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PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY

This Study arose frorthe following st addressed to men 12 October 2010y a Watchtower
apologist

However what Doug Mason fell to bring out is that in 1995, George
Howard released a book entitidttebrew Gospel of Mattheduf | Gn
right ths book reffer to Shesiiob Hebrew writting of the book of
Matthew.

If 16m right, ShemTob use Go& name in the book of Matthew
several times. In Howards book on page 231, paragraph 2, Howard
Qoute:fAThe occurenace of the Divine Name in ShEohé Matthew
supports the conclusion | reached in an earlier study of the
Tetragrammton in the New Testam@nt

What was Howard reffering to was in his footnote 112, page 231. In it
consists the refferance to his writtings about @aewme in the NT in
1977 & 1978.

So inanother words, Howaésl was saying that his writtings in 1977
and 1978 were NOTiheono or fhypothesis. It was a FACT!!!

The Jehovals Witness thus claimed that the actions by Sheim support the actions taken by the
Watchtower Societyewhen it r ender s intitdhtenslatiannoé thefiNew Testanzeit O
(NT). The Watchtower apologistilso claimed that Howadsl earlier writing was not theory or
hypothesis, but was a fact.

Since | was not aware of the book @gorgeHoward, | offered to read it and respond with my
findings. This Study is the outcome of my enquiry.

On 1 November 2010, | wrote the following letter to Professor Howard:
Professor Howard,

A Jehovalis Witness friend referred me to your bodkijebrew
Gospelof Matthewd. | managed to purchase a copy of your book,
which | shall be reading with interest.

My friend informs me that the information in your book provides
evidence that the tetragram was removed from the New Testament,
which means his Watchtower orgaation is thus fully justified in
reinserting the Namalehovab throughout its translation of the New
Testament.

I would like to know if you agree with my Jehowahwitness friend
and with the Watchtowés actions.

If it is convenient for you, please fdece to respond using my email
address.

Kind regards,
Doug Mason
In response, on 17 November 2010, Professor Howard replied to me by email

Doug, | am not at all in agreement with the use (misuse) of my
writings by the JWs. They have pestered me for s/égrusing my
material which meant nothing in regard to the Tetragram being used
in the NT as they use it. On page 232 of my second edition | added a

! http://www.topix.co m/foru m/religion/jehovahsitness/TP5T220KFK8SJLM U8
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Purpose of this Study

sentence or two, without naming the Jehovah Witnesses, as a caveat
to their blundering usage of the diviname:fiThe author of this text
{meaning the Hebrew Matthew | found in the Medieval Hebrew
treatise published by Shem Tob} was not a radical Christian,
arbitrarily supplying his gospel with the Tagrammaton. His attitude

was one of awe and respect. Irctfahis use of the Divine Name
corresponds to the conservative practice found in the Septuagint and
in the Dead Sea Scrofs.

| have tried to correct the JWs for years and finally gave up. For one
thing they woi@ answer a letter written to their headqeast Bve had
enough of them.

George

Clearly, Professor Howarddded that sentence to his book becaussebe Jehovdh Withesses as
fradical Christiand who farbitrarily supply the TetragrammatorHe obj ect s t o
usage of thecseethmeéof hawydfail to display &e
Divine Name




HEBREW GOSPEL OF MATTHEW (GEORGE HOWARD, 1995)
These are the words in How@sdookthat the Watchtower apologistferredto:

The occurrence of the Divine Name in Shéobds Matthew supports
the conclusions | reached in an earlier study of the Tetragrammaton in
the New Testament.

(Footnote: George Haavd, fThe Tetragram and the New
Test adRL®E (1967): 6383; idem,iThe Name of God in the
New Testament8AR4 (1978): 1214, 56; ATetragrammaton in the
New Testameritin ABD 6:39293)

Howard is thus:
A Refermring to the use of the Divine Name in Hiebrew version of Matthew by SheTob.

A Saying that he finds Sheffobds version supports his earlier conclusions in ibernal of
Biblical Literature (JBL), Biblical Archaeology Revie€BAR), and his article in thénchor
Bible Dictionary.

A R E A D IAdI Gthi$ Studyprovidesthe context of the sentengeHowards book that iscited by
the Watchtower apologistRelevant parts ofhese other contributions by Professor Howardadse
provided in this Study.

The following excer pt s Hebrevw Gospd eMatthgvedispdsoanwadead 6 s b o «
that Sheml o b Matthewor anything written by Professor Howapiovides justiftation for the
actions taken by thé/atchtower:

ShemTob's Matthew is a Christian text in Hebrew, appearing in a
Jewish polemicatreatise designed specifically to point out its errors
and the general fallacies of Christianity. Yet the linguistic nature of
the gospel text is basically biblical Hebrew (BH) with a healthy
mixture of Mishnaic Hebrew (MH) and later rabbinic vocabulany an
idiom. ...

Assuming that the basic text of Sh@mb's Hebrew Matthew is old,

we have what one might expect, a writing composed primarily in BH
with a mixture of MH elements, but which has undergone scribal
modification designed to bring it more into hamg with later
linguistic forms. In addition, the text reflects considerable revision
designed to make it conform more closely to the standard Greek and
Latin texts of the Gospel during the Middle Ages.

ShemTob's Matthew ... does not preserve the origimal pure form.

It reflects contamination by Jewish scribes during the Middle Ages.
Considerable parts of the original, however, appear to remain,
including its unpolished style, ungrammatical constructions, and
Aramaized forms....

ShemTob's Hebrew Mdhew is the most unusual text of the First
Gospel extant. It contains a plethora of readings which are not to be
found in any of the Christian codices of the Greek Gospel. Its unusual
nature may be explained by the fact that it underwent a different
proces of transmission than the Greek, since it was preserved by
Jews, independent from the Christian community.

A textual profile of ShenTob's Matthew reveals that it sporadically
agrees with early withesses, both Christian and-Qbinstian.

2 Hebrew Gospel of Matthewage 178, George Howard
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Hebrew Gospel of Matthe(Beorge Howard, 1995)

Sometimes it agres with readings and documents that vanished in
antiquity only to reappear in recent times. The profile thus suggests
that a SherTob type text of Matthew was known in the early
Christian centuries....

ShemTob's Hebrew Matthew contains theologicadtifs not found

in the Greek or Latin. None of these motifs enhances the polemic
against Christianity Some portray Christianity more, not less,
attractive to the Jewish mind, reflecting a lesser disparity between
Judaism and Christianity than the GreekLatin Examples include

the text's views concerning the Law and the Gentiles.

Some of the motifs are heretical when judged by the standard of
traditional Christianity. These include the text's views regarding the
Gentiles (saved only in the messianic etia@, Christ/Messiah (never
equated with Jesus), and John the Baptist (portrayed in an exalted
position)* ...

With the possible exception fflatthew] 16:16, the author of Shem
Tob's Hebrew Matthew never identifies Jesus with the Christ. This is
to be conmasted with the Greek text, where the Christ identification is
clearly madg....

This series of readindgsn ShemT o b Masthew assertghatnone is
greater than John, the prophets and the law spoke concerning John,
John (Elijah) is to save all the world, and Jesus' own disciples are
disgraced for not having believed John. In traditional Christianity
such a description is usually applied teue Its application to John

the Baptist in Shertob's Hebrew Matthew, elevates the Baptist to a
salvific role.

An interesting scenario emerges when the Gospel of John and the
PseudeClementine writings are compared with Sh&ob's
Matthew. The polemic agest John the Baptist in the Fourth Gospel
and the PseudBlementines appears to be directed against the image
of the Baptist portrayed in Shefiob's texf

At page 229 of his book, Profesddoward says tha®hemTobds versionof Matthewusesthe Divine
Name 19times In all but one placeShemTob renders the Name with the Hebrew lefia ( h ),
because that is the first letterflashem, which meangiThe Name. In the 19th incidence, Matthew
28:9, the wordhashen is spelled out ifull ( aw: ).

ShemTob thereforeuses a surrogate, addes not use the tetragramwy ). The Watchbwer does
not use the tetragram eitherso preferringto use a substitute wordjehovab. All existing early
GreekNT writings of Matthew do not use the tetragram eith®it prefer to usdilordo (Greek:
KLPLOG).

The NWT Matthew uses this substituidehovab word 18 times. At several occasions, the Divine

Name at SherAtob and thefilehovab in the NWTdo not appear at the sanerse. The Table on the

following page compaes the Divine Name ( h) in Shefob with the appearance dfehovab in the
Watchtowe@& New World Translation1984 edition) The Table includes referencesNtulton &

Geden: A Concordance to the Greek Testamenti ch i s gi ven as Reference
NWT. Facsimiles of the relevant pages are provided as an Appendix to this Study.

% Hebrew Gospel of Matthewages 194191, Georgéoward
4 Hebrew Gospel of Matthewage 212, George Howard
® Hebrew Gospel of Matthewage 216, George Howard
® Hebrew Gospel of Matthewage 219, George Howard




Hebrew Gospel of Matthe{eorge Howard, 1995)

Shem

Ref. Tob KIT J20 Howard NWT

1:20 Kupiov An angel appeared unto him Jehovak® angel

1:22 h Kupiov According to the Lord spoken by Jehovah

1:24 h Kvupiov The angel of the Lord the angel of Jehovah

2:13 Kupiov Theangel of the Lord Jehoval® angel

2:15 Kupiov Spoken by the prophet spoken by Jehovah

2:19 Kupiov The angel of the Lord Jehoval® angel

3:3 Kupiov J20 | Prepare the way of the Lord Prepare the way of Jehovah

4.4 Beov J20 | Itis written Jehovak® mouth

4.7 Kuplov J20 | You shall not tempt the Lord your Gq It is written, %ou must not put Jehovah your God to the t€st
4:10 h Kvupiov J20 | I will pray to the Lord Itis written, " is Jehovah your God you must wor€Dip

5:33 hi TM KUPLO Return to the Lord your oath LG & aX aBABR &X2 dzNJ @2 g a (2 WS
21:9 h Kvprov J20 | Who comesin the name of the Lord.| Blessed is he that comes in Jeha®amame!
21:12 h Jesus entered the house of the Lord| Jesus entered into the temple
21:42 h Kupiov J20 | This was from the Lord. Inthe ScripturesX CNRY WSK2 @Il K T KA J
22:31 h ToL Bg 0L The Lord spoke to you. Spoken torouby God
22:32 h 0 Beog | the Lord am the God of Abraham | | am the God of Abraham
22:37 h Kvprov J20 | Love the Lord your God. You must love Jehovah your God
22:44 h Kuproc J20 | The Lord said to my Lord Jehovah said to my Lord
23:39 Kvprov Blessed is our savior. Blessed is he that comes in Jeha®atmme

27:9 h ¢CKSYy GKS [2NR &l
27:10 Kvplog As the Lord commanded. According to what Jehovah had commanded me.

28:2 h Kvprov The angel of the Lord Jehovak® angel

28:9 sch oMay the Name deliver yos. 0Good day¢




JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE (GEORGE HOWARD, 1977)

In his bookHebrew Gospel of Matthewloward poinedto the ficonclusions he hadarrived at in his
previous works, saying he stiieldthem. Tofind out what his views ardt is thereforenecessarto
read his earlier articles.

In his 1977 article in thdoumnal of Biblical Literature(JBL), Howard offers this fiConcluding
Observation:

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS. The above examples are, of
course only EXPLORATORY in nature and are set forth here
programatically. Nevertheless, the dance is sufficiently strong to
SUGGEST that the thesis of this paper is QUITE POSSIBLE. We
have = REFRAINED FROM DRAWING TOO MANY
CONCLUSIONS due to the revolutionary nature of the thesis.
RATHER THAN STATE CONCLUSIONS now in a positive manner

it seems BETER ONLY TO RAISE SOME QUESTIONS that
suggest a need for further explanation.

The wording of his 1977 article shows that he is putting forth a theorythetdhere isno NT
evidence hhat provides evidentiargupportto thetheory

The followingpagesprovide sentences frofrofessoHowards article in JBL that are relevant to the
purpose of this Study.

" JBL, page 8Zemphases supplied)




Joumal of Biblical Literature(George Howard, 1977)

On the Christian side,
conservative Jewish Christians probably continued to write the Tetragram in
their copies of the LXX. (page 76)

Toward the end of the first century Gentile
Christians, lacking a motive for retaining the Hebrew name for God,
substituted the words xvotos and fleds (kiipos being used more often than
fece) for the Tetragram.  (pages 76-77)

When we come to the NT, there is good reason to believe that a similar
pattern evolved. Since the Tetragram was still written in the copies of the
Greek Bible which made up the Scriptures of the early church, it is reasonable
to believe that the NT writers, when quoting from Scripture, preserved the
Tetragram within the biblical text. On the analogy of pre-Christian Jewish
practicewe can imagine that the NT text incorporated the Tetragram into its
OT quotations and that the words kipios and feds were used when secondary
references to God were made in the comments that were based upon the
quotations.  (page 77}

Thus somewhere around the beginning of the
second century the use of surrogates must have crowded out the Tetragram in
both Testaments. (page 77)

if our theory is correct, he first century church saw: elmey M 7@
kvplw pouv (Matt 22:44; Mark 12:36; Luke 20:42), while that of the second
century saw: elmev KUpLos T® KUpiw wuov. {(page 78)

The theory we suggest to
explain the origin of many of these variants (though, of course, not all) is that
the removal of the Tetragram from the OT quotations in the NT created a
confusion in the minds of scribes as to which person was referred to in the
discussion surrounding the quotation. (page 78)

If we assume that the original lemima employed the
Tetragram, the quotation would have appeared to the first-century church as:
MM 7is émioTevoer 77) dkof jucv. It can be argued from this that f¢ov in the
following comment is the original reading, not Xpiwo7o0, (page 79)

Excerpts from Prof ess o rlouGa of Bigieal Littatwra (19770 s
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Joumal of Biblical Literature(George Howard, 1977)

(page 79) The
omission of both 8eov and XpioTov in some Western witnesses, on the other
hand,may go backto a time before the Tetragram was removed. Some Gentile
scribe, totally bewildered by the Hebrew word, failed to recognize it as the
antecedent to the word feod. By eliminating the word “God” in the comment
(and perhaps even the Tetragram itself in the lemma, though we have no
evidence for it) the problem of antecedence was solved.

D). IPet. 3:14-15 (pages 80-81)
4 rér 6¢ ddPov avrwy un doBnlnre unde rapaxfire
15 kvpiov &€ Tov Xporov | Oedr dydoaTe

Xmoroy P2 R ABCWY min versions Clement
fecr KLP min Fathers
OMIT de Promissionibus

The p2reage contains an allusion to the LXX of Isa 8:12-13 in spite of its
lack of a more formal introduction than 8¢.77 The best NT witnesses read
Xpuardy; the Textus Receptus with the later uncials KLP and many
minuscules read fedv. The reading Xpiordy, though better attested, is
probably secondary, if we suppose that the Tetragram stood in the original
citation. In that case the original text would have read: M 8¢ 7ov Bedv

ayLxoarTe.
(page 81}
These examples support the theory that the removal of the Tetragram
from the NT quotations of the Greek OT created confusion in the minds of
early scribes which resulted in scribal alterations designed to clarify the text.

(page 81} If
we permit ourselvesto extend such examples to passages that are merely
paraphrastic of the OT narrative, we will find the same scribal confusion.
Such an extension is not beyond the realm of probability

Excerpts from Prof ess o rlouGa of Bigieal Liktatwa (1970 s
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Joumal of Biblical Literature(George Howard, 1977)

(2) Concluding Observations. The above examples are, of course. only
exploratory in nature and are set forth here programatically Nevertheless, the
evidence is sufficiently strong to suggest that the thesis of this paper is quite
possible. We have refrained from drawing too many conclusions due to the
revolutionary nature of the thesis. Rather than state conclusions now in a
positive manner it seems better only to raise some questions that suggest a
need for further explanation. (page 82)

(a) If the 'Tetrag}am was used in the NT, how extensively was it used? Was
it confined to OT quotations and OT paraphrastic allusions, or was it used in
traditional phrases, such as “the word of God / Lord”  (page 82)

(b) Was the third person singular pronoun ever used in the NT as a

surrogate for “God™? 82
g (page 82) (page 83)
(c) How great was the impact of the removal of the Tetragram from the

NT? Were only those passages affected in which God and Christ were
confused by the ambiguity of the immediate context; or were other passages,

(d) What part did heresy play in the formation of the NT text? Did the
removal of the Tetragram play a role in the split between the Ebionites and the
Gentile church; and if so, did the Ebionite movement cause the Gentile church
to restructure even more its NT toward a higher christology?  (page 83)

(e) What are the implications of the use of the divine name in the NT for
current christological studies? Are these studies based on the NT text as it
appeared in the first century, (page 83)

Excerpts from Prof ess o rlouGa of Bigieal Littatwra (1970 s

articl



WAS THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW ORIGINALLY WRITTEN IN HEBREW?
(BIBLE REVIEW, HOWARD, 1986)

In 1986, followingthe publication of material thatuestionecdhis assumptions, Howard wrote an
article forBible Reviewlt covered the same territory, and in the follows®ectiontakenfrom that
article, Howardaddressed thgubject of the Divine Name in the NT:

Divine Name of God 8

Another characteristic of Sheffobds Matthew indicates it is not a
translation, but an original Hebrew composition. This is its use of the
divine name. In Hebrew the ineffable, unpronounceable rafnige
Israelte God is written with four Hebrew consonants, YHWH, known
as the tetragrammaton. Madescholars pronounce and write it
Yahweh. In ancient times it was pronounced only once a@yearthe
Day of Atonemerd by the high priest in the Holy of Hes in the
Temple.

In prayer, ancient Jewsand modern ones as wkelkead (or
pronounced) these four consonaatfonai; that is, even though the
text contains the letters YHWH, the reader readisnai. Adonais a
more generic word for lord.

In ShemTobds Hebrew Matthew a common abbreviation for the
divine name of the Israelite God YHWH appears some 15 tiffies.
abbreviation is H ) which stands forha-shem,fthe name a
circumlocution for the tetragrammaton.

If this were a Hebrew translation of a Greek Christian document, we
would surely expect to finddonaiin the text, non abbreviation for

the ineffable divine name YHWHFor Shermlob the Gospel of
Matthew was an object of attack, a heretical writing tiesgded to be
exposed for its fallacies. For him to have added the ineffable name
would be inexplicableThe repeated appearance of an abbreviation
for the divine namestrongly suggests that Shefob received his
Matthew with the divine name already in thext; he probably
preserved it rather than run the risk of being guilty of removifg fit.

| do not mean to suggest that the Hebrew in Shiebds text is pure
first-century AD Hebrew, for it clearly is nofThe firstcentury text

8 Was the Gospel of Matthew Originally Written in Hebre@ebrge HowardBible ReviewWinter 1986, page
23.

® Cf. the famous rabbinic passage, Tosefta Shabbath,Al36: margins and
books of the minim do not sawelhe debate that follows about what is to be
done with heretical books concerns the issue otithiee names in them.
Rabbi Jose suggests the divine name should be cut out and the rest of the
document burned. Rabbi Tarphon and Rabbi Ishmael say the books in their
entirety including the divine name should be destroyed. See R. Travers
Herford, Christainity in Talmud and Midrast{Clifton, NJ: Reference Book
Publishers, 1966), pp. 18857. By incorporating the Hebrew Matthew into
his EvenBohan,SherTob apparently felt compelled to preserve the divine
name along with the rest of the tex.

The evidencerb m Shemrob& Matthew coincides with my earlier
conclusions about the use of the tetragrammaton in the Greek New
Testamen{Howard,fiThe Tetragram and the New Testam&dBL 96

[1977], pp. 6383;fiThe Name of God in the New Testamérjblical
Archaeolgy ReviewMarch 1978, pp. 144, 56).
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Was the Gospel of Matthew Originally Written in HebréBiBle Review Howard, 1986)

must be linguistically excated, so to speakhemTob&s Matthew is
written in biblical Hebrew with a healthy mixture of mishnaic
Hebrew and later rabbinic vocabulary and idiom. It also reflects
changes by medieval Jewish scribes who, among other things,
attempted to make it reacone like the Greek.

Moreover, the most primitive layer of Shefobds Matthew is written

in an unpolished style and is filled with ungrammatical constructions
and Aramaicized forms and idioms. In these characteristics it
resembles many of the Dead Sea $dmigments and gives the
appearance of belonging to the same time fraReading Shem
Tobds Matthew is often like reading one of the Dead Sea Scrolls
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TETRAGRAMMATON IN THE NEW TESTAMENT
(ANCHOR BIBLE DICTIONARY, HOWARD 1992)

In a footnote at page 229 of his bodkbrew Gospel of Matthewrofessor Howard references his
contribution toABD (Anchor Bible Dictionary). This is his contribution:

Tetragrammaton In The New Testament

There issome evidenc¢hat the Tetragramaton, the Divine Name,
Yahweh, appeared in some or all of the OT quotations in the NT
when the NT documents were first pedne. The evidence for this is
twofold.

A. Jewish Scribal Evide nce

The extant preChristian copies of the Greek OT that include passages
which in Hebrew incorporate the Divine Name also preserve the
Hebrew Divine Name in the Greek text. These copies are (1) P. Faud
266 (=Rahifs 848), 5@.C.E., containing the Tetragramnmat in
Aramaic letters; (2) a fragmentary scroll of the Twelve Prophets in
Greekfrom Wadi Khabra (2W.Khabra Xl Kaige), 50 B.C.E.-50 C.E
containing the Tetragrammaton in Palétebrew letters; and (3)
4QLXX "°* (=Rahifs 802), 1st centurB.C.E., containing the
Tetragrammaton writtein Greek letters in the formof IAO. The
wellFknown JewiskGreek versions of the OT that emerged in the 2d
century C.E., i,e., those of Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus,
continued the Jewish practice of writing thebf®w Tetragrammaton
into the Greek text. The evidence, therefetggestshat the practice

of writing the Hebrew Divine Name into the text of the Greek OT
continued throughout the NT period. From tiisnay be concluded

(1) that the NT writers had access to copies of the Greek OT that
contained the Hebrew Divine Name, and (2) that the NT writers who
quoted from the Greek OThad reason to preserve the
Tetragrammaton in their quotations.

B. Christian Scribal Evidence

By the time of the earliest extant Christian copies of the LXX (2d or
early 3d centurg.E.), a clear breakvith the Jewish practice outlined
above is to be observedhe Christian copies of the GredBT
employ the word¥yrios (flLordo) andTheos(fiGod) as sibstitutes

or surrogates fathe Hebrew Tetragrammaton. The evidesuggests

that this had become the practice of Christian scribes perhaps as early
as the beginning of the 2d century. Curiously, sherogates for the
Tetragrammain have been abbreviated by the writing of their first
and last letters only and arc marked as abbreviations by a horizontal
stroke above the word. Thus, for example, the wordffardo is
written KS and for GodrHs. These two seallednonina sacra,later

to be joined by thirteen other sacred words, appear also in the earliest
copies of the NT, including stquotations from the Greek OT. The
practice, therefore, in very early times was consistently followed
throughout the GreeRible.

A conjectureis that the formss andTHS were firstcreated by non
Jewish Christian scribes who in their copying the LXX text found no
traditional reason to preserve the Tetragrammadtoall probability
it was problematic for gentile scribes to write ttetragramraton

12



Tetragrammaton in the édv TestamenfAnchor BibleDictionary, Howard 1992)

since they did not know HebreWtf. this is correct the contracted
surrogatesks and THS were perhaps considered anagmus to the
vowelless Hebrew Divine Name, and were certainly much easier to
write.

Once the practice of writihg th€etragrammaton into copies of the
Greek OTwas abandoned and replaced by the practice of wkiting
andTHs, a similar development no doubt took planeegard to the
guotations of the Greek OT found in the NT. There too the
Tetragrammaton was replaced the surrogategs andTHS. In the
passing of time, the original significance of the surrogates was lost to
the gentile Church. Other contracted words which hadammection

with the Tetragrammah were added to the list obbmna sacra,and
eventually eenkKS andTHS came to be used in passages where the
tetragrammaton had never stodidis possiblethat some confusion
ensued from the abandonment of the Tetragrammaton in the NT,
althoughthe significance of this confusiaran only beconjectured

In all probability it became difficult to know whethess referred to

the Lord God or thé.ord Jesus Christ. That this issue played a role in
the later Trinitarian debates, however, is unknowf&eorge
Howardj?®

10 Anchor Bible Dictionary Volume 6, pages 39293
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WATCHTOWER SOCIETY® REFERENCE TO HOWARD® ARTICLE IN BAR

In its booklet,The Divine Name That Will Endure Foreythe Watchtower Society quotémm part

of Howar dBidicalArchaéotodydreviewm

Thus, Professor George Howard, of the University of Georgia,

u. S. A. , made this comment : AWhen the Sep
Testament church used and quoted contained the Hebrew form of the

divine name, the New Testament writers no doubt included the

Tetrag a mmat on i n t BididarArcltpenlogy &Réviewo ns 0 (

March 1978, page 14). ¢é

The same thing occurred in the fiNew Test:
Scriptures. Professor George Howard goes

Hebrew form for the divine name wa$iminated in favor of Greek
substitutes in the Septuagint, it was eliminated also from the New
Testament quotations of the Septuagint. ... Before long the divine
name was lost to the Gentile church except insofar as it was reflected
inthe contractedswrg at es or rememMbered by

The following provides the immediate context of these sentences from Howardaiidweces cited
by the Watchtoweare highlighted in yellow. The section between the passages highlighted in yellow

therefore shows material omitted by the

Key words omitted from the ADivine Namebo
Howard is puting forward a possibility rather than demonstrating anything was pimigond doubt

schol ar s.

ADi vine

bookl e

Howardalso says that if the suggested action did take place, it occurred before 100 CE, while the

Christian Church was in its infancy.

It seems to me.. hardly likely ... In all likelihood ...no doubt...
perhaps.. may have..

Assuming this to be generally corretoffer the following scenario
... As to theOld Testament... In all probability Jewish Christians
wrote the Tetragrammaton in Hebrew as wiiiward tle end of the
first Christian century, . the wordskyriosandtheoswere substituted
for [the tetragrammaton] in Christian copies @lid Testament
Septuagints...

A similar pattern probably evolved with respect to théNew
TestamentWhen the Septuagiwhich the New Testament church
used and quoted contained the Hebrew form of the divine name, the
New Testament wetrs no doubt included the Tetrgrammaton in
their quotationsBut when the Hebrew form for the divine name was
eliminated in favor of Greekubstitutes in the Septuagint, it was
eliminated also from the New Testament quotations of the Septuagint.

Thus toward the end of the first Christian centuthe use of
surrogates(kyrios and theos) and their contractions must have
crowded out the Hebreweifragrammatom both Testament8efore

long the divine name was lost to the Gentile church except insofar as
it was reflected in the contracted surrogates or remembered by
scholars”?

11 3Gods Name and théNew Testamerdt ,6The Divine Name That Will Endure ForevéfTBTS, 2001
12 Biblical Archaeology Revieypage 14, George Howard

14



KYRIOS OR TETRAGRAM?: A RENEWED SEARCH FOR THE ORIGINAL L XX
(ALBERT PIETERSMA, 1994)

Professor Georgeloward refers to thappearancef the Tetragram in some copies of the Septuagint
(LXX). These are Greek translationbthe Hebrew Scriptures (OTyVhen interpreting thagvidence,
Howardassumed the &tragramhadappeared in Greek documeimst it was subsequently removed
This, he suggestbappened before 100 CE.

There is a difference between evidence and information. When Albert Pietersma conducted an intense
research into the same documents, helodad that the LXX originally contained the Greek word for
flLordo (kvproc) and that soméime later, unknowrpersonslater had replaceduvpioc with the
Tetragram written very early charactefus rather than indicating that the Tetragraad been
remowed, Pietersma concluded thtitese LXX documents showed the Jews were addinéi étmew

word, and in the process soughtétreatdeep into their past.

The following is from pages 98 to 100 of that study by Pista.

When the Pentateuch was translategijos was incorporated in the
Greek text as the written surrogate for the tetragram, a surrogate
which would also serve to safeguard the ineffable nature of the divine
name, if indeed ineffabilty was a concern at so early a date. The
translators felt nanore bound to retain the tetragram in written form
than they felt compelled to render distinctively Hebrelvelohimor
shaddai. Nor were they more unfaithful to the original than the
Masada scribe of Benir& who everywhere wrotadonai*® Their
procedurewas certainly far less radical than that of their Hebrew
predecessors who on no fewer than 30 occasions in Genesis alone
eliminated the tetragram from the Vorlage of the LXX and replaced it
with (one assumeglohim(Greektheos).

Since then, as we havaet to show,our early texts do not give us
convincing proof of an original tetragram in the LXX, and since,
more importantly, a number of passages in the Greek Pentateuch, in
direct contradiction to these early witnesses, demonstrate the written
originality of kyrois we might well ask what kind of historical
perspective on the Hebrew tetragram and its Greek surrogate
emerges. Skeh@narticle, to which reference has already been made,
provides us with the key

In delineating the development of the divinemes (principally the
tetragram)in the Hebrew MSS from Qumran, Skehan distinguishes
three stages: 1) names in normal (i.e. square) script, 2) substitution of
paleohebrew, 3) spread of the substitution pracksd at each stage

the author gives appropriate evidence. What the headings indicate and
what Skehan makes clear in comment on the evidence isaathat
Qumran we encounter what may be calledaarhaizing process in

the writing of the divine nameand not,in so far as our present
knowledge indicates, a gradual replacement of an older paleohebrew
tetragram by a younger one in the square sc8pnilarly in his
survey of Greek evidence Skehan discerns several stageso 1p)
tetragram in square script) 8etragram in paleohebrew script, 4)
kyrios.Naturallywe would not agree witlao in first place andyrios

in last, but apart from thahere is evidence of archaizing similar to
that in the Hebrew MSSThe paleohebrew tetragram in Greek
witnesses is ricthe oldest but apparently the youngest. Both in the

13 cf. SkehaniiDivine Named 18-20.
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Kyrios or Tetragran?: A Renewedearchfor theOriginal LXX (Albert Pietersma1994)

ere is
ionary

It is this archaizing tendency or process to which Skehan Hiasl ca
attention that was responsible for introducing the various forms of the
tetragram into the Greek traditio

rtitinmay be that some
sporadic, unconscious hebraizing is as old as the LXX itself, though
we have very little evidenc® support such a view, but what in any
case distingUishe gie inifodUCtioNIGfISOme formyof thentetragram
from other (norrecensional) instances of Hebrew influence is its
systematic frecensiorlike,0 nature. We would venture to suggest
that the hebraizing corrective process began in earnest during the
second century BC when Egypt became once again a place of refuge
from troubled Palestine. It is likely to have been the influx of
Palestinian Jews intEgypt that created the occasion for Aristeas
defense of the venerated LXX against its detracéors.

0 an

ot,
. BC But unlike
previously proposed theories, the present suggestion rests on concrete
textual evidence which is traceable well within a century of
Aristea®day.

Since the full articldoy Pietersmas freely available on the wwhy it is reproducedh this Studyas
fREADING Co, with the parts that are relevant to this Stumbing highlighted.(Note thathis
footnoteshave eenremoved).

“See Wevers, fiThe Earliest B3 ess to the LXX
(1977) 244.
15 http://homes.chass.utoronto.ca/~pietersm/Kyrios %200r%20Tetragram.pdf
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This Study had its genesis in a Post addressed to me by an apologist for the Watchtower Society. In
that Post, | was advised that in his 1995 bbl@brew Gospel of Matthewrofessor Howard wrote

that his enquiry into the use of the Divine Name in the Shelm Hebrew gospel of Matthew
confirmed his previous conclusions. Based on that statement by Professor Howard, the Watchtower
apologist wrote:

What was Howard reffering to was in his footnote 112, page 231. In it

consists the refferance to his writtingsoaib t Goddbs name in the NT
1977 & 1978.
So in another words, Howardbés was saying

s
and 1978 were NOT Atheoryo or fAhypothesis

Footnote 112 at page 231 of Joormabof Bibdicd Litbraduoek r e f e
(1977),Biblical Archaeology Revie{l978) andAnchor Bible Dictionary(1992).

Investigation of the content and conclusions of those particular articles show that Professor Howard

concluded that he was proposing a theory that needed to &g tsiwvhere in those articles, nor in

any other he wrote, does Professor Howard say that he was proposing facts; rather, it is supposition, a
theory. Other scholars cited in this Study also recognise that Professor Howard was proposing a

theory.

When | comacted Professor Howard, he expressed his anger at the unwarranted use that the
Watchtower makes of his works, as well as his frustration that the leadership never gave him the
courtesy of replying to his letter of complaint.

Evidence is not information.\ilence is seen, but information is derived through its interpretation.
When they looked at examples of LXX documents that contain the tetrdgedibeit written in
ancient characters, Professor Howard and the Watchtower interpreted this evidence astbBaowin
the tetragram had been included in the LXX but at some point it had been removed.

When he analysed those same LXX documents, Albert Pietersma discerned that the Greek word for
A L o rkdpdog) (vas the original word but that later scribes replacedtit inserted the tetragram,
using ancient characters. They did this to revert backwards into their past.

There is no existing early New Testament document that contains the tetragram. Th&oBhem
Hebrew Gospel, which does not have any relationship t@&thek text, does not use the tetragram.

l nstead, it uses the Hebrew letter for #Aho (h)
AThe Nameo.

The Shenifob Matthew does not share a common origin with the Greek text. Also, for Christians it is
doctrinally heretical; for example it does not
Baptist as its hero.

The Apologistés assertions are nothing more theée
surprising. The Apologist washable to provide any citations from Howard to back up the claim that

Howard was saying he was providing facts. Instead, Professor Howard made it very clear that he was
proposing a theory.

The Watchtower does not deserve to have apologists acting oneheif. bThe Watchtower rudely
ignored Professor Howardés letter to them, and
completely in the dark. And when the Watchtower
they omitted parts that did natistheir predetermined conclusion. Apologists for the Watchtower are
genuine and sincere, but they are being played with by the Leadership. Apologists are genuinely
deceived.
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READING A: HEBREW GOSPEL OF MATTHEW, GEORGE HOWARD, 1995
The following is from pages 22882

The Divine Name

ShemTob&s Hebrew Matthew employs the Divine Name, symbolized hoyapparently an

abbreviatiorfor \ ch, fthe Namé). The Name occurs 19 times in the text. (Fully writteh occurs
at 28:9 and is included in the nineteen.)

Usually, the Divine Name appears where the Greek reagisg, but twice (21:12 mss, 22:31) the
Greek read®zoc, and three times the Divine Name has no correspondent in the Greek (22:32; 27:9;
28:9).

The Dvine Name occurs in the following situations:
(2) In quotations from the Hebrew Bible where the MT contains the Tetragrammaton.

(2) In introductions to quotations. For example: 122l this was to complete what was
written by the prophet according treetl OrRDO; 22:31,fHave you not read concerning the
resurrection of the dead that therD spoke to you saying.

(3) In such phrases dangel of theLORDO for fhouse of the OrRDO: 2:13, fAs they were
going, behold, the angel of th&RD appeared untdoseph sayirgg 2:19,fit came to pass
when King Herod died the angel of therD appeared in a dream to Joseph in Eyypt
21:12,AThen Jesus entered the house ofLibeDO; 28:2, iiThen the earth was shaken
because the angel of therD descended from heam to the tomb, overturned the stone,
and stood stild

The appearance of the Divine Name in a Christian document quoted by a Jewish polemist is
interesting, to say the least. If this text were a translation of the First Gospel byl 8hdrmse If, we

would expect to findadonaiin the text where the Greek or Latin redtise Lordo We would never
expect to see the ineffable Divine Name used as a translation equivaiespof or Dominus |

have no hesitancy in saying that the occurrence of the DivineeNrapiaces where the canonical text
lacks any reference to the Lord at all, eliminates Shelmas the author of this teXo pious Jew of

the Middle Ages would have dignified a Christian text by inserting the Divine.Name

The ineffable Divine Name is ¢hmost sacred word in the Jewish language. In medieval times, a
debate arose about what to do with a heretical book that contained the Divine Neabb. 13.5
reads:0The margins and books of the minim do not sa¥. Jog suggested that the Divine Name
should be cut out and the rest of the document burned. R. Tarphon and R. Ishmael said that the books
in their entirety, including the Divine Name, should be destrdyed.

ShemTob makes it clear that the Gospel of Matthew is a heretical writing. In thacperéd his
Matthean text, he writes as follows:

The author, Shesiiob benlsaac befShaprut, says: | have chosen to
complete this my treatise which | have called Even Bohan by
transcribing the books of the gospel in spite of the fact that the books
are forlidden for us to read, lest the disciples should come without
having sufficient practice and should drink from those waters.
Nevertheless, | have chosen to transcribe them for two reasons: The
first is to answer the Christians from them and especially lytese
who speak in regard to their faith but do not know the meaning of
faith and explain the Scriptures of our holy law in regard to that
which is contrary to the truth and contrary to their faith. In this way
glory will come to the Jew who debates witein whenever he
captures them in their own pit.

16 See HerfordChristianity in Talmud and Midrast5557
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READING A: Hebrew Gospel of Matthewseorge Howard, 1995

The second is to show to the faithful the degree of defect in these
books and the errors that occur in them. By this they will know and
understand the superiority and virtue of our faith to the other
religions. Since the greatness of the virtue of the word is not known
except by an examination of that which is contrary to i, | depend on
God, blessed be He, that there come from this nothing but good since
| have aimed at that which is good.

ShemTob recordedhe Hebrew Matthew, which he considered heretical, only because he wished to
teach his people how to answer questions regatd@édewish religion in face of opposition from the
Christian public. Using the Divine Name in this heretical text could only bawsed confusion and
doubt in the minds of his people. They could only have wondered what they should do with it:
preserve it, destroy it? That Shdrab created such a problem for his people is beyond belief.

The conclusion that seems inescapable isShatmTob found the Divine Name already in his gospel
text, having received it from an earlier generation of Jewish tradentsetdettedthe Divine Name
to remain in the text perhaps because he was unsure himself about what to do with it.

The occurrencefdahe Divine Name in Shetfiobds Matthew supports the conclusions | reached in an
earlier study of the Tetragrammaton in the New TestaMéaising my observations on the use of the
Divine Name in the Sepuagint and in the Dead Sea Scrolls. SomeGingstan copies of the
Septuagint, for example, contain the Divine Name written into the Greek text. These include: (1) P.
Fouad 266 (=Rahlfs 848), Bk, the Tetragrammaton occurs in Aramaic lettér®) a fragmentary

scroll of the Twelve Prophets in Greetorh Nahal Hever (= 8 Hev Xligr), 50 BCED CE; the
Tetragrammaton occurs in palel@-brew letters? (3) 4QLXX*"" (=Rahlfs 802), first century BCE;

the Tetragrammaton occurs in the form of I1&In my previous study, | concluded that the New
Testament wtérs, who had access to such copies of the Septuagint, may have preserved the
Tetragrammaton in their biblical quotations from the Septudyint.

Now ShermTobd Matthew testifies to the use of the Divine Name in the New Testament. As argued
above, it is verynlikely that ShenTob inserted th®ivine Name into his text. No Jewish polemist
would have done that. Whatever the date of this text, it must have included the Divine Name from its
inception. One final note regarding the Divine Name: Shebis Matthew shows a very
conservative attitude toward its usage. The author of this text was not a radical Christian, arbitrarily
supplying his gospel with the Tetragrammaton. His atttude was one of awe and respect. In fact, his
use of the Divine Name correspondsthie conservative practice found in the Septuagint and in the
Dead Sea Scroli.

17 George HowardiiThe Tetragram and the New Testam@dBL 96 (1977): 6383; idemfiThe Name of God
in the New TestameritBAR4 (1978): 1214, 56;fiTetragrammaton in the New Testameér, ABD 6:392-93.

'8 Franvoise Dunandtudes de Papyrologi€airo, 1971). W. G. WaddeliThe Tetragrammaton in the LX&,
JTS45 (1944): 1581. George HowardiThe Oldest Greek Text of Deuteronod{UCA 42 (1971): 12531.

19 Emanuel TovThe Greek Minor Prophets &il from Nahal Hever (8 Hev IXgr), The Siyal Collection 1,
DJD VIl (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990). See the earlier work by D. 8artly, iRedécouverte dun chanon
manquant déhdstoire de la SeptantelRB60 (1953): 189; idem,Les devanciers@quila: Premére
Eublication integéle du text des fragments du Dodecapréph, VT Sup 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1963).

%p. W. SkehaniThe Qumran Manuscripts and Textual CriticisiMiplume du Congss, Strasbourg 1956.
VTSup 4 (Leiden: Brill, 1957) 1480.

21 seefurther P. W. SkehariiThe Divine Name at Qumran, in the Masada Scroll, and in the Sept@agint,
BIOSCSL3 (1980): 1444; A. PietersmafiKyrios or Tetragram: A Renewed Quest for the Original Septuagint,
in De Septuaginta. Studies in Honour of John Will\evers on His SixiFifth Birthday,ed. A. Pietersma and
C. Cox (Toronto: Benben Publications, 1984)BHL.

22 Hebrew Gospel of MatthevBeorge Howard, pages 2232
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READING A: Hebrew Gospel of Matthewseorge Howard, 1995

The following is from pages 2334

Summary and Conclusion

A Remarkable Hebrew text of the Gospel of Matthew appears in the fourtnitiry Jewish
polemical treatiseven Bohanauthored by Shefiiob benlsaac berShaprut. Traditionally, this text

was thought to be a translation of the Latin Vulgate. It was also equated with the Hebrew versions of
Matthew published in the sixteenth century byiidter and du Tillet. Inaither case is this true. A
comparison of Sheqfiob® Matthew with the Latin Vulgate reveals its independence from the
Vulgate. A similar comparison with éhster and du Tillet shows that they are not the same.

From earliest times, the Christian communityideed that Matthew was written in Hebrew/Aramaic

and translated into Greek. Papias (ca:180 CE) was the first to make reference to a Hebrew
Matthew, and later writers, such as Irenaeus, Origen, Eusebius, Epiphanius, and Jerome allude to it or
quote it. A comparison of these allusions and quotations showslittitator no relationshipexists
between the Hebrew/Aramaic Matthew preserved by the Christian Church andTrShisniHebrew
Matthew

Jewish writings of the Middle Ages allude to or quote a Hebreaithdw of the Shesiiob type.

These writings include the Talmud, the Book of Nestor, the ToPdoth Yeshu, the Milhamot HaShemby
Jacob ben Reuben, Sepher Joseph Hamekane by Rabbi Joseph ben Nathan Official, and the Nizzahon
Vetus.

A conclusion that can be drawfrom these comparisons is that Sh€ohds Hebrew Matthew
predates the fourteenth century, bgingserved primarily by the Jewish community

Further evidence that Shehob did not create his Matthew is as follows:

1. His text as a whole is unlike tH&yzantine Greek text current in his day (or any Greek
text known) and unlike the Latin Vulgate. If Shdmb had made a fresh translation, he
would most certainly have rendered one of these text forms.

2. ShemTobd polemical comments, scattered throughoutiéms, suggest that he did not
create it. He criticizes the t@gtselection of vocabulary and the mistakes it has accrued
during transmission. He also bases some of his arguments on teeutdgtie readings.

3. His Hebrew Matthew has a sporadic relatiopskiith some texts that were lost in
antiquity, then rediscovered since the fourteenth century. These include Q, Codex
Sinaiticus, the Old Syriac version, and the Coptic Gospel of Thomas.-Biierardly
had access to these sources.

Stylistically, ShemTobd text of Matthew is written in Biblical Hebrew with a healthy mixture of
Mishnaic Hebrew and later rabbinic vocabulary and ididims unpolished in style andontains a
number of later scribal revisionk is characterized by puns, word connectiond, alliteration. These
devices are numerodishe text is saturated with thénandbelong to the structure of the Hebrew

In regard to theologyShemTobds Hebrew Matthew is heretical according to the standard of
traditional Christianity. It never identifie®dus with the Messiah. John the Baptist is given an exalted
role (even takes on messianic traitsinilar to the one polemized against in the Gospel of John and
the Pseud&lementine WritingsShemTobds text envisions the salvation of the Gentiles onlyhe
Messianic eralt reflects a lesser disparity between Judaism and Christianity than the Greek or Latin
canonical texts. Finally, Sheiirobds text employs the Hebrew Divine Nanmgymbolized byh
(apparently an abbreviation foch, ithe Name) where the canonical version simply uses the word
ALord.0*®

23 Hebrew Gospel of MatthevBeorge Howard, pages 2234
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READING B: BBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGY REVIEW, GEORGE HOWARD, 1978

The Name of God in the New Testament*
By George Howard

Did the earliest Gospelsise Hebrew lettersor the Tetragrammaton?

George Howard is Associate ProfessorReligionand Hebrew at the University of Georgia. His
book,Paul, Crisis in Galatia: a Study in Early Christian Theol@gmbridge UniversityPress) will
be published this year.

MANY EARLY COPIES of the New Testament abbreviate sacred waralsiiasacra). The earliest

of these abbreviations stand fi#Bodp A_ord 0 AChristp andAJesu Abbreviations of these words
were formed by writing their first and last letters and placing a line over them. Thus, using English to
illustrate AGod would appear asbD andflordd asiD.

The attempt to differentiate and dignify the sacred name of Gesl lgack to pr€hristian times; it
was done first by Jews.

From the Dead Sea Scrolls we know that Jewish scribes often distinguished the divine name Yahweh.
(Yahweh is known as the Tetragrammaton because it consists of four consonant Hebreyodjiters,

he, vay he, often written in English YHWH.) Frequently, the scribes who wrote the Dead Sea Scrolls
would write the Tetragrammaton in old paldebrew script, although the scroll was otherwise
written in square Aramaic script. An example is the Habakkuknzamary found in cave 1. In the
portion reproduced in the color photograph (see outside back cover), the Tetragrammaton appears
twice in paleeHebrew script: on line 7 word 3 (reading from right to left) and on line 14 word 7. The
rest of the text is in s@re Aramaic scrigt the same script used as a basis for writing Hebrew today.
The Tetragrammaton is used in the Habakkuk commentary only in Biblical quotations. Whenever
reference is made to God in the commentary portion, the genericeed(@God) is usd. This is true

not only in the Habakkuk commentary, but in other Qumran (Dead Sea Scroll) documents as well.

The Qumran covenanters had other devicesifoumventing the use of Ga&lname. Sometimes they
would write four, or five dots in place of the Tetragrammaton. In the Community Rule, for example,
the writer quotes Isaiah 40:3 as folloiBrepare in the wilderness the way ob..We know from the
Masoretic Text that the fourots stand for the Tetragrammaton YHWH. This same passage is quoted
again in a document discovered in Qumran Cave 4 (4QTanhumim) with four dots representing the
divine name. At times, dots were placed above the Tetragrammaton when it had been written by
mistake, apparently as a means of canceling the word without actually erasing it.

Jews early adopted the practice of not pronouncing the divine name when Scripture was read aloud,
even in prayer. The worddonai (Lord) was (and is to this day) read by Jewstaad of the
Tetragrammaton YHWH which appears on the page.

Such practices as writing the divine name in archaic script, of substituting dots for it, or of avoiding it
altogether suggests that to Jews the sacred name for God was a special word whaxh speuaial
treatment both in writing and oral reading.

Christian Scriptures frequently quote passages from the Old Testament in which the divine name
YHWH appears in the original Hebrew. In these quotations, however, the divine name is translated
into the Greek wordkyrios (Lord), or occasionalijtheos(God). Both of these words are generic
words for God, not limited to the Hebrew God whose name is Yahweh and who is represented in the
Hebrew Bible by the Tetragrammaton. Most of these Old Testament guetiatibile New come from

the Septuagint, a Greek translation of the Old Testament made by JewChrigt@n times. The

24 Biblical Archaeology ReviewPages 124, 56 (Vol IV, No1, March 1978)
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READING B: Biblical Archaeology Revieviseorge Howard, 1978

Septuagint (or at least the extant, later Christian copies of it) usually renders the Tetragrammaton by
kyrios;the New Testament simpfollows thispractice.

In 1944, W. G. Waddell discovered the remains of an Egyptian papyrus scroll (Papyrus Fuad 266)
dating to the first or second century B.C. which included part of the Septuagint. In no instance,
however, was YHWH translateklyrios. Instead the Tetragrammaton itéelh square Aramaic
letter®d was written into the Greek text. This parallels the Qumran Covenanosrof the palaeo
Hebrew script for the Divine Name in a document which was otherwise written in square Aramaic
script.

An even closer paralel to the practice Waddell found in Papyrus Fuad 266 comes from second
century A.D. Jewish translations of the Old Testament into Greek by Aquila, Symmachus, and
Theodotion. In 1897, F. C. Burkitt published some fragments of AlguaeekOIld Testament which

had been found in the debris of a geniza (a storeroom for worn out manuscripts) of the old synagogue
in Cairo. These fragments which are the underwriting of palimpsestips clearly show the Hebrew
Tetragrammaton in palddebrew scpt written into the otherwise Greek text. A number of other
similar examples have also come to light.

At the end of the last century, Giovanni Cardinal Mercati discovered a palimpsest in the Ambrosian
Library of Milan containing parts of the Psalter togrits Hexapla®® (lacking the Hebrew column).

All the columns show the Tetragrammaton written in square Aramaic script, although the texts are
otherwise written in Greek.

Fragments of Psalm 22 from OrigerHexapla, found in the Cairo geniza, were publisheP00 by

C. Taylor. These fragments show the Tetragrammaton written into the Greek columns of Aquila,
Symmachus, and the Septuagint in the strange forRilK. This is a clumsy attempt to represent
with Greek letters what the Tetragrammaton looked iikélebrew. The Greek lettgri somewhat
resembles the Hebrew lettee.

The Fuad papyrus scroll is the earliest example we have examined, dating to the first or second cen
tury B.C. Here for the first time we have clear evidence that rCpristian time the Septuagint, at

least sometimes, did not translate the divine name with the Greekkywdod as had been thought;

rather it preserved the Hebrew word YHWH itself. Could it be that Jews had always written the
Tetragrammaton in Hebrew into the texttb&ir Greek Bibles and that this practice represented a
continuous tradition from the earliest Septuagint through the second century translations of Aquila,
Symmachus, and Theodotion? Or is the Fuad manuscript a maverick, the only one in its day to do
sucha thing?

In 1952, fragments of a scroll of the Twelve Prophets in Greek were found in a cave at Nahal Hever in
the Judean Desert. Pere D. Barthélemy announced the discovery of the scroll in 1953 and ten years
later published a transcription of it. In @tlobability the document dates to the beginning of the first
Christian century. Like the Fuad papyrus it too writes the Tetragrammaton in Hebredd style

scrip® in an otherwise Greek text.

At Qumran cave 4, a fragment of the Greek translation of leesitconfirms that the divine name was
preserved in the pr€hristian Septuagint. In this scroll, dated by P. W. Skehan to the first century
B.C., the Tetragrammaton is transliterated with the Greek le&éxs

Thus, we have three separate-@iaristian cpies of the Greek Septuagint Bible and in not a single
instance is the Tetragrammaton transldgdbs or for that matter translated at all. We can now say
with near certainty that it wasJawishpractice before, during, and after the New Testamentdterio

write the divine name ipaleeHebrew or square Aramaic script in transliteration right into the
Greek text of Scripture. This presents a striking comparison with the Christian copies of the
Septuagintand the quotations of it in the New Testameshich translate the Tetragrammaton as
kyrios or theos.

25 ) . . .
Palimpsests are parchments written over erased earlier writing

26 The Hexapla written by Origen, a third century Church fatheraisnulticolumned work containing among other things
the translations of Aquila, \Bnmachus, and Theodotion.
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Why do Christian copies of th8eptuagintreflect a practice so radically different from that of the
Jews in designating the Divine Name? Or do they? We have already mentioned that while Christians
translated the Tetragrammaton as eitkygnios or theos.they abbreviated these surrogates by writing

only their first and last letters and by placing a line over them to attract attention. What was the
purpose of these Christian abbreviations?

In 1907, Ludwg Traube suggested that themina sacravere of Hellenistic Jewish origin. The first

of these, he suggested, wiasos,which was abbreviated without vowels so as to follow the Hebrew
custom of writing consonants only. Sotireoswas followed bykyrios which became an alternate
surrogate and the first and last letters became an alternate contraction. According to Traube, these
contractions gave rise to the belief that the important thing was to write sacred words in abbreviated
form. This resulted in aumber of words being written in a similar way (for example, spirit, father

and heaven).

In 1959, A.H.R.E. Paap took up the issue again and argued that the system of contaibed
sacrawas ofJewishChristian origin emanating from Alexandria about 200.

It seems to me, however, that a much better case can be made that the system of contractions is of
Gentile Christian originThe divine name YHWH was and is the most sacred word in the Hebrew
language. So it ihardly likely that Jews of any sort wallhave removedit from their Bibles.
Furthermore, we know now from discoveries in Egypt and the Judean desert that Jews wrote the
Tetragrammaton in Hebrew even in their Greek tdrtgll like lihood Jewish Christians felt the same

way about the divine nagrand continued tpreservat in Hebrew in their Bibles. A famous rabbinic
passage (Talmud Shabbat 13.5) discusses the problem of destroying heretical texts (very probably
including books of JewisRhristians). The problem arises for the rabbinic wriescguse the heretical

texts contain the divine name, and their wholesale destruction would include the destruction of the
divine name. This further suggests that Jewish Christians did not translate the divine name into Greek.

But Gentile Christians, unlike Jewish Christians, had no traditional attachment to the Hebrew
Tetragrammaton and no doubt often failed even to recognize it. Gentile scribes who had never before
seen Hebrew writing (especially in its archaic form) couldilyaloe expected to preserve the divine

name. Perhaps this contributed to the use of surrogatdsylikes andtheosfor the Tetragrammaton.

The contracted form of the surrogates marked the sacred nature of the name standing behind them in a
way which wasconvenient for Gentile scribes to write. At the same time the abbreviated surrogates
may have appeased Jewish Christians who continued to feel the necessity of differentiating the divine
name from the rest of the text. After the system of contractionsnxese for some time, its purpose

was forgotten and many other contracted words which had no connection with the Tetragrammaton
were introduced.

Assuming this to be generally corredt offer the following scenario of the history of the
Tetragrammaton inhe Greek Bible as a whole, including both testaments. First, as to the Old
Testament: Jewish scribes always preserved the Tetragranimétein copies of the Septuagint both
before and after the New Testament perital. all probabilty Jewish Christianswrote the
Tetragrammaton in Hebrew as wdlbward the end of the first Christian centumshen the church

had become predominantly Gentile, the motive for retaining the Hebrew name for God was lost and
the wordskyrios andtheoswere substituted for it iChristian copies of Old Testament Septuagints.
Both kyriosandtheoswere written in abbreviated form in a conscious effort to preserve the sacred
nature of the divine name. Soon the original significance of the contractions was lost and many other
contracted words were added.

A similar pattern probably evolved with respect to the New Testariémen the Septuagint which

the New Testament church used and quoted contained the Hebrew form of the divine name, the New
Testament writers no doubt included thetremmaton in their quotations. But when the Hebrew
form for the divine name was eliminated in favor of Greek substitutes in the Septuagint, it was
eliminated also from the New Testament quotations of the Septuagint.

Thus toward the end of the first Chids centurythe use of surrogatdkyriosandtheos)and their
contractions must have crowded out the Hebrew Tetragramindioth Testaments. Before long the
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divine name was lost to the Gentile church except insofar as it was reflected in the abntracte
surrogates or remembered by scholars. Soon, even the contracted substitutes lost their original
significance and were joined by a host of other abbreviated nomina sacra which had no connection
with the divine name at all.

Is there any way for us, at tHa&e date, to calculate the effect which this change in the Bible had on
the second century church? It is of course impossible to know with certainty, but the effect must have
been significant. First, a number of passages must have taken on an amiigelitythe original

lacked. For example, the second century church f@e, Lord said to my Lora(Matthew 22:44,

Mark 12:36, Luke 20:42), a reading which is as ambiguous as it is imprecise. The first century church
probably readilYHWH said to my Lordb

To the second century churdii®repare the way of the LardgMark 1:3) must have meant one thing,
since it immmediately followed the word@The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Chyiit to the
First Century Church it must have meant something elsee glmey readfPrepare the way of
YHWH.0

The second century church read 1 Corinthians fidie one who boasts, let him boast in the Lard,
which was probably considered a reference to Christ mentioned in verse 30. But to the first century
church, at prolaly referred to God mentioned in verse 29 since they @@ one who boasts let

him boast in YHWHD)

These examples are sufficient $aggestthat the removal of the Tetragrammaton from the New
Testament and its replacement with the surrogeyeiss andtheosblurred the original distinction
between the Lord God and the Lord Christ, and in many passages made it impossible to tell which one
was meant. This is supported by the fact that in a number of places where Old Testament quotations
are cited, theras a confusion in the manuscript tradition whether to read God or Christ in the
discussion surrounding the quotation. Once the Tetragrammaton was removed and replaced by the
surrogatefiordo, scribes were unsure whethdrorddo meant God or Christ. As timeent on, these

two figures were brought into even closer unity until it was often impossible to distinguish between
them. Thus it may be that the removal of the Tetragrammaton contributed significantly to the later
Christological and Trinitarian debatesiefhplagued the church of the early Christian centuries.

Whatever the case, the removal of the Tetragrammpitobably created a different theological
climate from that which existed during the New Testament period of the first century. The Jewish God
whohad always been carefully distinguished from all others by the use of his Hebrew name lost some
of his distinctiveness with the passing of the Tetragrammaton. How much He lost may be known only
by the discovery of a first century New Testament in whichHbbrew name YHWH still appears.

(For further details, see George Howdithe Tetragram and theew Testamerit Journal of Biblical
Literature96 (1977)63-83.)
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KYRIOS OR TETRAGRAM:
A RENEWED QUEST FOR THE ORIGINAL LXX

ALBERT PIETERSMA

When more than fifty years ago Wolf Wilhelm Graf Baudissin
wrote his massive work entitled Kyrios als Gottesname im Judentum
und seine Stelle in der Religionsgeschichte’ he arrived at the
conclusion, on the basis of his extensive, detailled and at times
belaboured investigation, that the ancient LXX read kyrios as a
surrogate for Yhwh. and not a form of the Hebrew tetragram. as had
been maintained as far back as Origen. Since his time. however, the
claim for an orniginal tetragram. either in Semitic guise or in Greek
transliteration, is being reasserted by an increasingly growing number
of scholars. The reasons for the revival of a theory already espoused
by antiquity’s great hebraizer are well known. Important early Greek
texts have recently come to light on both Egyptian and Palestinian
soil, which give us proof positive that the tetragram was indeed
employed in pre-Chnstian biblical manuscripts. Hence Baudissin
must be wrong and Origen must be right!’

What we propose to do in this essay 1s 1) to survey briefly the
important new evidence and the use that has been made of it in
scholarly writings, 2) to determine whether the Septuagint itself
perhaps gives us a clear-cut answer to the question., Kyrios or
tetragram? and 3) to suggest a terminus a quo for the substitution
process. Our aim, however, i1s far more modest than Baudissin’s.
Rather than attempting to deal with the whole Greek Bible, the so-
called LXX. we will focus on the (ongmnal) LXX, namely the
Pentateuch. For an essay of modest scope such delimitation hardly
needs defense. Furthermore, to begin at the beginning would seem
eminently reasonable, especially now that a critical edition of the
Greek Pentateuch 1s nearing completion thanks to the prodigious
efforts and amazing perseverance of Professor J. W. Wevers. Critical
texts for all but Exodus are complete, though not all of these are as
yet generally accessible.’

Not only have the newly discovered texts, to which we already
alluded and to which we will presently turn, been thought to prove
that the Hebrew tetragram was employed by some circles in some
Greek MSS in pre-Chnistian times, but that the Alexandrian
translators incorporated it in their translation of the Hebrew
scriptures. What form the tetragram is surmised to have had at that
early date naturally has to depend on what evidence one selects as
oldest and/or most trustworthy.

When in 1944 W. G. Waddell® published a fragment of the now
famous P. Fouad 266 (Rahlfs 848) he declared Baudissin wholly
miustaken in having concluded.

Dariiber hinaus ergibt sich aus der Art des Artikelgebrauchs bei
kUp10s, dass in der urspriinglichen Septuaginta das Tetragramm
nicht in hebrdischen Buchstaben beibehalten, ebensowenig mit
adcoval umschrieben war, und dass dafiir nicht erst spiter kupios
substituiert worden ist.’

25



READING C: Kyrios or Tetragram?Albert Pietersma, 1984

When attacking. one understandably attacks at the enemy’s weakest
point and that 1s what Waddell clearly does. “Der Artikelgebrauch bei
kuptos™ 1s not Baudissin’s most conclusive proof (at least not in the
Pentateuch). But he does fumish some better evidence, in fact in the
immediately preceding paragraph. Waddell, however., issues his
verdict,

This statement [says he in comment on Baudissin] is now flatly
disproved by a new papyrus of the LXX the remains of a roll
containing the second half of the Book of Deuteronomy. which in
the extant fragments shows no example of xupios but everywhere

the Tetragrammaton in Aramaic characters.®

Much more recently George Howard has written a well
documented and extensive article, “The Tetragram and the New
Testament.”’ in which he seeks to launch an exploration into the
mmplications and consequences of early Christian confusion resulting
from the substitution of the tetragram by kyrios. He discusses the
evidence from P. Ryl. Gk. 458 (Rahlfs 957), P. Fouad 266 (Rahlfs
848). 8 HevXllgr (Rahlfs 943). and 4QLXXLev? (Rahlfs 802) and
then writes,

From these findings we can now say with almost absolute certainty
that the divine name, 771", was not rendered by kupios in the

pre-Christian Bible, as so often has been thought. Usually the
Tetragram was written out in Aramaic or in paleo-Hebrew letters

or was transliterated into Greek letters.®

Since the LXX had the tetragram. according to Howard, the New
Testament authors when quoting the Greek Bible naturally
mncorporated the tetragram 1n their own writing, thus keeping distinct
“the Lord God™ and “the Lord Christ”; but this line of demarcation
disappeared with the substitution of kyrios for the tetragram. If
correct, Howard’stheory could produce interesting results for
students of early Chnstianity, but as will be argued below, the
foundation on which it has been built, namely the ancient LXX, will .
not sustain 1t, though it might possibly still be debated whether
perhaps the Palestinian copies with which the NT authors were
familiar read some form of the tetragram.

Interestingly enough. as we indicated earlier, the ongimality of
the tetragram in the LXX 1s not a modem theory. No less a textual
authority than Origen put forth the same claim. Wrote he,

In the more accurate exemplars [of the LXX] the (divine) name is
written in Hebrew characters; not, however, in the current script,
but in the most ancient.’”

Similar statements are found in Jerome.'® Clearly in Origen’s
estimation, Greek MSS with the tetragram written in paleohebrew
were the best representatives of the LXX. There 1s, furthermore,
evidence to suggest that Origen wrote the tetragram in his Hexapla.
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