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PREFACE,

It is hardly necessary to state that original-
ity in the subject matter of our work, within the
comparatively short time at our command, was entire-
ly impossibie. This was not the case with the pres-
entation of the material gleaned through the patient
search of isolasted references in books, essays and
pamphlets. Constant care had to be exercised in the
separation of the chaff from the wheat, mch of the
former being in evidence in the older treatments of
our subiect.

The only merit that can be claimed is a consci-
entious reading of everything we could obtain relat-
ing to our thesis, and a faithful verification of
all cross references that came to our notice. Orig-
inal sources, such &s the Talmud, Midrash and the

earliest translations of the Bible were consulted as



far as possible. All unverified references are du-
ly noted and properly credited to the writer from
whom they were taken.

It has been thought advisable and profitable
to embody in the wor}, though contrary to common us-
age, all scattered references in Talrmdic, Mishnaic
and like literature, for the reason that the presen-
tation of the truditional views, f'orms a most impor-
tant item in the study before us.

The timely suggestions of Dr. Mielziner saved
us from wading into the deep and engulfing waters of
higher criticism, by pointing out the sure and trod-
den paths of tradition.

It was our originel intention to trace the devel-
opment of the different divine names, but this, we
soon discovered, was still to & large extent terra
incognita and far beyond our limited knowledge. We

have,therefore, limited ourselves to the collating of

II
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the best that was known and said in ancient and mod-
ern times concerning the names themselves. W¥ith the
exception of an occasional reference, we shall have
nothing to do with the fantastic and often contra-
dictory systems of theology and philosophy which in
former days, were built up on the supposedly inten-
tioned use of different names for the Deity.

We take this opportunity of expressing our sin-
cerest thanks to Professor Levias, Buttenweiser and
Deutsch for the valuable aid they have given us in
the way of hooks. Ve also acknowledge our especial
indebtedness to Dr.Grossmann, whose well equipped
library never failed to furnish us with any number of
pvamphlets and books, otherwise difficult to obtain.

In conclusion we wish to thank Dr.Mielziner most
gincerely for the suggestion of a subject, that has
given vs an opportunity for using Jewish and kindred

gources +o an extent, that thoroughly acqueinted us




vith facts and writings, which to know, would per-
haps have been left to the distant future.

H.E.
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INTRODUCTTION.

The discriminative use of the names of God in
the Bible has already attracted the attention of the
rabbis and the early Church Fathers% Each volunteer-
ed statements purporting to explain satisfactorily
the specific vse of a divine name in any context.

The persistent use ofp>nba 1in on.1—2:4b, of

—rj'n1’ in 2:4b—3:24, and of in chapter 4,
was regarded as proof irrefutable, that each of these
names contained within itself something intrinsically
different from the other. Not doubting in the least
the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, they natural-
ly presumed that this inherent difference was the sole
determining factor in the choice of the one name or
the other. For them, each name connoted a special
phase or characteristic of the Divine Being, in ac-

cordance with which a context would be supplied with

1. See Hengstenberg Gemuineness of the Pentateuch
Vol.I p.214.



the vroper designation of God.
According to the Midrashl God himself made the
following broad distinctions in the meaning of his

several nanes
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Thus a distinction between DIpP - and T ’T1S& once

e 2l

made, their alternate occurrence in the opening chap-
ters of Genesis was easily explained by the rabbis.

In accordance with this distinction Rashi, the expon-
ent of traditionalism, accounts for the use of these

names in the above passages &s follows:
Mwpoa nby NBNN D oA er x5 oanbe am
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With the rise of philosophy and of 2 more crit-
ical spirit of investigation, this easy disposition
of the variable use of the divine names was by no
means satisfactory. From the simple view of God as
a personal force ever active in Israel, attention
was directed to the finding of deep metaphysical
truths that were supposed +to underlie the use of
the two names )90 and ©2'"n>& The Mosaic au-
thorship of the Pentateuch, it must be remembered,
was still taken for sranted. The difference in the
theories explaining the philosophic significance of

the divine names was fully proportional to the nmum-

ber advanced. Fndless diversity replaces strict one-

ness of view.2
Philosopher and exegete exhibit remarkable in-

3
zermuity in upholding their respective views.

\inen.lzl)

“Yor different theories see "1 and @'">x¥.H.landauer

¢ Introd.op X-XIV.

®landaner's presentation of the matter though decid-
edly cabilistic is most interesting for its con-
gjstercy and thoroughness.



The names by which the Deity was known were
made to0 hespeak ideas far beyond th= zrasp of the
primitive Israelite. The pure nmonotieistic concen-
tions of a later age were extracted from a name be-
longing to a time when the oneness of a Supreme Ee-
ing had vet hardly dawned upon the Imman connsciovs-
ness. Tha ahsolute and unconditioned existence of
fod was read into the designetion Jahwe, the name
revealed ijust before the Fxodus. * To-day, however,
there is not 1likely to be & dissenting opinion in
the modern school or critiecs from that exovressed by
¥. R. 3mith.l "The new message that Voses hrought
tn his brethrer was not an abstract revelation of Je-
hova's spiritval attributes, but an assurance of His
personal interest in Israel and a promise of effect-
nal help."

The ¥osaic avthorship once douhted, the belief

thet the Pentateuch was Pt a comhination of differ-

lProphets of Israel n.34



ent. sources having once gained sround, a new impet-
us to explain the changeables nse of the divine
names was aroused., The explanations that were now
offered were entirely different Trom those that
had hitherto be=n zdvanced.

Ve shonld, perhans rather have said that it
wan this noticenble interchange of God's names in
fiﬁ account of the creation, that drew vpon the Per-
tateuch the auspicion o1 *he plurality of its sources.
In 1753, a vhysician, Astruc by name, first advanced
the then daring assumption that the difrerent names
were due entirely to external reasons: to the differ-
ent ranmiscripts use& by the compiler of the Penta-
tqnch.l This theory, at first scarcely noticed
apread like wildfire ruring the 1last half ol *the
aizhteenth century and it still holds its own to the

nresent day.

1.- -
C*icctures sur les memoire origirearx dont il par-

nit e Voyse s'est servi pour composer livre de
la fenése (Brussells 1753 ) on developrent and mod-
ification of his theory see Tuch'ns fenesis 2nd ed.
n.78 £f- De Vette-Schrader Linleitunz in das A.T.
.30¢ - 311.



The theory beinz established the work of sepa-
rating the Pentateuch, or rather, the Fexateuch (
see Drivers Introd.to 0.T.p.10) into its constituvent
alements was studiously coemmenced.

The varisble nse of DN and -n"i'l‘? N offered the
key to this difficult tasi, it being held "thet for
such verigtion in similar and consecutive chapters
ro plansible explanation can be assigned except di-
versity of anthorship." The sections homoseneous in
character ani style to Gn 1:1-9:4a(9ee Zimerman Flo-
him pp 20-30) being placed together, a systematic sc-
count of tre origin of Israel was Tound to be present-
ed. The Vahwistic dAocuments were also nlaced togeth-
er. In thnis wise ruech of the disorder ir the narra-
tives, many of the contradictions, repetitions and
difference of idioms were accounted for. The narra-
tives showing = vreference for ‘he nameo*nbgheve been

czlled Vilohistic and ‘heir author,tl» Flohist. Host



recent critics have termed these narratives when
joined together the "FPriests' Code" wsually repre-—
sented by the large letter "P"%

It has been shown that the part of tle Fexa-
tench remaining after the P.doecumeants have heen ta-
xen out, is a comhination of two originally inde-
pendent. narratives corbined and enlarged by a later
editor. Ths documents vsing o *n'‘P« have been
called the E. documents and those using -\ the
_J.ﬁncﬂments.z

Higher criticism in the matter of determining
the date of the difrerent sources is, as vet, in its
infancy. Fence the widely Aifferent periods in which
a hook or docunent is placed by dirferent critics.
Dillman, Xittel, Riehn, Yellhausen and Kuenen agree
that +he F. source shows itself t 0 be & product of

+he Northern kingdom and that the J. documents besr

o
vnmistakable criteria of having Judea as their home.

}an Flohistic Redaction se2e Zimmermen Flohim pp 31-54

“8ee Nrivers Introd.to 0.T.pp.l1l0 fflalso the Nexateuch-
¥vnenen v.65 £f (translation of Vicksteed)
“See Nriver Introd. to 0.T. p.1l22 T.



The opinions of =minent critics differ as to the
priority and date of J.and B, it they are one in
declaring thet they relong in 211 probhability to
the early centuries of the monarchy.

The hvvothesis of an Flohistic and Jahwistic
redaction being established beyond & cdoubt, the old
miery as to the special signifiicance of a certain
divine name in & certain context is no longer in
force.

We helieve that the thesis of Astruc is, in
renaral, correect nerely: Thet the use of different
Aivine 2pgellatives in certein nortions of fhn.:i—
Fle is o be attiributed to external ceuses snd not to
spy intrinsic Aifference of meaning that may have
heen svuposed to ohtain hetveen the nemes. There "t:m
indeed a hroad Aistinction between T and a'»by
in that the latter was the gereric term for deities,

while the former was uvsed only of “+he Cod of Isrsael,



but this distinetion, it rst he remembered,arose
or.ly zradually in the evolution of the religious
consciousness.

1+ wes the recognition of the fact that the
variahle vse of God's name was often due to mere
secident, that prevented uws from drawing fine dis-
tinctions in the several names, distinctions such
as macde by Landauver and others, were to hold pood
throughont the Bible in 211 contexts and narratives.

Turthermore Smend, W. R. Smith and a host of
o-hers have sho'n conclusively that the content of

+he names of Cod ¥as never the same in the success-
ive eantnries o7F the hiblical period. There was a
contimal broadeningz or the ideas respecting the na-
+ure and activity of Cod. From monolatry there is an
sdvance to monotheism: from tribalism there is an ad-

vance %o nationszlism and from nationalism to univer-

salism.

"
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Jahwe,originally,perhaps the God of the tribe
of Joseph (Smend Rel Gesch p.29 ed.1893 ) ,becomes.
with the entrance of Israzel into Canaan, Jahwe, the
tod of Iarael (monolatry c.p.I K.llzs?‘m ibe Wwinob)
Then Jahwe, the God of Israel,becomes for Amos the
nniversal cod of the nations. It is evident there-
fore how the ever changings concevtions of God during
the formative period of Israel's religzious history,
rendered the drawing of cut and dried distinctions
hetveen the names of Cod impossible.

rriefly svmmarizing whaet has thus far been said,
we core to the Tollowing conclusions:

(1) The metaphysicel and theological puzrles
thet were read into the names or God by later exege-
tes and philosophers are valueless as far as crit-
ical study of the names is concerned.

(2) The traditional view alone,though Talse,

presents vwnaninity of interpretation.




i

11

(3) The hypothesis of the plural esvthorship of
the Fexateuch explains to a large measure the inter-
changeable use of Jahwe and ¥lohim.

(4) The inrer meaning of “he names clerged with
the growth of religious ideas, hence the impossibil-
ity of absolute derfinitions.

Kow then is the svhijiect "The Names of God in the
Bible" to he treated? W¥e are not to explain the rea-
son for the vse of a spreizl name in a certain hook
o context, ¥e are not to trace the developmant ol the
ideas contained in the different names (for that is
heyond our ahility ), nor are we, as some have attempt-
ed %0 rfo, to lay down distinetions that will hold good
everyvvvhere, Hence the only course we saw left open to
us was the presentation of what the rabbis and others

had aaid sbout *he names of Cod, a8 names.

Thus, consicderable has heen saicd by the rabbis

and later writers about the psculiar vet interesting
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history of the name T\ 19 , which shall occupy
most of our consideration in this work. Here and
there in the gzreat storehouse of Jewish literature
we also Tfound single references *to other divine
nares. In fact we =2ndeavored to present everything
that tradition had to say on th=s suhiect in aoues-
tion. Ve were cereful to give in full the opinions
of the chief authorities and wherever vossible to
volunteer a statement as to our preference of opin-
ion. Ye have avoided lengthy rhiloln7zical discuss-
ions that surround each name, being incapable of

nossessing any discriminative indgment in the matter.
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EXUMERATION
of +the

DIVIXNFPF NAMPES

The first auestion that presents itself to vus
vpon entrance to our subiject uprover is, "Vhat are
the naé%a of' God in the Eibhle?" Not few are the ex-
pressions by which Cod was Xnown to the ancient Fe-
hrew.

Tradition divides all names into twvo broad
classes, viz: (1) ;M\ \pw "nomina propria" or the
names sioner,(2) \"lJ:: attribrtes. It remeins
to ta detemmined which are the "nomina nropria" and
which *he attributes, for tradition by no reans agrees
as 0 the mumber 4hat belong to the first eclass. An-
other hroad cdivision regards T\ as the only nrov-
er name while all the others are looked upon as Y’IJJ

"lms Pashi in Sanhedr. 662 ‘o the words swuda bb‘.)p
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e ©°NPR (1IRD 135 o
renarks : Tialk \ \ i

The inference to be derived is evident.

Before proceeding to give the different views
neld in reference to the enumeration of +he divine
nrames, it is interesting to note that in Widrash R.
to FMum.17:13 we Tind seventy givern as the number of
names belonginz to r‘.or‘:.l This, of course, includes
211 the attributes sseribed to him throughout the Bi-
hle.” The Targum to Shir Vashirim 2:17 tells us ex-
pressly that the | PR \N2W2 V9D xah Xpw 3

Besides the names known to us, there was supposed
to have existed 8 seventv-two-letter name. Kiddushim
71%  also apeaks of n forty-two-letter name ( \1 aw
0o

0W ) and a trelve-letter name (MY T'NW = av
PIpIx ) — =ormetimes, in pronunciation,tsking the
place of the tetragammation ( JVi*,ma y1IX |2 30 )

Now as to the nmumber of names prouwer. A horaitha

in Shevvoth 357 nlaces the munber,that are not permit-

1 :1'1'13 15 wo Mo oryade Tas YR S5yo 5?' ]’J”v

Tor emmeration of these 70 names see Jacobben Asher's

3 2or second dayi papae (9-33aex wdn DY Cpoad
For all other references to the 70 names aee Zung
Gottesdienntli—bﬂ-un..‘:a,
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ted to be erased after onca written,at nine. Ve
take it for granted that the prohibition to ersse
2 name is eguivelent to an assertion of its being
one of the holy names of God.

2D \-Tmp_n \v;\o rMpw @\ ﬁ"‘o-m mMow v

oK, asp5r  a*abx b bx

X WXV . ]
B ' 'TW " :1 -1-.': J‘fh qb‘k

Eal i =44

This list,ss is readily rnoticed,contains anong
others, one name ( D> A 2R ) in different forms,
and therefore when properly redunced becomes seven.

In J.Megil 1:9 eleven enmumer=ted names also con-
tain eertain variations of orne name that cannot be
counted an senarate designations. In MWasechta Sof-
erir 4,the number of nemes that are invested with
such holiness as not to nermit of being erased is
nroperly reduced to six and sccording to Fabbhi Jose,
who places the nare g ;x2¢ ir the ecategory of 5m=

not divine, the 1list dwindles down to five, viz:

' ' ] f
TVTX VX prax , s:-n ‘rl" ’ Tp‘p ?Sx ,.P5T ‘15!
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This enumeration, with the retention of IRy
(which Jose excluded ), and the omission of —s>mK
oy s X 7@ A which is nothing more than the bibli-
cal etymology for Jahwe, we have come %0 regard as
the one containing all the nemes of Cod that can
crorerly be called such. All other designations
are to be regarded as \"‘4:’1

Fieronyims in epistle "one hundred and thirty
six"? apesks of ten names of fod that are used by the
thTBWS.5 In his list he adds to the nemees already
mentioned in Shevvwoth 35% - 1 5% 2 (el
Thaae three names are, indeed, found as striet and
absolute -designations of GSod: the Tirst, however,
we vaadily recognire za the singular of = nbr,
and the last +two are renerally regarded as ahhrevin-
ted forms of .\ * °,therefore calling for no spec-

ial trestment.

Ligin inmo as@ niobd ¥ erumerates 3aven nunes.
of Cod Dhased upon 1012w 35 a.

3 . r e

=This unverified ref.taken from Dalman Adonaj:p.36.
“Abboth de Pabbi Nasthan (36 ) also hes ten names with

slight modirication.
430e Geiger Ursch u.Nebers d.Bibel p.274 ff;7.A.VW.
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According *o ¥rubin 18" (see also Fesach 503

-t

and K1dd.71%) N7 took the place of a7 vhen the

-

latter, after the death of Simon,the Just,ceased

being pronounced.

] LJ
gﬁp'nn:z 1apw Db Y3g5% |2 2rey X'

L5 90xa¢ SV WA WwRpere abiyb ¢
72 BSOS, pwwln

Hartert Rnynesl har ardvanced *+he hynotheais fhat

“he Jews of the exile in the Tifth century 5.C. pro-
nounced — 1\ Aas Jahwe anrd that those at home wnro-
nouvnced it Jahn, hence the Iform 77« The
avidence, hovever, does not seem ‘o he sufficient or

conclusive,

1898 pp 172-180.Fd ¥oniz. "iie Torrell genetische
“eghselbezielnny der heiden "drter Jahwely und
Jahtd: 7. A.V.1896 pu 1-16. The oxigin o7 the form
or the Livine name.

“The Ideg o1 God ant *lLe Moral Sense in +he Light or
lanpuare,



i8

MFANING OF JAHYE

Language is the vehicle or thought, of ideas.

A veople's vocabulary rrenuently reveals its inner
life. Philology often holdis “he Xey to an ancient
civilization. 1In religion, as in philosophy and
ncience, there exists a close correspondsnce between
external fact and internal thought. The religious
consciousrness of a primitive people c2n he read in
it expressions Zor the spiritual. A simple word or
vhrase nay throw some light uvwpon the conceptions held
regarding the daity.

“he "God who comes trom Sinai" (DNt.33.2) shovs
Israel to be likﬁ the other Semitic peoples in the
matter of localizing their God. The name "Baal" tivj
en to HFim after the Jews wers fairly settled in Ca-
raan is the record of an advance made hy the Jews rrom

ronedic state to an agricultural people,or the ~volu-
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tion of Jahwe,hitherto the God of Sinai, to the God
of Canaan (Hos ©:3: IS.26:19) or the God of egricul-
e

ture. The descriptive title Flyon ( vugro-ToS )
bespeaks a time when the Jews, like the Xindred na-
tions, proclaimed their God tc »e superior to all oth-
er Cods, whose existence was by no means doubted.

Thus, we may affirm with reasonable certainty,
that every name was originally something more than a
mere title or desigration: it contained within it-
gelf, 3t the outset, some living,~oncrete ide& which
in later times was f'reavently rorgotten or misunder-
atooa.

vhet then,we ask, was the leading or underlying
ideg vwhich the ancient Semite intended to0 convey by
tile rare 1" . The answer, as in the case of
the other divine names, it must be confessed, can on-
iy e conjectural. There exists a great diversity of

opinion regzrding the n>»izin and reaning of Jahwe.
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One thing is readily no*iced by the casual read-
er, that while all other names of Cod may at the same
time be zeneric expressions for deities,Jahwe was
used of the one God alone, never ot heathen deities
or by h@&thenﬁ.l Unlike otner designations, its ap-
vlication is nowhere doubtful or arbiguous,(with the
exeevtion,according to some of the rabbis of Jdg.
20:13-23 - see Shevuoth 3bb ). It is never open to
the two-fold interpretation of heinz holv or profane.
The name Jahwe, it was suuposed,expressed ner excel-

l1=ance *he holiness and assence n’ ‘odg 30 that as a

’
remlt it was invested i*h such raverence and awe as
+*n avoke a nrohibition azainst its heing pronounced
in ordinary or daily conversation.
Thovzh the etymology of Ny is doubtful,we
founc that modern 2rities ars one in declaringz Jahwe
3

to he originelly some Xind of nature Cod. The theo-

phanies ars nsually sccompanied by some nature dis-

lase A.B.Davidson's note to Jn.1l:21, Cheyne's nocte 1o
., Is 40:12 (in his comm. )

“see TN to Is 42:R

2see Smend 1892 1.208
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turbancas. The law is given to Moses in the nmidst
of thunder and lightning. His "cherubiin” have been
interpreted to mean the stoirm clouds and liis "Sera-
phim" the lightning of heaven .l Characteristic of a
tempest God,it has been shown are common,to many of
the pre-historic rods.

The primitve nature of Jahwe having heen dis-
covered throngh the telling evidence nf_certain pass-
sres in the Bible, etymolozists have attempted %o
find some indication of this nature in the wordninn
whose etymon is otherwise entirely nncertain.

Ac~ordingly ¥wald derived the name from the A-
rabic i to fall, to hlow, to breathe. Taking
Tin as a czusative form, he comes to the conciusion
<14t the nams contains some idea of a lightning Cod,
ore ¥ro csmaes to fall,who prostrates. Or it may sig-
niry a tempest Nod, one who causes to blow.

\\’

Others agein,vwishing to retain the biblical

loarnill Prophets of Iarael 1.21
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idea of the name as "to be" derive ik
-from an Aramaic stem R

The older Jewlsh exegetes point +o the faet that
the interchange of van and Yod is frequent. To

this effect Nachmanides savs:
ﬁ
"KEAPIA AT AL R lox U XWp X

1L rnb A 7P 22490 o s

It is not unnlikely that there existed =n olden
form o =~} 88 1| ,%races of which are still
to be Tound in passazes that have a predilection
for antiaquated forms,c.p. (1 Is.18:14,
Gn.27:29. In the course of our study this year, e
have com> across the interesting ¥ethid > 32d
in JH.6:2 which the Kere changes into 2 3} i
vhich is zenerally rendered as "my calamity”. This,
- perhans, may he indiecative or the existence in He-

hrew of a =tem S 1 bearing th: same idea that

mwald 7ished to convey Hv his Lrabic derivation.

lonotes from "Ben Chananya" 1862 p.372. See also

¥a makes yoibe || to HLbw> and 7’

to ~p




We thus find 21l opinions regarding the basic
meaning of‘;wl?T‘ flowing into two main streams. The
on= represented by ¥Fwald,Iinding in the name, traces
of 2 nature God, the other represented by the ety-
mology of the Eible itself ,finding in it some ices
of "to be", "to exist".

"ith the removal of one difficulty anokher hy-
dra-like arises. The nuestion of the derivation of
Jahwe being conj~scturally detersined, we are confront-
ed by another nuestion,asking "'het kind of a form is

T\ and what is its consequent meaning?"

Lazarde maintained that 7 #as a Fiphil or
causative form, and he therefore attrihuted %o it
aome such meaning as "to cause to oxist". "to bring
into heing". ©But, it has heen clearly demonstrated
tnhat "no Serite of those days ever described the cre=s-
tive power of Tod as a'cz21ling intc existence'.”

"ith an emzl disregard of an historical per-

apective of +lie human consciousness, others.t

lray Aifferent etymologies nnd rerarke corcerning
t,hem see Smend Alt.Peliz.Cesch.note p.21.;als0
¥ .Pohertson Smith Propn.of Israel 1.386 ff.
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(and among them our Jewish philosophers ) have at-
tempted to deduce from the name, the prineciple of
Fia eternity, immitability or aseity. "God was,

is, and will be" was a popular explanation of the
meaning of TnY 1. This the Vidrash expresses

a9 followa:—2
I '!)
Xk 23K onb 2vx puwb Papn 'S5ex

;\35 'T’J"J-\.b w7 2AXL pwoy KW ARl 2P e

The primitive mind 4id not busy itself with
abstrnctions. It was wnable %o “hinxX of Jahwe as
s metaphysical antity which later vriters have
rezd into the name. ¥Fe was worshipped &as s liv-
ing,u2raonal force:. as One 7ho was #ith Israel in
its ionrneys and who sometimes withdrew his pres-
ance [ 1iterally ) hecause of some displeasure.

This personal relation between God and Fis
people iz corractly hrought ont in the rabrinical
interpretation of —HaXx T0K —v7X  which,we said,

was the earliest =2tymology of ~ 172 theat we possess.

lrarzum Jonathan Dt.Y¥X:39
“1idragh =abba to "x.3:14.
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‘TR YR o

That the phrase in auvestion (Fx.3:14) is by no means
clear 13 already evidenced by the different inter-
pretations that tradition has offered us.

god had heard the cry of the Israelites in dis-
tress. He épaearn‘unto Yoses and tells him of the
mission he i3 to fulfill. Yoses with characteristic
modesty ~xelaims, "Vho am I that I should zo unto
Pharaoh?" God tin2n assures him of His presence in
all that Yoses will do. Then the law-giver, with a
zood insight into +he character or the people whom
ne is to liherate,said unto ~od,"Behold,when 1 cone
unto the children of Isra=1 and I shall say unto them,
“‘he fon of your fathers hath sent me unto you. and
they shall say unto me,'¥het is Fis name'? What shall
I sy unto them?" And Cod saida unto Moses" I AM THAT

DOAR

I AM" ( DOX YUX ).

Thus 8hall *hou say unto the children of Israel

I AM { ~*7 A ) hath sent me unto vou".



An oracular deliverance this,7or %the particular
foree of the explanation is not apparent:. hinnce the
many sattempts to explain it. .The passage,it has al-
ready bheen said, cannot hear any or the metaphysical
conceptions, svch as the ahsolute existence,tie un-
changeableness or eternity of God, which translaztors
and commzentators have ascribed to it. But,surely,
+he +ime of its vtterance would rdemand that it have
snme practical bearing in the way of comiort or as-
svrance of help in “he distressint situnation of the
neople in hondage.

“e,thierefore,think that one of the rabbinic in-
tersretations was eminently correct when it saiq,
that the vessege paravhrased, wonld read:
nJust as I am with them in their present troubles,so
I #i11 be with them in th=2ir future ‘rouhlés.l In

other words,they will discover that I am “heir help-

0

n-r'

lierachoth gP: ytdr.r.4o chapt.3: Reshi to Fx.3:14;
%ee 5180 Kusari ¥assel Fd.Chapt.lV.3p.30+4.

“ger Spend Alt.Pelir.Cesch.p.21: also Fen Chananya
1862 p.38.
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Others again, in common with another tradition-
al interpretation of +he passage (Mid.r.to ¥x.3)
have taken the answer to be a "nomen nescio" one.
That is to say, Cod's =ssence cannot be expressed
by any word or words. This idea of namelessness or
indefiniteness ins indeed indicated by the peculiar
vet not untrequently occurring "idem per idem" con-
strvction,l c.T.1I. Sam.15:20; Fx.16:23: Fx.3319.
Crammatically translated, the phrase would read"be
I vhet I mey". VYet, in spite of such strong analogy
in favor of +he indefinite meaning or *he phrase

—vTR qOoRr D A L1t is harcly probable that
the awfnlness and majesty of’ God, vould te impress-
ed upon +he Israelites who were %o ask "Vhet is His
name?"

The Versions differ in their rendering of the

vhragse. The Peshita, Targum,Onkelos and Saadya,z

retaining the original lebrew, naxe no effort to in-

150@ Driver's Febrew Tenses.n.33 note b.

?phillipson's Bible form.to Fx.3:14
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fort to interpret or translate the phrase. This may
be due to the fact that they regarded it as one of
the names of God. VYe have, indeed, seen that in the
emumeration of the divine name tradition has includ-
ed: PN WA TPIX which, 1like ~iI™~ was
not permitted to be erased.

The Septuagint followed by Philo and Zunz trans-—
late the phrase in this manner: '-.1!23 s & dov
"I am He Yho is." The Hellenistic tradition regards
the passapge as a proof of the ahsolute being and a-
seity of GCod in contradistinction to the Palestinian
vhich finds in it the imrmtahility and eternity of
nod. Aquila and Theodotian, always faithful to the
original, translate 1iterally: feomac o5 toomas Thus
far the versions throw no light uvpon our text.

The Targsumir Jonathan and Yerushalmi poorly para-
phrase — K mwx 7 7YX SO0 as to0 bear a mean-—

ing akin to the biblical phrase "He said and it was"

Lot 0 KQE’IJB _’O‘T)
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Jenathan
The Targum of Ben Uziel to this passage we found

wanting.

There is no doubt that the - '7xX which immediate-
ly follows the?q-m —~ox T’'TR is an abbreviated
form of the later expreasion.l —° T A 1t has
been suggested, iz emivalent to L but this
is mere conjecture. The rabbis explained the short-
ened form —H->n X as follows:

Yhen God told Moses that Fe would be with His
people in the future trouble as well as in the pres-
ent ,Moses exclaimed:- "0 Lord, the present troubles
are sufficient, why mention future troubles." God
then told Moses t0 simply tell the peonle sanbe P X 2

Theodoret ,it seems identified o'ox with pap»
(perhaps hecavse of his ignorance of the Hebrew )for,
after translating the phrase prax Jwx 7'iX 88 &(W

fome & WY

’ b

& mep  EBpalos dpparce

, he immediately adds, too9To

lsee Ibn ¥zra on the passage. 2
?See Rashi to the passage. Also Berachoth 2.
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HISTORICAL RISE OF JAHWE

The discussion of Fx.3:14 ff has brought us to
the next point to be considered. To whom was Jahwe
originally known and when came he to be known as the
God of Israel? According to Fx.3:13 ff and Fx.6:3,
Flohim, or the F1l Shaddai of the patriarchs, revealed
himself as Jahwe for the first time unto Voses. As
a matter of fact we do find God calling himself Jahwe
in the book of Genesis. It has therefore been claim-
ed that such passages cannot be assigned to the author
of Fx.3:13-15 or of Fx.6:2-3. Yet it has been shown
that the narrative containing God as Jahwe can be as-
cribed without hesitation to later manipulation or
cormption of the text.l

rashi to Fx.6:%5 has given a hitherto commonly ac-

cepted explanation of the fact that we find Jahwe in

renesis,the statements in Fxodus to the contrary not-

lror modern views see Kueven The Hexateuch p.60.
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withstanding. For our exponent of tradition, God
as Jahwe, is one step in advance of “tw Y® the pro-
cess of revelation. As Fl Shaddai he gave the pat-
riarchs certain assurances of the welfare of their
descendants; as Jahwe le was to redeem his promises.

In the words of Rashi,
*Tv 5a -I'-pb N \‘7::1 INWLADN O NAp 3,

7""59“? Lo PINR DTe 2 DMS cPID) RP
M 92T Npeb PRI PN TR Ap,

PP T x5y =z2'pPO2D
Jahwe in other words,

was the Cod of revelation whose trie nature became
kxnown only through an historical process. F1l Shaddai
s0 to abeak was the potential Jahwe.

Astrue, who, it will be remembered, was the first
to advocate the plural authorship of the Pentateuch,
volunteers a similar explanation for the removal of
the difficulty when he says,"lLe passage de 1l'Fxode

bien entendu ne preuve point que le nom de Jehova Tut
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un nom de Dieu inconm aux Patriarches et reveléd a
Moyse le premier mais prouve seulement que Dieu
n'avait pas fait connoitre aux Patriarches toutes
1l'entendve de la signirication de ce nom au lieu
qu'il 1'a manifestee a Moyse.'l

Ibn ¥zra quotes the interpretation of Saadya,
who removes the apparent contradiction caused by the
statement found in Genesis, by saying that the word

rrnb is to he understood after N « He thus

makes the passage read as follows: "And I was not
known unto them by my name Jahwe alone".
{ﬁ 0Y2 0go! TW Sra DID "n But, at times, he contin-
uved, I apoeared unto the patriarchs as Fl1 Shaddail and
at times as Jahve.

Jehnda Falevi (Kusari 11:2) after making a gram-
matical remark similar to that made by Ibn Fzra,name-
1y o T"’.ll-l-ll" POV sTw LSa Praw

proceeds to explain that cod did not reveal himself

1Quoted from Delitzsch Kommentar Uber Genesis 26 ff.
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to the patriarchs with the accompaniments of the
supernatural, becauvse they were "faithful". Theirs,
was a trust that did not think of questioning the
omnivotence or the omnipresence of the Infinite, but
the Israelites, who because of their trials were in-
clined to be skeptical. He revealed His trve nature.
He was therefore known to them as Jahwe- the >t bx
in action.

In general, modern critics agree that Jahwe, as
e name of God was in existence before it was used as
the designation for the national fod of Israel,and
that it received its special significance with the
political birth of our people.

a
¥From whom, then did Moses adopt the deity as

{1
Jahwe? Some take it that Voses most naturally re-
ceived 81l his ideas from the home of his birth and
aducation. As evidence of this they point to the i-

dentity of phrase, in the "I am that I am" and the
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Fgyptian saying "Nuk pu Nuk". It has been shown,
however, that the latter phrase has no reference

to Cod or gods. The strongest proof, moreover,that
Jahwe was not known in Fgypt is found in Pharaoh's
o¥n words,"WVho is Jahwe that I should obey his voice
and let Israel go?"

Tiele,Stade and others take it that Woses learnc
of Jahwe through the Midianites, in whose midst  he
had spent some time upon becoming a son-in-law of
Jethro. In favor of this coniecture,Jethro's aid and
counsel and t+he proximity of his home to ¥t.Sinai are
looked upon as strong evidence. The Kenites, the
tribe of Joseph and even the Phoenicians have been
honored by some, with the claim that they originally
had Jahwe as their God.

Whatever be the source from which Moses drew his
religious inspiration, it stands to reason that in or-

der to gain the general support and interest of the
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Israelites he was constrained to appeal to them
through a God who possessed a common interest for
them, and, moreover, by a name with which they
were already familiar, "for a new name would mean
a new God,."l
It appears, therefore, that the tribes living
in Goshen acknowledged a common ancestry and that
their God was Jahwe, an appeal to whom served Moses
as a practical starting point in his efforts to form
a nation out of the enslaved masses before him.
Prior kﬁowledge of Jahwe in the family of Yoses
has been maintained on the ground that the name of
his mother ‘“T22) contains traces of that namez.
but the infant science of higher criticism will not
nermit this statement to pass Tor proof inasmuch as
the name Yochebed may be of later origin.

In general,however,it is true that certain pe-

riods show 2 predilection for proper names, compounded

lSmend note to ».18
ZSee Hebrew Proper Names (.Buchanan Gray v.257
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with a certain namé of cod. These names,therefore,
are strong indications as to what divine name was
best known or most freguently used. FHebrew proper
neames in common with those of other peoples, were
frequently vehicles of prevailing ideas or concep-
tions.

Thus, when the religious syncretism of Jahwe
and Baal worship took place after the conquest of
the land of Canaan, prover names compounded with
Baal became frequent. Of especial signiricance is
it that they are common amons the royal names of
the Fouse of Saul and of David.

The increasing and diminishing number of the
corpounds vith Lwxor » in certsin periods "ergues
with considerable probability to the approximate
1a%e when the corresponding names of God flourish-
ed and decayed."

That Jahwe was not the common name by «hich
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God was known before the Exodus, is shown in the
very few compounds with i~ , (and these zre of
doubtful date ) while those with Ly are quite mu-
merous. And again, after the ¥xodus, the number

of names in which enters into composition grad-
vally increases. When, however, the name Jahwe

for certain reasons was suppressed, a reaction in

1
favor of proper names compounded with L set in.

liuchanan Gray Hebrew Proper !ames p.256.
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SUPPRESSION OF THE NAME JAHYE.

In not a few passages of the Bible the word
axr t|ni;;;; used of God, is spoken of in a manner
that in time came to invest the name Jahwe with a
holiness almost equal to that of God himself. Now
we read that the "name" of the Lord they God shall
not be takxen in vain, (¥x.20,7-Lev.12:12) and now
of the duty "to fear this glorious and fearful name"
(DPt.28:58). The name Jahwe is & stronghold (Prov.
1€:10). Cod's blessing is assured in all places
where he causes "his name" to be remembered (¥x.20:24).
God has chosen Jerusalem as the city in which to
place "his name". (IK.11:36-Neh.1:9). The priests
shall place my name upon the children of Israel that
I may bless them (Ex.ﬁ:z?).l

From passages such as these,it is evident that

"the name" was in some merner identified or associa-

1 See Dalman Adonal .pp.63-67
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ted with God, with His spirit or presence. It is
not likely that ow or > pPuvas vet had reference to
the written or spoken word. To say He caused His
name to dwell in a place, was equivalent to assert-
ing His presence in that locality.

vaet we can readily perceive how this constant
use of the phrase "my name", or *the name" when used
in reference to God, gave to the written word Jahwe
a2 sanctity and sacredness that almost rendered it too
holy for human 1lips, thus leading to its final sup-
pression.

In rabhinical literature the name is avoided en-
tirely except when quoted in its abbreviated fbrm';1
or as ‘717’ ; which change of letters finds its parall-
el 1na“('§m for @™ D5x . In the place of Jahwe the
rabbis have used many synonyms that admirably attempt
0 express the highest and broadest conception of the

Deity.1 A consideration of these names is beyond the

For all synonyms see Landav Synonyma fir Gott pp 6-10
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province of this work.

It has been pointed out that the indevendent
use of gQuTTor Cod so frequent in post-biblical
literature is already found in the Bible.l
(Lev.24:11,16 Chron.13:6). But it is not probable
that pw was used in these passages with the purpose
that mﬁde it such a common substitute for Jahwe with
the rabbis.

There is, however,one fact that seems to prove
quite conclusively that the promnciation or rather
the use of Jahwe was avoided in later biblical times.
Thus,we find that the boox of Wather avoids the men-
tion of any name of God. Ecclesiastes though fre-
ovently using o pby studiously avoids -yp> The
books of Job, Daniel (-—yp~ occurring only in the
Pre-Rloh. portion IX:5-20), ®zra,Rehemia and Chroni-
cles present hut few passages with\i* ; Job using

it ='75% and Sk quite freguently end the

1Geiger Urschrift und Ueben der Bibel p.274;
Dalman Adonaj p.45. See also Steinschneider Jew-
ish Literature in Hebrew: Syw? Moo
pe7 Note 2.
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last four > J\TXK . One, reading the later books of
the canon, cannot but be struck by the fact that the
designation Jahwe for some reason is eschewed.

And what may this reason be? The one commonly
advanced and already stated is, that the name becom-
ing closely identified with God, assumed & holiness
thet permitted it to be pronounced only on special
occasions.

Zirmmermann departing from the traditional view,
advances the theory thatar?$$after the exile became
the 'ﬁoman nroprium" of God,1 that with the advance
of monotheism, the ™\’ ,the national God of Israel,
gave vay tom oy , the universal God and hence the
prophet's words @ TeA N DI

In keeping with his view Zimmerman places the
¥lohistic Psalms 42-83 in an advanced stage of mono-
theism. Lagarde, following tradition, attributes the

persistent use of Flohim in these Psalms to the pro-

1 Riohim p.68 ff
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hibition against uttering the name Jahwe. But Zim-
mermann shows this explanation to be faulty, in

that, it does not account for the several times

that 7Y\ does occur in these Flohistic Psalms.
Then he himself proceeds to account for the fact by
stating that it was the prerogative of the poet to
use obsolete forms and words and that it was natur-
al, therefore, that they should take this name from
Jahwistic documents; especially so, since the old na-
tional name Jahwe still had some hold upon the peo-
ple but not with its original significance. It may
not be amiss in this connection to call attention to
the fact that for Zimmermann there is also a post-
Elchistic period (300-150 5.C.) that is characteriz-
ed by the use of2°n»DX . This he shows by pointing
out the fact that wherever the pre-Flohist or the Hen-
otheist used S 1\D* and the Flohist o -~n5x there

post-Elohist used = T 5%X?D ;1 and that also, when in

1For citation of passage see p.56.
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the Flohist redaction we find the double name of piin>
os»5X , in the writings of Fzra, Nehemia and Chron-
icles (post-Elohistic) we find = hoa 2095

Yhat has tradition to say regarding the sup-
pression of the name yp* ? It i1s well known that
the Mishna and like post-biblical litersature as cod-
ifications of the oral law were concerned not only
in establishing new laws for new occasions, btut also
in finding biblical support for customs and tradit-
ions, that unquestioned, were in vogue among the peo-
ple. Thus, there can be no doubt, that the rabbis
finding this custom of avoiding the ineffable name
firmly established, set about to find the biblical
injunction to that effect.

It was considered a most grievous sin in their
day to give expression to "the name" as written.

Divine ovunishment overtook him who pronounced the tet-



ragammaton. This is learnt from a statement made by
Rrabbi Saul, one of the oldest teachers in the Mishna.
Among several acts which he enmumerates as depriving
man from an 1nhgritance in the world to come, he in-
cludes him who speaks the name Jahwe as it is writ-
ten Snisd r&r' S \'* I*Fremxa gup PRION Q1
Not s few other passages to this effect are
found.

#ut whence such opinion? VYhich the hiblical nas-
sage that has evoked such severe condemnation? Ve find
that Targun Onkelos to Lev.24:16 (a2 much abused, and
misinterpreted passage ) reads into the verse a de-

cree o death against one guilty of pronouncing the

neme of God, expressing it as Tollowst
5@Pn? ﬁbo?px NY APV WOT

> P
In this passage (&7 2%’ D UW '.“J.'?.;l ) we have

one of the oldest grounds for suppressing the name

Jahwe. :LILI was wrongly interpreted to mean

lsee also Abhoth De Pabbi Nathan 36
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"to express" (W19 Y ) tod's name according to its
consonants." The Septuagint to this verse reads:
zioun}twq S To S4o ma kurn'oo Oc.vhy
90- va to 0'3-9' w
This shows how early this misinterpretation of the
vassage was in vogue. This translation was gener-
ally understood by the later GreeX writers and com-
mentators as implying capitz2l punishment for the
mere pronunciation of the tetragammaton.

The whole context of lev.24:11-16, however,
clearly shows that the punishment ol death has ref-
erernce only to him whe curses or blasphemes the name
of Cod or with the name o Cod. Our text does not
prohibit 4he uvse of the name of God bhut its misuse.
1his the Jewish authorities recognized when they said

Wi WK T VT WX JTARA (¥ish.
Sanhedr.7:5 also Sifra to Lev.24:11) to which Barti-

noro in his commentary aays: 20, \2)

! .
w2 AV QL l:!\'l.ll =1 D.P.UI. pxiw ocwva

J

-———
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To this effect also Sanhedr 662
IBRL V2R 55?“-" PP aw RPA2 ':nfn o)

2w D')'b?sw T4 =P 1K

I+ is interesting to note in this connection,
that while the Babylonian Tergum to Lev.24:16 reads
'—P-‘- ApW WDt ,the Palestinian readsOION Y
i'_\" vl In 8 later targumic recension QNN is drop-
ped and W9 i3 found alone. This fact LOW has tak-
en as one of the proofs for his thesis, that the sup-
pression of the tetragarmaton hecame common in Pales-
tine mich later than i* did in other countries, and
that 1lev.24:16 was to the Palestinian merely an in-
iunction arainat the misuse of *he name while to the
RBabylonian and Alexandrian Jew, in whose milst the
Septuagint came into being, it served as a direct nro-

: |
hihition +o0o vwronounzte th= name.

Fx.20:7 (NIDB T QW IR K> xL ) was also

mininterpreted v aome as referring to the utterance

%
“gesammelte Terke Vold p.203 ff.
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of the D21 O in ordinary conversation.

but there can hardly he any doubt as to the real
meaning of the command. Jewish sources have given
+he proper intervretation to +the verse (vid.Joseph
Ant.III 5° Tarpum Onkelos; Sabhath 1200 end Shevuoth
18 £).

The Samaritans who,according to L3w, avoided
+the mention of the name Jahwe even hefore the Pal-
estinian Jews, replaced it by X »*@ ,the Qo
of rebbinic literature. They unlike the Jews, as
Crunbauwmr has well pointed out, grounded tlie prohib-
ition to ntter the divine name in ouestion upon the
much ahused passage lev.24:16. Yor, the Samaritans,
instead of translating 2y by tD:-‘-",lD%'-’ aoih the
word vsually found in connection with *he idea of
cursing or blaspheming, paraphased it by the wordp&x
wrhich in Syriac bhears +he meaning or "reading letter

for letter" (1legit syllabim). This, Crunbaum be-
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lieves settles beyond a question, the Samaritan ba-
sis Tor the suppression of the name. But the valid-
ity of this proof is entirely dependent upon the cor-
rectness of meaning given to %\zx .

Ve found that Dalman, by this word, tries to
prove the contrary oi Grinbaum's contention. r:zx.
he says contains the idea of swearing or magic.
¥onee, he infers that the Samaritans also interpret-
nd e vassage as having reference to the use of
~04's name in oatha.l If lalman's statement be cor-
roct, *hen the Samaritan interpretation agrees with
the Palestinian, which Hieronvms, under the influ-
ence of Jewish teaching, also accepted, as is evi-
denced in his translation of the verse: "¥Ft ocvi
»laspheraverit nomen omini morte moristur".

Having shovn that lev.f4:16 was not as was

thovght by «ome, the conron ground for the prohibi-

*ion to pronounce tie tetragammaton, we ask, whence

lyishna Senhed. 10:1; Aboda Zara 18%; Ahhoth de Pahbi
Nathan 3%.
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nid they deduce the prohibhition?

The custom, it has already been sezid, was firm-
1y esteblished srd its transgression carried with
it divine p‘unismnen‘t..1 It now remained for the rab-
tis to legalize the custom hy deducing it from the
Zible. This they did by the distinctiveOuw’ny »149
method originated by Nehum of Cirzo rn’ developed by
P, Akiba, which fact has been tzken as proof of the
lateness of ‘he law that was deduced from the words
of Tx:53:16 T TR a3y i obab np py
The rAafective aspelling of 3aid tli» rabhis,
certainly irmplies that it may te vocalized Aiffer-
éntly, an® thus bhear en entirely new reaning.
Thus Yalkut ,hased upon fw'j..i-.'l.'?].;I an4i Pesach 502

r
comrents npon +the onassage: |'1 Dol abyb rpw 03

' &
KOK IR IBIX 'RU 5953 P31 EReera T PR e *Sw
SO rOTR WAoo
Pagni to the same =2ir'ect savs:

W p3 ASHXRI PR pw vinbe WPV 38 cPw

Y>3 WK qwp I ¥ T P

1"";'=hna anh~d.10:1. Ahoda zZarna 182; phhoth 4de Pabbi
Nathan 36.



In other words, it was helieved that Cod had
civen two names to Yoses hy vhiech he was to be known.

One was 1o he concealed ( t:-.|>)35 Jor rather not ut-

tered, the other to he pronounced ( *5% ). P
wa8 10 he a perpetual Kere, in the words of

kidd 71 (also Pesach 50?) »yn apo4 1k xb
P '
J‘b‘T u..| K IR *w‘-)_ji a2 N 2 yDY R iL\

Taving noted the Jewish sonrces, e naturally
asXx, "hat have our early sourees *o say on the sub-
ject? Philo in hiis Vita Vonmsl nueakn 40 the errect
+hut the disciplies of Moses did not lightly esteem

the mentioning of cod's nare. Fe then contimes
s S¢ TIs ou Ae’Yw 3A aut’-vl u..‘»io-et(.\/ €rs
=, ' i Y - ’ ’ \
Sov  av tJDwnu.\. Ia, O <w~ A:uf)ﬂlJ e % Py

\ ’ ' r '
Koaa ToX wnoere v a.itn.tjbw5 «veov

/ \ e * g
4’4\3:ng060~\ TO ©YO avo_ 9&\'..1:!4“4 Viie welvatw

\ i
Tty " .
il 4
In this steatement our anthor uvndoubtedly has in view

iev.7%4:16 ana %x.20:7. Philo also speaks of the tet-

- 0 - O y
Yo 5 tpls wrTao l\_(.\.‘ watt’ﬂ.i o ¢l
"

'\"-'“-Gf-fut%ug be'ang LKovsiy lead ke,ew ey
“"‘"5 a.l.hu DoudeEvl Cmo vy T pPlraV 0V da ol
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ragrammaton as one "which only those who have ears
an? tongues purified by wisdom have s right 4o hear
i utter in roly places but no one heaides. !
Josegphus 2 lilewise shows how Tirmly the custom
of no* pronouncing the name Jahwe was established in
his day. Fe,%or, considers it a transgression of a
divine | A€ w(s ) law +o0 utter the "ineffahie"

’

-~ —
name. ¥e says: o© OteS @vTw T ALVEl
—
\

3 = 14
t':,y taorov KPDU‘ v"yoj'il R B R e nef‘
%5 o':t; 4.4.51. 6‘6:4.1', E;n Er\/

Josephia, con<idering it "unlawful® for him to

sueak tle Aivine name, noes not even dare to give the
rxact wnrds of +the decalogue.a For,sveaking of the
3inaitic revelation, he says,"And they heard a voice
that came to all of them fror above, insom:ich that

ro one or these words escaped then, hich Voses wrote

on *wo tzblets,vhich it is not lawful for us to set

+
down directly, »vt their import we will declare.

l ool pen MM b"h't\:‘-

“Ant.II 12°
SAntiq,1II:5%
Tronsl.from Pd.of "illiam Vhiston vold p.193.
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The Creek writers in general, as well as the
early Church Fathers, make some mention, either di-
rectly or indirectly of the suppression of the name
Jahwe. The great difference of opinion that exists
among them regarding the correct vocalization ofi’lo>
proves cenclusively that the real pronunciation was
seldom, ir ever, heard. When speaXing of the tetra-
rammaton they would usually preface theilr remarks
ry saving that the name amongst the Jews vas :l'Of!oco v
unspeakable, citf’bf) nToesS ireffeble OT av cK‘Pwsito"
not to he mronounced according to the consonante.

In hie emmmeration of the names of God,Miernny-
mis makes the following remarks concerning the tetre-
rammaton: "ouod anekphonetos,i.e. ineffable putaver-
unt, omod nidam non intelligentes proper ~lerment a-
rm similitudinem cum in zraecis libris reperirent
_ vipidrt? 71 1egeri"1 From this we infer that in
the tire of Jerome there existed rmenuscripts in which

*tood Tor the ot the Hehrew text.

lﬁroﬁed from LOW Gesam Yerke.Vol.I ».179.



These Greek letters, it has been remarked,are evi-
dently late,Tor the old Vebrew script could not
arnAnge such transcription. The 1Tl 1s nothing
more than & letter for letter copy of —p " read

frorm left to right.



54

VOCALIZATION OF e

It is but natural that in *he course of time
the true vocalization of *he suppressed name should
ne Torgotten. There is no doubt whatever that the
vowel points of p i3~ ,3heva, cholem &nd kametz
are those of Adonai. The old 1rominciation "Jehovah"
in vogue for slmost four centuries is due %o the ig-
norance of one Petrus Calatinins of the sixteenth
cetury.

Agide from historiecal and documentary evidsnce
snowing ;71 1Y to be z conflate form, having the
consonants of one word and the vowels of another,
there are several grarmungticzl =nomalies when 71
is pronouncea to Adonai tha*t conclusively prove that
<1 present. vowels are rot its r‘-'-"h.l

(1) If the vresent vowel points are the orig-

inal ones of %' how account for the Tact %hat

l -
"nllowing reasons appearing in Gensenius' Hand Vor-

terbuch (revised by Dr.Frants Buhl ¥Fd.XI1II1) al-
1eady appeared in a work called "Decsas exercitation
vm philol. e prormunciatione nominis Jehovah,c.vroef.
RPelandis Titrech 1707,2130 in Hhook 5 pbyrex in
peragraphs ... - »- b




55

when it follows or precedes 2 _JI'TX it is vogaliz-

gd V' _'.77 '

(2) The letters :1'.3‘_) \" when prefixed to a
vord bveginnrirg with a sheva vsually have a chirik as
their vowel. This is not the case when any one of
them is prefixed *o TTHnY .

The letters "act" as if they were placed berore

“ .
w "

PINVTR, “:153\ raceiving a patacli and O a zere.
(3) The 'etters noDOY 2L following Do’ al-
ways receive a dagesn which sould not he ihe case if
+he name, as it now gtands he the original.
< [ 4
(4) Wordis like ~a10 and :‘vl‘l" , cormronly
arcented on the penult »ageiv~ accent on the nltimate
ien preceding —~ 1 hecanss 67 the Tollowing im-
nlied & (this point only in Gex. ¥4 YIII)
(5) Abhreviations of Sijvrsuch a3 @? and 7?2
~annot he eaxplained from 1 1777 (ibidem ).

- "ha last wroof that the vowels T 77 are

LAavs
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those of Adonai, of which we shall have more to s&x
izter on, is the fact that the LXX translatespijre
by Klt:f’lo‘» which is the ordinary rendering formt&
Jacob bachrach, in svite of these seemingly ir-
refuteble points attempted to prove that the pres-
ernt vowels of W yj1Y are original and that if the
temple were in existence to-day the name would bhe
vronouncea Jehovel instead of Aaonai, which of ne-
cessity took the place of the fermer when its utter—
ance was interdicted after the destruction of the

» &

temple. His cours= of reasoning is as follows:

If the vowels of ﬁTh“” are those of ?3“‘{& how is

tr»= sheva under the yod to te accounted for? (This
t0o vs is no real difriculty, as & transfer of vowels
wonld naturally necessitate the change of —; to . ,
both of which, ultimately are equivalent %o the same

half-vowel ). Azain, why did the Talrmd mention the

!‘ - Il-——
fact, "I am writter with %S9 hut read with A

1 oy pOTROR ( B %5 )
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why did it not add "and sometimes I am read with
I? X "  This question might be answered, he con-
timies, bty saying that i* was known by tradition that
Dihv was to be read ©° >N vhen preceding or
following AT R
But then,tradition eanally informs us thatpio:
was to be read » yyTR and theravore, the statement
of thes Talmud is seemingly unnecessery. Bachrach
then proceeds to show that the Talmid was after all
justified ir owitting *lie statement that p\)p~> 1s
sometimes reed o.'?bx because the vowels themselves
indiczte the fact which is not the case when piy~ is
rezad *JAITK . Fe thus comes to the conclusion that
the Kethio pyp > was also the Xers for the priests
of olAd.
1+ ia amusing to note with what seriousness he
takes it upon himself to refute the unressoned opin-

ion of those who hel:d that the vowels of T 177? are




se

those oth l__)b or of 1-“-’1'1 which,aside from the
signitricance or the meaning in these words were sup-
posed to sccount for the sheva,

raving decided to his entire satisfaction that
Jehovah wég the correct pronunciation for the tetra-
gammaton, h= folt it incumbent on hnimself to make
gom= rsmark nade by Bernfeld 1:{» W ppoon YWSIK

to tlie eifect that he saw an o0ld menuscript #ith the

which would es-

tetrazemmaton voczlized 13]}11
T i

tablish heyond a doubt the correctness of ilie vosi-

tion of those who maintain that "Jehovelh" is & con-

Tlate form with th» vowels of Adonai. 1This he does

v saving that he suvesations the asvthenticity or the

wenvacript, anc thet ever grantins 44 40 Le 3enuine,
th> chatuf vatach is most likely due to iznorance of
some scribe who heard Jehoveh prorouncea as Loonai,

» , which e thought

or becavse it was written :wrP
T

ouzht %0 he chsnzed 0 19
T



(&)
o

The moat telling proof that can be cited azainst
+hose who agree with Fachrach, is tradition itself,
which, +hrough its many coniectures ss t0 the orig-
insl form has giver & vexrdict from vhich there can be
no 2ppesl,

The eerly Creek writers finding +hs®t Adonai was
psed as a ~ubstitute for the tetragammaton whose real
pronunciation wea lost or forgotten, volunterred read-
ings porrorting to ™a +the original ones. Amongst oth-
arg, *he Tollo'ing were the most common: [a.,‘: ’l’;,&
;nd_llxu; 1 Stange helieved that this -‘eference
in the resdings is due to the fact that the Greeks
no*. knowing hor the ineffable nam~ was to he read, re-

2 _
produced i+ letter ny letter. Thus, - I, '.’:4
g-yE, 1-Uer O awd = AovE
) ’
herefore also such forms &s ‘.l_awa, Ltw or Lui

These readings according to Stange's view are nmere

sranscripts of the Febrew consonants and therefore

¥

)
‘et
A
—+
0

nberg Authen.of the ‘Pentateuch.Vol.I p.249 fT,

ZIbidemn.




60

give us no clew as to thie roal vocalization of the

L=

+etragammaton.

/
:Z—ﬁ /g£~ acrording to Theodoret, was the
2 \
name of the Sameritan fod. Fe sava: NAg Aoved §¢
r A\ =2 L\ -.. (i .
Gyuto 2a u.ﬂ.JDi(_ra_g u.‘(:v Iﬁﬁ'& Tovbaror I Aiﬁ
by vhich no ‘doubt is meant, —.p® which Theodor-
et confuses with &7
¥usnen® hae gpiven in fll a1l the arguments pro

andi con for readings of 777" + that have heen advanc-

Wy wid erent crdities. Ve can rio no bDetler than

LS
=

give +the pgist orf nia prasentation of ti2 subject.
rsreciglly &0, since we are least rapable of nOossess—
ing jucgment in matters philological.

The only posszible, and at th= szme time correct
nronunciation of I is 1177 or D iy N
sther could be intended, lor the readings of Yahu
ar Vaho (so frequent in compounde &and other shorter

“>rms, ror whose corractness Philo, Byblius, Clemens

linis feet is taken from ibidem p.24e.

o = =
“pibrert imctures of 1872 1n.308 ff.
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Alexandrimas and Orizen have been summoned as wit-
resses ) would necessitate the omission of the fourth
letter.

Assuming that Yahweh is the original form, then
the shorter forms Yah and Yahw can easily and without
the violation of any grammaticel laws be explained
as Aerivatives abridged from Jahwe.

Bu* what is to be =said regarding the witnesses
for tre promnciation of Ydo, Yal or vae? It must be
admit*ed that the anthorities for the Yahweh form and
for the shorter forms are pretty evenly balanced.
Fowever, the corsideration that the shorteninz of
proper names is quite accordant with analogy ana
tlieir lengthening or expansion unusuval, tips the °
beam of the scele in favor of the promunciation Jahwe,
te primitiveness of which is proven beyond & ques-
tion bty the appearance of the four letters Yhwh as

early az 900 B.C. on the Mesha stone (1line 18).
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portance or holiness to that of b Ik

The name, as it now stands, has aroused some
discussion as to the nature of its ending. 1Is it
that of the Tirst person plural or is it an old
poetic plural.,

For the following fe condensed statements we
are indebted to Dalman', who has fully substantiated
each statement by nany hitlical quotations which we
have omitted.

baticher in his CGrammar £68 quotes this name
as an example of a2 suffic tha* has lost its original
significance. This view, we think, is more proba-
hle +han tha*t held by Kimchi ard others ithat >AyvwAa
is a peculiar plural.

Others hold that >N TR is of the same word
formation as »>7w . This he,kpalman) shows has
heen contested v “he most prominent critics. The

original meaning of Adonal was undouhtedly "Iy Lord"

-~

Adonaj.p.20 7.

(=
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as is seen from the fact that in the Hexateuch it
i8 used only in directly addressing God. ¥hen in
these books God is indirectly spoken of as Lord,
SAVvTR gives way to \ITK?"

In succeeding times 5 yyvX like > 724 beceme
a title or name. Interesting is the fact that \rTx.
in the singular and without suffic refers 4o God
while the plural without suffic has reference to
ezrthly ﬁudges.l

The slight increase or decrease in the use of
thie name by different writers did not justify us in
arawing any definite conclusion respecting its use
in different periods, as we ¢iid in the case of the
tetrazammaton. In later literature Adonal, or the
IiA™ Y was invested with a degree of holiness
almost equzl +o that given the name which it sup-
planted, The designation 2@ though originally
nsed Ior 7' was in the course of time extended

t 0 v\ VT

lvith this fact our exclusive indebtedness +o Dal-
man ends.
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Only a few cases have been noted in which JII\T &
was zrhiguously used (l'-c. }) Pl ©7p veoM )
Tradition records a difference of opinion as to whom
the > AT A of Gn.18:3 refers.

As illustration of instances in which doubt ex-
ists as to the intended use of some divine name, we
shall treat the just-mentioned passages in particu-
lar. Abraham, seeing three men coming towards him,
hastened forward and bhowed down before them. The con-

text then continues:
e wky SR I (B PREN XL IR TNTR.TORR

Trnn Lan

Is i* nod who is adiressed or is it the men?

This 1a the question raised by the rabbis. Shevuoth

325" and 3opherim 4:6 come to *he conclusion that'JirTx
in Gen.18:3 as well als in 19:2 1is ID in
Rashi gives the two possible interpretations
G xio 3 poba L. pA r:w e & b

e Ty 15 l'l‘n.‘r'.? D’:P,vb Ik ot X XTI LD

D2 apIXT PR o407\
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Ramban rationalizes the passage by saying:

@O/ 25k P Yex2 ]I"Du DRSO ope o/ I

Difference in the interpretations of this passage
obtains also among the versions. Being foreign
+t0 the purpose of this work we did not chroncicle
the very interesting results we found by a compari-
aon of the different renderings.
¥hat we have s3aid is sufficient to illustrate

the nature of the discussion that sometimes turmns
avont the amhiguous use of a name. As said »vrx
adid not give mich opportunity for such discussion,

Y still less, while  Lx and a'nSx veing
the designations of deities in general, gave rise
(as will later be noticed) to frequent doubts es
to whether Cod, the vicegerents of God or heathen

deities were referred to.
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THE TIME IN VWHICH THE PRFADING
of

> JITR WAS SUBSTITUTED FOR 7117

The Creek translation of =4 by f(:u})!o"
has been generally aavanced == one of the proofs
indicating the early suppression of }p)~y>» . Of all
the authorities read we found that I'alman alone
maintained that this was by no reans a sure proof,1
for we have evidence of mamiscripts existing in
which the tetragammaton was not avoided but was trans-
cribed 1iterally. Tothis effect Hieronymus in his
Praefatio Pegnorum says: ¥t nomen "omini tetragam-
maton in quibuscum graecis voluminihususque hodie
antiquis expressum litteris invenimus.

Hebrew tradition points to the fact (Rashi to
¥x.3:14 to the contrary notwithstanding ) that the

utterance of the ineffable name had not always been

lidonai P.38
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prohibited. The question then arises, when and where
was its promunciation first interdicted and that of
3 )1 TX substituted in its place?

According to the traditional interpretation of
Num.8:27 the priests alone were permitted to utter
the ineffahle name while bestowing the prescribed
blessing upon the peovle. The ;325 > of verse
23 was taken to mean the letter promunciation of the
tetragammaton whicn ocenrs in the three following
verses, .l

The utterance of the neme was furthermore lim-
ited to the sacred precincts of the temple alone.
This limitation was deduced from "x.20:24 where it
said —‘-nawm 1':5 X3IK TBL PR VD3 VUK PO Loa 2
We are informed that in places outside of Jerusalen

2 )\ TX the »»ya o0f > '’ was used. Thms Mi-
drash Bamidbar r.to 6:23 Sec.ll . FoX Yhop,y 2w

\51111 I

lsee Sivhre to Num.6:22 & 27. Sota 388

“3ota 7:8-Rartinore as locum: Siphre to Numé:22;
Tamid 7:6: 3anhedr 101°
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Maimonides! with Sota 7:6 and Tamid 7:2 inview puts

tl matter as follows:

> owyt
w3t YA i T SRIVAR QAP AN '
]

(i STYONR PIATVEY Sipo 2 WAk Wniewn aw "

r L)
\apos oW PR a3 pRe POT QSR Xy \ 2o

=221 BT x5

¥e have already noted how one pronouncing "the name"
could not enter thic world to come. The rabhis even
went so far as to assert® ~O" DO jMDIH yprwn
1{“T15']q3 |INI2" Teachers,therefore, has to exercise
1+ utmost circumspection in the delivery of "the
name" to their disciples, #ho were permitted to re-
ceive it 'mut onee £ week and according to some twice
2 Teeh.s

In place of the tetragammaton, *he Talmd in-
forms us, there was given to th® paople,a twelve-
letter name of Cod: bu*t even this, az the mumber of
ignorant increased, was delivered only *to the more

discreet of the priesthood, who, in uttering the

1Niahne Tara 14:10
PNedarim 7°

3xiaq 71
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name during divine service, would utter it indis-
tinctly,"swallowing it" as it were, so as to meke
it unintelligible to those standing about.

¥e again ouote Maimonides, who has this pas-

gage of the Talmmd in view:
IPIX DTN D 0N PITDIK 2K \_‘:. oW VPXW Vs

Tar; lm 31303 n~npx 385 onrrnbab anuab

A% IO 12 T'TY BYWH DS TR A3 N

It thus appears from Kidd 71* that even the
biblical injuction to pronounce the .ineff'ahla name
in the temple was no longer in force. ¥We learn,
noreover, from Menachoth 109" and Jome 59" that this
suvppression of the tetragamraton in the "place where
fod caused his name to he remembered" astes hack to
the time of Simon the Just (¢.270 B.C.) Iut this

statement in most likely one of *he many myths *o

rvhich Vise —"., had reference when speaking of Simon

]'l'ore Hebuchim 1:62
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the Just,as serving "+o show that he was considered
the last nhigh priest in ~hom learning, piety, pa-
triotism and statesmanship were united.lu
The historical value of “lie stetement that the
prommnciation of "the name" ceased with the death
or Simon the Just, is still more to he questioned
vhen we find that according to Prlestinian authori-
ty (Joma 3:7) the tetregarmaton was leerd on the Day

of Atonerent in the Temple a3 long as it wee in ex-

istence, ©Only the nenrer in viich it was vitered

was mo'ified. In earlier times the name was pronounc-

o4 without reserve and in & voice sucible to all;
at, in times nearing the destruction of the temple
it was nttered in a subdued ton= so that R. Tarphon,
4 cotemporary of P. Johanan “. accai, was unable to
hear the real nrommnciation whi-h was <rowned in the

roices of the asccompanying uniiesto.

“hen and wvhere was the tetrazammaton ;7irst sup-

1l A A
Henhrews! Second Commonwealthh p.b53
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pressed still remains unanswer=d. LO% thinks thsat
the ¢almdic statement "I am not read as I am writ-
ten" is auite late. He believes that Egypt, the
nomz of tha Septuagint, was the first to give the
prominciation of 5 jyrx to Dipvy, that while the
later Psalmists (Palestinian) still pronounced the
tetrazamnaton (c.p.Ps.148:13 i~ oo 5502 )
the Creek “ranslators rendered it by K'JP‘O'; =

2 3V TA

The custom, lhe helieves, then - pread to Baby-
lonia, “hen to the Samaritans anrn? finally hetween
the time of Simon the Asmorean, anad Camaliel I it
becam= {irmly established amongst the Palestinian
Jams.l That the pronunciation of —~,;j° was
not yet prohibited in the early Asmonean aays is
shown, in his opinion, »y “he $a333Ze Sogy xam 1
occurring in Ps.118:26 which he attributes o this

veriod. cwa he interprets as meaning %3
'S Dw2

lI.-?'u-'r tegainielte Yerke Vol.I p.203 Y.




73

¥e have slready celled attention to another
vroof that LOw advanced in support of his view that
the Jews of Palestine were the last to substitute
the promunciation of » yzv-rx for that of el L)

D2
viz: The 3, Tarrum to Lev.24:18 raadfi Apw UHYDY
(i.e.pronunciation alone ), vhile the Palestinian
Targum reads PPl wsoeT (i.2.blaspheming )
which in a later targumic rescenrsion became
WHyopt alone. The omission of CPDT‘J\ in

the latter translation LOw thinks i3 strong =vidence
of the adoption by the Palestinians of a custom al-
ready estarlished in ¥gypt, Sabylonia and Camaria.

Hengaterderz' places the beginning of the ten-
dency to suppress the tetragammaton in times irmedi-
ately succeding the return from the captivity. This
view is in accord w7ith the fact found regarding DI
in ti» later books of the Fible.

Dalnan comes to the conclusion that inasmich

1#.11.*.hent1c1ty of the Pentateuch Vol.I 149'
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as the p2riod of history between ¥zra, Nehemia and
the Yaccabees is ore of darkness and obscurity to
those living in the time of Christ (as is avidenced
by the account of Josephus ) and inasmch as it is
also one dauring which many radical chanzes tookx
place, hoth civil and religious, which in later times
were considered ancient, it is not unlikely that it
wans during this period that the suppression of the
ol name of the Cod of Israel took place.1

Yhiston in & note to this translation of Joseph-
us Antiquities 111:12* says, "It is however, no doubt,
t+hat these cavtious concealments (referring t; the
sacred custom of not pronouncing the tetragammaton)
were tavght to Josephus by the Pharisees,; a body of
men at once very wicked and very superstitious”.
We cannot agree with this statement in itsa antiraty
nor #ith such sweeping characterization or the Phar-

igsees: yet their atrict religions nrinciples, in

1Adonaj PD 42 & 43.

<
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opposition to the national ideas of the Sadducees,
are well known. "¥ith these Hasidim, or course,

the knowledge, the expounding and the practice of the
Law, religious observances and reeds of charity were
th> main objects of man's exiqtqnce.”l

It is not improbabl=, theretrore, that in their
mealous desire to distence tlemselves from anything
that might partake of the sacriligious they institu-
ted this custom of not pronouncing "the name®" of God,
the sacredness of which we have pointed out, was al-
ready evident in the Eible.

Geiger,while attributing the custom in aquestion
to this period says it was due o the Sadducfisch-
Zadokitiaché" influence and not to that of the Phari-
aecs, a8 ia seen in their enactment of the Halacha

founil in RZerachoth 9:5.

awa \7T2n abuw px Lxiw atx 2are U“lmh‘]

o-wiph Apxer DRb pram ka2 W MR OTRIE
as7y 7

lyiqets Hebrew's Sec.Common7ealth $.120
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The correctness of Geiger's view depends of
course upon his belief thet *he ¥alacha is Pharisaie.
0+her, however, hold the opposite view and hence
nothinz is zained through this passage, unless its

avthor is definitely detemined.l

lirgenrift v.Neh.A.Bibel p.264
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A cursory ready of som= of the prophetic books
rrings us into contact with a divine appelative not
found in the Pentateuch pIxQ NH)IN° ,occurring for
the first 4ime in I Sam.1:3:11, though evidently one
of “he important and significant names for God during
the tim= of the prophets, is an abscure phrase that
hes evoked different views as to its history.

Before procz24ing to a detail~1 examination of
these views we shall note some facts concerning the
name Dr.Max LOhr in an appendix +o his "Luch Amos"
(1901 ) has given a complete list with *‘he CGreek equiv-
alents of all passazes in which the divine name X2\
ig found. The Septuzgint column reveals the three
following variants Tor pIX2X Y™ b l\-u'fnu*‘. Twv

t
buVLM‘_'wq @) ‘6 “‘“‘T"“S"“:‘MPU” ia]))&wﬁ
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"VYahwe Sabaoth" is an abbreviated expression

1
for _PIX2X *DIX RihY and this in turn for

¢ 2
DY 5 Shr bt B IR DT NIWTR

The name in question occunrs frequently in Jere-
miah but especially in Is.40-66. "hile occurring
once or twice in some of the minor prophets it is
entirely absent from Ezek, Jomsl, Ohad, Jonah and from
the Ragiogravhic writings wi*h the exception of fif-
teen times in eight Psalms and of three passages in
Chroncicles that are parallel +o passages in .';alm,lel.‘L

rabhi Joshna,5 it hes been said, did not class
x4y among the divine names. Fe, no doubt,consid-

ed it as an ordinary word, refsrring ~ither to the

hosts of Isrsel or to those of heaven, but Cheyne

has said that "Jehovah Sahaoth is a fuller and more

axiressive proper name for the God (primarily) of

Israel."

ly1.5am.5:10; 3mend 187.
2Amos 3:18

3Amos 9:5

4see Smend p.185

goohe 4,
2 19hcgégentary to Isaiah 3.5 note.
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Midrash r.to Ex.3 retaining the mertial idea
implied in the word x 2. ¥ quotes Cod as saying

IR Y
of himselfgay syx D WL PNDP PO *IRWD)
A

\

Resh Lakish
gives to the phrase, what probably is its most prim-
itive meaning \!Dtv X222 xIp \rrx

Kautzsch® and before him Herder3 and Schz-ader4
have advanced the opinion that Pyx2x originally
referred to the armies of Israel, whom Yahwe as
leader 1led in hattle. In support of this view
Kautzsch has called attention to the fact that not

1732 than five of the eleven passages of Samel in

vhich jHyxax occurs have ~ither a direct or indi-

rect reference to the ark of the covemant which in |
[
vrimitive t+imes was a holy war emblemn.
NI 2X Dape in the book of Sam-

uel in all probabflity represents its earliest meaning,

;Chagiga 162

27 .A.¥.1886. )

Vor Gaist der Fbrdischen Poesie II 84,85. Jguoted
vahrh.fir protest.Theologie- 1875 pp 316-320 1fQ¥ne
Scee also Walh.Prolegomena,Germ.Fd.p.47
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for the rise of “he name can be traced to the time
imrediately succeeding the period of the judzes,“on
the grounc of its evident popularity in +he time of

—_— o
“ﬁ'fld-“‘

Passazes in which Cod is spoken or as Tighting

O
]

leading his people o battl=s, are not infreavent.
In fact Janwe was at one tine rdiastinctively the %od

? - T s
nf hattle, Israel's wars were also Jeshwe's,- their
sremies were his eremies;% rfor David the pwmax PITY
is the SUxqw? noyvn »?5% ¥ nod is said to go in
+he midrt of +he camp of Isrsel vhen marching szainst
9 4 = e : il o e o » ¥} S‘ﬁ 7
ite enemies. Fe is also suoken of as an ,>y)p U R
and =8 7‘3n5p Y1z £ All this vnfovhtedly points
t0o 2 martial fod and ther=fore the _jyyway ey have

nrizinally signified ezrthly hosts. Israel indeec

wen callesn ~od's host.

It has reen contended that 3» w2 does not pri-

byt

marily refer %o *kes hoats or reaven ror they with two

stonutions (Ps.103:Z1 & 146:7) are alwsys expressed

1 Cheyne Comz.on Is.p.ll Smerd .33 £ & 85
T ¥ur.21:14:1 Sam.18:17:25:2f %41 Sam.%0:2
5

.17:45: 33:26 Bpg.o3:15
‘X.15:3 fPs.24:1C
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throuch the singular »w% , Shrader would there-
fore read in place of \»waX and (aa% in the
T T .

ahove +1o Psalms l'-,g%g #hich indeed is +he Fetheb
of P3.148:2. ‘

¥ralal regarded "the hoast" as originally referr-
ing to the 'angels who are called "the hosts of heav-
en" (I ¥.22:19 Neh.9:8). It i3 true that the word
wés vsed in this sense, but @ith Herder, we helieve,
that only in the course of time aid the name
broaden in its significance until it comprehended not
only ~srthly and heavenly hosts but also fhe whole
fullness of *he livine Clory in cresation.

Srend does no* agree with thense atages of devel-
ooument. through which the name is swpposed to Lave
pasaed. Fe declsres that the development was juat in

e citing passages that Tor us were

tlhie reverse order
rnot convinecing.

¥Ye have thus seen that;xax pp? as & name hav-

"Hiag+.of Israel III G2.

Ve 187
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ing its rise in a time of conflict and struggle un-—
dergoes 2 change of meaning so complete as to entire-
ly lose its original ﬂignificance. "Letween the
time of the bstile ery 'The sword for the Lord and
nideon', and the words of Isaish, 'in returning and
rest shell ye he saved', a word has passed away and
5 new one has arisen"l. From Jzhwe Sabaoth, *he God
of the armies of Israel, ( -tu}vms Twy ov «nMe'w-J)
we finally pass to Yahwe Sahaoth, tlie all-containing,
the Alrighty ( 6 mav e f(fc:*IWf)).

The prophets, no Aoubt, uvsed the phrage
an tle loftiest name of Yahwe, expressive of his ma-
jegty and his Zlory, without stopping *o cnnéiﬂer
rhether tlie nane rerexrecd to the earthly or heavenly
hosts. Thev T“ound ' n expression.and applied it in
their owvn peculier way. Vithout analyzing it, they
used it as & proper name “laving special siIress on

his svperrundane being". e the trve meaning of

lpsatings Tdet.cf +he Lible article on o7
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of
- 0 -.}'1‘:4"1 4‘, "{f-!"_""""!d 2R one

—_— *0> ~ne .sropghe i

mains tna* 0z -
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Q
H
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. + and A%t compre:

“he highest an
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SRE P

¥e& nov com= to a name of CGod whose origin like
that of “l@ other divine names is cloted in obseuri-
ty. "Ye have already called attention to the manner
in which tha seeminzly purposed interchange of Yahwe
and ¥1lohim was 2xplained Hr *he olrder axegetes and
by the modern school of critics. Ye hreve also noted

the differen* Tacts =Znown econcerninz +he Flohistic

——

Aoctments, to thich, in nost cases,we have claimed,
the arhitrary use o %lohim is to bhe ascribed.
Ve have shown how hefore the hvpothesis of the

vlural avthorship of +he Pentateunch was =dvanced,phil-

osopher an” exegete vied with one another in the at-

——

tempt. to find some underlying difference hetween Yehwe
and ¥iohim, thet would unsrringly give the reason for
the choice of one name in prefarence to the other.l

The attempts usually 124 into the rezion of metaphysics,

lsee Hengatenherz Autn.of Pant.Vol.I p.181 ff-
landsuer ani aven as late as 1900 Dr.B.Selizko-
7it2z in the "Jfidische Litteratur Blatt.ed.by Ir.
Vv . Pahrer l'agdeburg.
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which, to the primitive Semitic mind, wes an uvtter
stranger.

It cannot he denied that some broad an? z=neral
distinction does or did originally ~xist hetween the
+wo names, *he ¥lohim being & more inclusive or gen-
eral term Tor deity while Vahwe wéas icentified rore
er the Cod of Israel.l Yahwe wes the Flohin of Isrsel.

This distinction determined the choice cf name
in not 8 few pssssgzes, Thus when the God of Isreel
was referred to in contradistinction to other gods ne
was spoken of &s Vahwe,(I K.18:21,3%6,37:Judg.11:24-
¥x¥.12:12,etc. ) and again when a hezthen is represented
as apeaxing of fod, the name Flohim with few excepi-
jons (rn.2::28,29; I S.19:6; I K.5:21-10:9) was used.”
aimilarly when an Israelite spoke of Cod to & heathen,
he vsed Vl1ohim as being *1e name or rost significence
o the non-Isrezelite.

Fut this difference by no reans explains the per-

1See ‘?'Lr v to Is.42:8

‘See Davideen's rnote to his Job 1:21
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sistent vse of Tlohim in certain parts of the Bible,
2s Tor example in the opening chapter of Genesis or
in Psalms 42-84 where Flohim is the prevailing but
not. exclusive name of God.

That this difference was not the invariably de-
termining factor in “he choice or names is clearly
shown »y the fact that Jahre and ¥lohim are frequent-
ly found side hy side and that one sometimes replaces
th» other in parallel vassages (e.°.Ps.3,5-7 14:2,
4, 6, 7. Ps.48:8,9 Judg.5:4,6). This, it seems to
us, points to a time when one or the other was pref-
~rably used.

The preponderance of Flohim in certain Psalms or

in a seriss of passages, in the words of FKueren, can
1

e attriruted only to "subjective causes”, such as

the &re or plsce in which the writer lived, or per-
haps, a3 we 2re told in Vxodus, one 7as revealed later
+han tke other.

Thus, on reading the later hooks of the Eible it

lyor qome of the ahove Tacts I an indehted 4o Kuenen's
Hexateuch ¥eksteed's transl. p.56 IT.
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is at once noticed that Flohim in used Tar more of-
ten than Jahwe, which at *ines as was indicated, was
altogether atudiously avoided. Zimiermanf's expla-
nation of the faect was already given. It is practi-
c&lly the same as that given by Ranan in his "History
of Israel" in which he contimally repeats the thought
that, Jahwe a3 the national God of Israel was a most
narrow conception of i deity:. “hat *he prophets work-
ed back to the old patriarchal irdea of & universal
nod, until even the n rrow nane o Juhwe hecame dis-
tasteful so that i4 was finally diascarded for the broad-
ar and more comprehensive nam» ¥lohin.

we nlready ¥now how tradition accounts for the
fuct hy saying that Jahwe a3 the nomen proprium of
o hecame more and more sacred until " lohinm or Adonai
was reverently substituted in its place. e 2a= then
here, as in the case of Jahwe, how fritless and use-

less wmould he the a%tanpt +o give reasonn ror the use
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of ¥lohim in certain passagzen.

Af%er reading the opinions of the different au-
thorities regarding the derivation of Tlohim and its
noasihle connection with F, we found all views so
clearly ani sueceinetly represented in the recent and
a3 yet incomplated "Hebrew and ¥nglish Lexicon of
the 0.?."1, that =we felt we could do no het'ar than
giva in =pitomized form its presentation of the mat-
Ler.

—+p5x and Ly accordinz to some from the root
Iﬁﬁk which rmust be assumed are the tvo names derived
from the ssme root, iT 30, what is their relation to
fach otner,

Following are the chiaf theori=zs ragarding the
matter.

I (a) cesenins followed hHy others considers the

two names distinct from one anotier. He re-

garan '):as participle of ‘,.,. ,thaereafore

sontaining the idea of stronz.

lyased on feserius 2d4.by Trancias Drovn,lriver and
Brigzs.
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(v) Sx andg»pbxdistinet from one another

Ux from Yyxandaabk ia a piv.of pSxfromVoby
in Arabic meaning "+o go *o ana fro" in per-
plexity and fear. Yence E;Sx=1‘eﬂr: an ob-

jact of fear; reverently, revered one c'(r_“rxb'&+

Tp® cn.31% X 18,013 ¢ p.als0 v in Neo-Fe-

brew literature.

II. Gy anda-;\l:ﬁ possibhly connected 5x = Lord,

v

leader, from V ;bLw o 1lead; in front of.

(a) Ly ando»Sw from common V obn = strong

(7)) Uxrrom bSenot (VaSe ) strong ande~nbx

nlural of L x For suech formation of vlural

2.D. jpYr plu. of P Px. Thei'rﬂing.PIS%
is inferred or is a back-rormration

from the plural.

S ( 2 -»pLbx and Dm‘)r disregarded ) from \f'—, Lx

st retch out: to reach out after (-“fv- ')35, ‘Jb:{t_‘)




o1

Hence God whom we strive to reach or emlate.
He ia the goal of all human striving.l

In the course of our study of Isaiah we found
that Rashi in commentary on the words 2 1:? 'D)\-‘
of chapter 42:5, speaks of Ly 7as \"r'ﬂ B
thus identifying \x with o> o5«

e are nor prepared for the vexed question as
to the nature of the plural form ¥lohim. Ye found
that tradition azain anticipated modern views in
the ans;wer it >ave to the ovestion. I

Dillman :and others regard the thnction of the

nlural form Flohinm as one expressing the fullness

o1’ the right or powers possessed by Cod, es one in-

dicative of the plenitude of all t+he Torces centered
in him or as Jewish philosophy has it ¥ 01’8 = » D OX
25> DI DO Thia view, needless to sav, is merely
the product of +he philosophdc 1ind, and like the

l1ater conceptionn of Jahwe, ia far too abstract for

liastinga “ictionary of the Bible likewise gives
the Aifferent views without giving the valueable
raference to ‘he sources of +he individual opinion.
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Hengatenhergl claimad that +the plural form in
Flohim served th= same purpose as an accumilation
of divine names in other passagee such as Josh.XXII:22,
Is.VI:3 and Dt.X:7. He l1likewise pointed out some
examples, whicii, though plural in form, are certain-
1y sinzular in meaning. ¥e nuotes among others the
classical example of DNI¥) O in Proverbs andam\pl Aty
which in Greek is translated Sﬁ?wd"ﬁ ITVN :’*“"“\!t’“‘““
The plural rorm in this case, he says, denctes the
agsemblage of all light and infallinle truth. By
parity of reasoning .5 denotes the assemhlage
of all powers.

It is but natural that the idea should have come
t0 some, that =he plural form points huzek to a primi-
tive volytineism. In esarlier years and even to-day
some have presumea to rind vnmistekahle evidence of
the trinity in the pv:raistent use of the plural.

The groundis Tor this view, it nead not he said, pre-

lLautien. of Pant. Vol.I p.273
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clude it from any consideration.

¥. Pobertson Smith's view of ‘he matter is fre-
quently referred to as being quite illuminating and
suggenative. He says that *he plural is used "not
in the sense of a definite mumber of clearly indivi-
dvelized deities but with the same inaefiniteness
ans characterizes the conception of *he ginn.l
“hen this indefiniteneas gave way to the conception
of an individual Cod presiding over a sanctuary,
vapueness of the plural form gives way to a definite
aing being.

Inlike Jahwe, W1lohim was also used of heathen

deitien, of rulers and judges who served as God's
vicegerents on earth. This varied use of' ¥lohim nat-
nrally introduced confusion at times so that discuss-
ion as to whether o 75w is u}r? or ﬁ:lrr are
not infrequent in the Talmd. ¥e need only refer to

Geiger's Urschrift and Uebersetzungen der Bibel

lPeligion of the Semites p.436
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(pp 279-299) to note the mumerous cases of the ambig-
wvous use of FRlohim as discussed hy the rabhis.

Then Septuvagint, Vulgate, Targum and Peshita,
also differ in their renderings of the dountiul cases,
a2t %imes their peculiar renderings are due to dogmat—
ic reasons such as the desire *o avold anthropomor-
phism. In order to distinguish "lohim, the true Cod,
from the idol-deities, malifying words such as o4
and @ pw were sometimes joined to Tlohim as was
also done in the case of ™1, the most widely Aistri-
buted of divine names in the Semitic lanjuage.

The homymous use of “lohim 1led som= %o conject-—
vre +hat “lr ord was not, originally a nomen proprium

f cod, rather an appelative orf z2n2ric significance.
“or they coulsd not understand how the early Senite,
o*hervine so scrupulously careful in =averything per-
+aining to God shoul? he so 1lax in the annlication

0 & nAme.
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This, it may be, that aided in the discovery
o the tvo different Flohistic documents spoken of
in *he Introduction. Hemman Schultz in his Alttesta-
rentliche Theologie makea the following statement re-
garding the two-sided uvse of Flohim.l "Alseigent-
licher Personcu name fur den Gott Israels ist des
Yort in sehr spater Zeit von einer angstlich verden-
den ‘rommigkert gebraucht."?

01 the singular :wqf:%. no more need be said
than that though frequently found in the Hebrew it is
relegated only to poetic eni 2 very few prose passazes,
The book of Job, for instance, has & special predilec-
tion for — \'>4 It has heen pointed ovt that like

the nlurel it al=so zerves in the capacity or an appell-

ative and & name proner.

louoted from Zimmermann's Flohim p.2.

“Yor example of +he primitive use of Vlohim as at-
trivutive see itid p.17 £f.
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¥e have already given the different views that
are extant rezaxding *he wrobahility of 71 and Flo-
him heing cerived from the same root.

It will he rememhered,that one view,uvheld hy
lagarde and elit~sch, connected ¥l with &»* oY
*5p striving towards, thet is, the Seing * wards
whom all striving is “directed.

There is &n ..rabiec rnot &/, "+o he in front
of", to govern, witk which the name in juestion ia

goretimes cannected. IT 4hin ke correct, W1 will

have aom=2 =1~h meaninz as "leader" v«kich i= said to

ne in neecord ~itlh: other Seritic rdesignations of Cod
. e Wy |
e . T [ . T =
1 T as _)“‘]_ ' \!ﬁ \
Jehdz valevi (¥usari 3 ) as do sone of the

roderrs connects Tl with the idea of strength ror

ne says: NP 22 17X L300 f\l}/'l‘{\ 133 SR

lapend 71t .VFelig.0eschichte .26




Fambar also =nhertains <hts Sradisional
visw. I[n Ris commentary cn Pl Shaddat of Gen.I7:1
Ne sars: SR WOTOE \TRAS e TPR So mee rue

IR TSR \iw':m cr?p

In his interpresation of Shadda’ e quotes Fashi anad
[hn ¥zra "nth of wvhose views will Be presented in
the dIscression of Shs® name.

Ir.Tise, of " iesned memory, in comron with aoth-
Ts , orofesned ta Timi a system of theoclogy in the 4Ai-

"a

Tine nammes of “ae Zihle.- Bis visww, therefore, will

e more itnteresting than scientific. In connmection
g e =alla =hu= ¥4 g the positive of the nege—

S1ive = T X Semre 71 is the Abhsolnte
sefny  cunsat ive anr conntant.

[n Yomaic Simes . he contimes, Tl ¥as used T3en
mtRrovemorsiions or =lamental ualities vere predica-

-~ -

tad of Tod hns ke i3 spoRen of ag d:“‘”"" IR, "-1? b1

T -y 3 - T
(LM S e - 411 shia regresents Garl

L Thegla-o ~f Jurigiam in “he "arldi's Barlisment of
e lirions.I3%4%.
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na Drpanent in Natvre. In Post-Vosiac time Fl was
used for Tlonin.
I+ would be folly +o attempt to give in a work
o thia nature the different views nn. svstems that
nave been bhuilt vpon the divine names, Tor their mumn—
her and divergence far exceed the limits of a few
month'a work.
Ve have already spoken ~f W1 as entering into .
corponition with proper nanmes and of what e learn

a ™

5
herefron.”

"
]
*See ahove p.
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Te now cone o 2 designstior of Tod 7T

2E

-l 2 i, L]

invesied witk

- - - s T - - & Vorvane ..\.,‘
erased sfier once writier aidsi, thouzh ori

ifyinz *ewm, &3 is tpSn wes in lst-—

shenlntaly e i= J0b

- - son - S

Trish ~~4 sppesred un- - the petriaychs. In neeping
wien +Tsr ircozmetionm i¢ i dirteresting to note that
shis nagm= ~-"1rs 303% 07ter in the history of o€ pE-
triarecns, Trox &nf ETHer the tire of threhem nntil
th= <ime of 4ke Txoms. IYOr thenm om 1t 2TSours Pt
»2TeiY, 3 o e <r upetis~ portiene. Foreover,

the eorpopnds itk [rnedcei car he treced 0 the Fa-
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trigrchal period.

The diversity of opinion regarding the meaning
of Shaddai is wvroportional to the mmmher of roots
from shich 1% hz2s3 heen derived. The word has heen
frecuent ly identified with *he root TTWw ,to des-
troy. This idea is perhaps in harmony with the wnrim-
itive notion oi fod az 2 naiuvre deity.l To this ef-
fect Ibn ¥zra speaks in his commentary on cen.17:1

osa - --':r?-ﬂ \PHOL PP ow ! TW Lr ax
el PSR APY TTIW P20 AN

The common tran=zlation'Almighty" has come down
to us from the Greex rendering of Shaddai as ’;ﬂ”f";
Tavro Kj‘:twfo The Seventy also regarded Shaddai
ag a nomen pronrium as is evidenced by +heir occasion-
al translitera‘ion of the word as f_a,aa Gl

= _pohertson Smith derives the name in nmestion
+#rom the Ararcaic 100t XTW "+o pour", hence,"the

pain~iver”. But such derivations,Fastings tells us

1 gae ahove p.
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have 1little to recommend them.

Noeldecke regarding s-ri as the proper
vocalization of *@ considers it to be derived
from 1'!3 meaning “Lord"., thus connecting it
with the Aramaic name of God TW oKTR@; this, in
turn, is parallel to other 3emitic 4designations
of God auch as \nx. and 5,\\1 1

lMore recently Shaddai has heen connected with A
+he Assvrian Shadv, "mountain" from the root "o be
nigh". Fernce»Tw = jIxov7ith adiectiv@ nense =
"ioat Figh".”

ranhi,as usual,inclining towsrds *he traditional
interuretation gives the one Tound in chezgiga 128
»hich regarda Shaddai as & corpound of -"'T and -“_;n:
The following is his comment on the name {ﬂan.17.1)‘ '

L35 +mmbra T O 0 WP P 1A% LTTW OX X
..._”5.&5 15 i AN -ng -“:»;111.1 'lgsgbl i o !

noos b
\Diﬁiw\'v-s x-r\vnn X1 mim Lo \:nl \
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lsce above p.
“?0ee Hastings nict.of Tible on Sheddai.
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Pamham holds a similar view which he supports by
the following passage o1 Maimonides: MY 141X 0
u\S\S‘D (R ) b S o] Ql“"’l x5 AXyae ;\ﬂ_lj\l'f\’!\’)_!.
SPX2 "r-gnp IpIXe %y Sax

"he +raditional view of >YW as gelf-mfTicient
. . " < 4
is very old aas evidenced hy the Greex raniering |t¢y§3

onenrring twice in Puth, three times in Job and

once in Rzekiel.l

Ibhn Fzra, with a more critical turn of mind,rec-
osnizing the difiiculty in explaining tile nare, con-
tenta himself with the mers 'moting of different
~iewn. Ve himself helieves +hat Shaddal is not a
corvound. Interesting t0 note is the t;.arly attempt

+o explain the suffixal ending, w#hich %o modern crit-

ics, is still a mooted soint. 7o quote him in full

in a= much as he gathers tozether tie views that

o

were extant in his dar. ':»n
\mu: LTDL.& "wu \mzﬂl ooz pep T P

xby 7 obub e over!
ok AR N g ps wreb sn6 PTX

sy DaTYTMm pPRY

‘ l; _gtings Diet.nf Bihle on Shaddai.
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The ending of &Shaddei like that of Adonal has
heen variously explained. ‘ofmar in his Schrift,
Erwers I p.80 &and Verman coclhinlte in his Alttestanent-
liche Theologie I p.f”828 i.seem *o regard Chaddal and
rAdonai as some archaic foimmtions.l
Noeldeck=,as was said above, derived Shacdai
(according to him “!}P.w’ ‘]"‘Fa.) from TY He
+heryefore considerecd ‘he ending as nothing more than
tne ordinary proniminal sufiic which 1like that of

f A "':"- 2
Ldonai, lost its meaning in the coulse of time.

ve hsve already ~iven shove what tradition had

t,0 say rerarding the relation of ™1 Shaddsi to Jahwe,

thet was inferred from ¥x.3:1% £ and 6:3. 5

}'ucﬂ tegken from Dalman's Adonai ».24
Y7 1,.1.G. 1886 p.T735 £f snd 18288 1».480 IT.
33ee Pambal t0 Fx.3:13 and to Gn.17:1.
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