding．Theentry
discussesbrieflythe“differencesfromtheVulgateandtheMasoretictext” (in
thatsequence),therebyshowingthattheentrysinglesouttheVulgateand
maywellhavebeenwrittenbyascholarwhoisinfluencedbythattranslation．
Theentryiscompiledbasedonsecondaryhandbooks,lacksbasicscholarly
literature,doesnotdwellontheessenceoftheLXX,anddoesnotprovidehelp
forthescholarlyusersoftheLXX．

Severalentries provideinsufficientinformation: Lucian of Antioch
(insufficientinformationontheLucianicrevisionoftheLXX),Peshitta．②

Aquilaof Sinope．Thearticledescribesthepublicationofthelarger
fragmentsofthistranslation, butnotthe many marginalquotationsin
manuscripts,normoderneditions．Itdoesnotdiscusstranslationtechnique．

Hexapla．ThisentryaswellastheentriesonAquilaandTheodotion
mentionindetailthemodern HexaplaProjectbutomitmentioningthefine
GöttingeneditionsinwhichtheHexaplaricreadingscanbeconsulted．These
entriesweremostlikelywrittenbyanassociateoftheHexaplaProject．

MasoreticText．Thisentryisfullofimprecisionsandisclearlycopied
fromhandbooks．Itisnotwrittenbysomeonewithagoodknowledgeofthe
Masorah．ThemainfeaturesofMT,itsearlyantecedents,andoftheMasorah
arenotdescribed．Itwronglymentionsamongthetikkunesopherimthechange
fromIshbaaltoIshＧbosheth．

Somearticlesareconfessional: Bible,translations (focusontheNew

①

②

TheWikipediaarticleswereaccessedon２６June２０２３．
SinceIreviewedtheentry “SamaritanPentateuch” on１０June２０２１,ithasbeenupdatedwith

newinformation．
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Testament);QereandKetiv (focusonJewishtradition)．
Ontheotherhand, theEnglisharticlesontheDeadSeaScrollsand

severalHebrewarticlesintheHebrewversionofWikipediaabouttechnical
detailsintheMasoreticTextaregood．Thegoodqualityoftheseentriesshows
thatthereisroomforarticlesofthistypeontheinternet．
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