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The Divine Name in Exodus iii. 14 

WILLIAM R. • ARNOLD 

.A.li'DOV&B TJUOLOOICAt. I&IIDf.A.BY 

THE section of the Book of Exodus in which this verse 
occurs is a familiar one. It describes Jahweh's initial 

appearance to Moses and the latter's commission to deliver 
the Children of Israel from the Egyptian :bondage. The 
Jahwistic and Elohistic sources have been so closely inter
woven at this point that the greatest difference of opinion 
exists among critics as to the attribution of the material. 
There are hardly two writers who do not disagree at some 
point or other in the course of the third chapter, while 
some make no attempt at a complete analysis. There is, 
however, univ~rsal agreement regarding the fact that the 
passage which has to do with Moses' inquiry after the proper 
name of the god of Israel's fathers and the ensuing reply, is 
to be assigned to the E source. Not merely has it the ear
mark of the appellative O':'IC,ac, but the J source ha.s no room 
or occasion for such an episode, whereas the E document 
almost requires it. Dillmann, Wellhausen, Kuenen, Jiili
cher, Kittel, Driver, Cornill, Bacon, Baentsch, Holzinger, 
Moore, Carpenter and Harford -all are agreed that vss. 1G-l6 
contain no J material, though a number of them maintain 
that redactional elements are not lacking. That is the posi
tion assumed in this paper. 

Nor, for the purposes of our discussion, does it make any 
difference whether or not we hold with Steuernagel that all 
the subsequent passages in the E document in which the 
name rn.-r occurs, 1;ogether with vss.l8-l6 of this chapter, in 
which the name is formally introduced, are additions from 
the hand of E2, the original E source knowing nothing of 
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this disclosure of the name and continuing after as before 
to employ Cl~.1 Nothing that we have to say is in any 
way affected by shifting the entire series of m,,-. passages 
from the middle of the eighth to the middle of the seventh 
century B.c. We may consider the whole of E a document 
of the middle of the seventh century, disregarding the fact 
that the greater part of it was taken from an earlier written 
source. That document introduced the name l'1n' for the 
first time in the call of Moses, and employed the name from 
time to time thereafter. 

In any case, this passage gives us much more than we re
quire. It is not content with introducing the name l'1n' at 
the appropriate point in the Elohistic narrative ; it goes on 
to obtrude- or rather, it begins by obtruding, two occult 
expressions, which have some shadowy connection with the 
name to be communicated. Instead of the expected M\'"r, 
God answers Moses' inquiry, 44 When the children of Israel 
nsk me thy name, what shall I say unto them?" with the 
enigmatic :"rl'Dt "'I~ :"rl'Dt, and continues, 44 Thus shalt thou 
say unto the children of Israel, :rrnt hath sent me unto you." 

In spite of the fact that what we want, and what Moses is 
represented as wanting, is a name, and not a definition of 
the name, or a characterization of the person bearing it, it is 
assumed (so far as I know, by all scholars) that the writer 
of vs.14 here puts into the mouth of Jahweh at once a defini
tion of his name and a characterization of his person. That 
the definition is more or less opaque, and the characterization 
more or less unintelligible, are not held to be very serious 
defects. However much they may have discommoded 
Moses, they furnish rare opportunities for the gyrations of 
the "religionsgeschichtlicher Luftballon." Ordinarily, this 
definition and characterization is not, among modern schol
ars, taken to represent anything but the mind of the indi-

1 Btudten wild Kriftken, 1899, pp. 889 ff. ; anticipated by Bacon, Triple 
Tradition of flu E:l:od111, pp. Ul and ts, and in part by W ellba118eD, Coapo
tilion lk• Ht%61euchl•, p. 72. The more defensible JM*tlon Ia to abide by 
Wellhausen'a suggestion, aalgnlng Exod111 811-U to tbe orlilnal source, while 
attributing tbe aublequen' m,.,. aeot1o111 to a later hand. 
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vidual Elohistio writer, who labored unsuoceasfully to bring 
to expre88ion the product of his own theological speculations. 
Kautzsch, however, asserts that "the rejection of the inter
pretation [of the name Jahweh] offered in Exodus 8111 [slip 
for»] involves the conclusion that even the early sources of 
the Pentateuch were in error as to the true meaning of the 
most important and most sacred Divine name in Israel," and 
asks, "Can it be supposed that at the time of E (c. 750 B.c.) 
the living apprehension of the genius of the Hebrew lan
guage was no longer adequate to interpret correctly a name 
like Jahweh? We cannot help thinking that this question 
baa been answered in the affirmative far too hastily by those 
who follow the prevailing current of opinion on this sub
ject. And we are only strengthened in our conviction 
when we note the extremely varied interpretations which 
have been proposed as substitutes for that adopted in 
Exodus 3111 [H)." I 

I think it can be shown (againstKautzsch) that Exodus 8H 
affords no data for the scientific determination of the origin 
and meaning of the name Jahweh; and (against the current 
view) that this verse is in no way concerned with the subject 
of the origin and meaning of the name, and accordingly does 
not even give us the writer's views upon that subject; and 
finally that the phrase l'T':"!M -,w :Tnat in vs.lw and the word 
:T'MM in It&, upon which all this theorizing has been based, 
were not to be found in the E document, but came into 
the text of the completed Pentateuch several hundred years 
after the middle of the seventh century, certainly not long 
before 800 B.c. 

One cannot operate with uncertain quantities. Our first 
task must be to remove all doubt as to the priority of the 
Masoretic text, and our second task will be to determine 
the meaning of its language. Only then shall we be in a 
position to deal with the literary and historical questions 
involved. 

• ArUcle Beligiott oflmJtlln the Extra Volnme of Hutl.np'a DtclWnarr 
of CAcl lHble, pp. 626 f. ; cf. the aame anthor'a article on DtlliM Namu, .Brt
~ Blbllca, coL 3828. 

D1git1zed byGoogle 



110 JOURNAL 01!' BIBLICAL LITERATURE 

The question as to the text may be finally disposed of. 
Nowhere is there any trace of an original Hebrew other than 
that of our current editions, viz. : :"llt'C ~ Cl~ ~ u 
~,rf,V1 1"1":-M '*"'~ "'!)" .,~ :"1:1 ~ 1"1":-M .,V111t 1"1":-M 
'*"'~ "l: "at .,~acn rt: MV1~ ~ Cl"~ ,, ~.., 16 : =~ 
~mV1 =1'"' .. :-r,lC'I pmr .. ;,~,ac c.,.,:at ~:-r,at Cl!)"l'QIIt ~~ :"1\'T' 

: .,, .,," "'"Qt :m 1:1""' ~'It' m =~ 
The variants of Hebrew manuscripts recorded by Kennicott 

and De Rossi are as follows: In vs.u, one manuscript omits 
the initial~~; ·one manuscript omits .,W; one manuscript 
repeats .,W ; one manuscript omits "l!)" ~ l'1:l ""1CM"1 
1"1":-M "at.,V1"; a all these indubitably represent careless de-. 
parture from the current text. For "l!)" of vs.Itb, thirteen 
Hebrew manuscripts of Kennicott and twelve more of De 
Ro88i have, with the Soncino edition (1488) and apparently 
all Samaritan manuscripts, "l!) ~. as in vs.16 ; four more of 
Kennicott and ten of De ROBBi were corrected to "l!)" from 
first hand "l!) ~ ; one of De RoBBi began to write ~l: ~ 
but changed to "l!)", while another of De Ro88i actually had 
"'!)" corrected to ~l: ~ ; the difference is quite immaterial, 
though, to judge from vs. 18, the writer's style was not so 
uniform, rather varying for the sake of euphony, so that ~~':t 
of our text would seem to be the original. li~or the final 
Cl!)""at four manuscripts spell 1:1!)~. In vs.llk&, two manu
scripts have ,, Cl"rr'5at in place of Cl~ ,, ; one manu
script inserts M":"M between :"llt'C and :"!:; three manuscripts 
have "'!)", as in vs. 1•, in place of "~ ~ ; one manuscript 
has .,~ for '*"'~; one manuscript has Cl:l""at ~m'lt' I'T'MIIt 
before m.~ ; one manuscript has CI:"I"'QQIt instead of Cl!)"n:at, 
repeating ";,',at C.~ ; five manuscripts omit Cl!)"l'Qiit ; two 
Samaritan manuscripts spell C:l"l'l'Qat; four Masoretic manu
scripts have, with the Samaritans,, before pnr "~; one 
manuscript has rf,V1 for ~mV1; four manuscripts (two of 
them the same as in the case of vs.u) have CI!)':Jat for 1:1!)~. 
In vs.Uib, six Masoretic manuscripts have, with the Samaritans 
and the Soncino edition, Cl~"' for Cl""'· and five more have 

• This Ia the only posai.ble interpretation of Kennlcot.t.'a ":T:"'aC 2" ••• "a"! JO 
A 76," 
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been corrected tO m.t Finally, five Masoretic manu
scripts read "'In .,,-.,~,, and two more did so originally; one 
manuscript inserts the conjunction, while retaining the de
fective spelling, .,, .,.,.,, and three have the conjunction 
with plene S,P.elling, ""''n'l "'1m. The Samaritans spell vari
ously, .,, .,;t,, .,, "'1m, and ""''n'l "'1m, but all, apparently, 
have the conjunction. Of these variants, all that do not 
consist in mere difference of spelling are unmistakable cor
ruptions of our received text. .,, .,.,, with the conjunction, 
occurs much oftener, especially in the later literature, but 
.,, .,,, though it occurs only twice elsewhere in the Old 
Testament, is unquestionably the more idiomatic Hebrew. 

Coming to the Alexandrian Greek version, Codex Alexan
drinus (A) and Codex Vaticanus (B) agree to the letter 
as regards all but the two words bracketed below, which 
are omitted by A. I have derived the readings of A and 
B directly from the photographic reproductions of the 
manuscripts: 14 Ka~ tl'71"EJI o Ue~ 7rtm Mt»vcrijv [~t»v], 
L...t.• ., \~ • 1~- ·-·r , .... "' cor- f'l" 0 t»JI • "a• f'71"EJI, OVT~ epe'~ TO'~ VW~ trpafJn., 0 0111 

a7rma"A.Jeb I" 7rtm vp.Q.~. 16 "a~ el7rEJI o Ue~ 7rd'Mv '71"tm 
Mt»vcrijv, ~ lpe'iR Toi~ vlo'iR 'ltrpa~~ Kvp~ o Ue~ TQ;v 7ra
Ttpt»v v~v, Ue~ 'A{3pa4p. "a~ Ue~ 'Itratile "a~ Ue~ 'la~e,:,IJ, 
a7rma"A.Jeb J" '71"~ vp.Q.~ ' TOVrO p.ov ftTT£11 ~J/01'4 alf»'PI.OII "~ 
I'JI'f/pMwoJI [ 'YEJIEQ',JI] 'YEI'Eai~. 

In the omission of >../tyt»v A is supported by Codex Am
brosianus (Lagarde F)6 -which with Alexandrinus is left 
unnoticed by Holmes in this connection- and, according 
to Holmes, by Codex Coislinianus (Lagarde M), the only 
remaining Ullcial that contains the passage, besides the cur
sives, Holmes 14, 15, 18, 25, 80, 82, 52, 55, 56, 57, 59, 64, 71, 
74, 75, 76, 88, 84, 106, 107, 108, 181, 184, 185, the Complu
tensian, Aldine, and Grabian editions, the text of Nicephorus, 
and several daughter versions. The weight of evidence, with-

• .Fanciful Babblnloal apeculatlona bear exprea wlme11 to the unlvei'Dl 
defeoUve spelling of the word In thla paaage In earlier Umee; see b. Pucahim 
liOa, qiddtul&in 71a, j. Yoma 404, and SMmotA Rabba, ad loc. 

' See Cerlanl'• edition of the manuacrlpt, Montcmenta ltJCrCI • pro/aM, 
voL UL pp. 26 f. 
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out any regard to the Hebrew, obliges us ·to exclude >Jrpw 
from the Greek text. That done, the text of A and B is 
entirely in accord with the Masoretic Hebrew. The conjunc
tion before 8~ 'lucaci. and the uniform rendering of ~l:" 
and ~l: r,.. could hardly be avoided in the Greek; while the 
dependence of JWIIpDavvo• on 'TOVrO p.ov ltrru' was too obvious 
to tolerate the repetition of that phrase. 'Eoyt» cl,.K o • is of 
course not the proper equivalent of m"1M -,n :'rl"M, but it is 
not a proper equivalent of any imaginable Hebrew, and is 
more likely to be based upon this somewhat cryptical, than 
upon a more transparent Hebrew; the original yielded the 
Greek translator no thought, only a verb, and he supplied the 
thought. As regards "fDIEOJP "fOimi~ of B and ~ of A, it 
would be sufficient for our purposes to point out that whether 
the Greek translator rendered "fDIEOJII "fD~EAif or merely "fG~e
aif, ., -,,r, must be assumed for the Hebrew that lay before 
him. In my judgment, however, A will represent the orig
inal Greek, though it is apparently alone in the reading 
"fCJ'Ceeif; for the order "fD~Eo,, "fEHCii~. which is opposed with 
"f«J~eCii~ "ffJI«MJI by five cursives only (H. 19, 108, 118, 53, 72, 
of which the first three are "Lucianic" and the last "Hexa
plaric "), is not a natural one, and the single Greek plural 
word occurs elsewhere for the iterated Hebrew singular: ek 
"tfJI«d~ is the rendering of -,,-,&, -,on= in Isaiah 3410 and of 
-,, _,, in Isaiah 61•. 

Among the numerous recorded variants from the above 
Greek text, there are, in the first place, certain manifest 
errors of omission due to hommoteleuton : one manuscript 
(H. 53) skips from w~ M•vcri}v in vs.H to the words follow
ing the same phrase in vs.11 ; the same manuscript p88868 

from 8eth preceding -rGJv wca-rlpGJ• llp.GJ, to the word • AIJ
padp.; two manuscripts (H. 72, 7 4) pass from 'I'Oit uloif 
"lupca~X of vs.H to what follows these words in vs.11 ; and 
one manuscript (H. 54) passes from TGJ• wcaTip.P llp.Ow of 
vs.11 to the words following the same expression in vs.•. 

In the next place, there are a number of variants whicl4 
however relevant they may be to the reconstruction of the 
original form of the Alexandrian version, have no bearing 
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on th~ question of the . underlying Hebrew. Such are the 
readings cl'ITe U or e%7rGI U of a few cursivea (among them 
the "Lucianio" H. 19, 108, 118) for «cd el'ITGI in 14A or 11; 

the form a'll'ftrrG"A.Jte, Without final Jl; the insertion in a large 
number of curai vea and three early editions of the article cl 
before 8~ 'AfJptJ#p., 8~ 'ICTGU, and 8,0, 'IG«0»/3; the read
ing a'ITmeiM of the "Lucianio" manuscripts H. 108 and 
118 for a'ITmG"A.i&e in va.J1 ; the reading p.o{ fpr p.oii in a few 
cursives; the insertion of TO before 8110114 in the Complu· 
tenaian Polyglott. In the same category belong the omission 
of the initial «G{ by five cursives in vs.l' and by two cursivea 
in vs.u, and of course the erroneous "/f'IIEM for "ft'IIEcU" of 
H. 7 5, as well as the reading oyoeGif "'"""" referred to above. 

Lastly, there are the variants which might bear on the origi· 
na1 Hebrew if they represent the earliest form of the Greek 
version. Ten cursive manuscripts (H.14, 16, 25, 82, 52, 54, 57, 
77, 78, 180) have for 8«k of va.u Kvpcot o 8«W; the reading, 
even if it were more strongly sustained than it is, would have 
to be rejected on the merits of the question: C"~ ml'T' is 
utterly impossible in this connection. The same is true of 
the Complutensian'a simple Kvpcot for 8eJt. Six cursivea 
(H. 16, 25, 52, 54, 78, 181) and the text of Nicephorus omit 
the troublesome «Gl ,z.,,, at the beginning of va.t46; the 
omission of the phrase is easily accounted for, but its intro
duction, on the other hand, would be quite unaccountable. 
An isolated manuscript (H. 88) goes one step farther and 
omits with «Gl cl'ITGI the preceding ~ ell" o a),, being doubt
leas influenced by the 'll'tKw MentcrijJI ow~ epei" «. T. ~ of vs.B. 
Lagarde's uncial M. and one cursive (H. 18) omit pJ in va.u; 
one cursive (H. 106) omits o 8~ 'ITtl.'A.c• 'ITtKw MOJVCT;jP in 
va.u, imitating the «Gl el'll'D~ ow~ lpei~ of 166; another cur
sive (H. 75) omits .,.J.N.,, imitating va.ttca; and another 
(H. 72) omits .,.tKw M•vcri}• of va.16• All these almost cer
tainly involve only oversight on the part of the copyists of 
the individual manuscripts concerned. The fifth century 
Codex Ambrosianus (Lagarde F) and the seventh century M 
besides ten cursivea (H. 18, 55, 58, 59, 64, 72, 84, 85, 107, 
184) have .,.J.M, d 8eJt in place of o 8,0, 'ITtl.'Mv, while ten 
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more cursives (H. 14-16, 25, 82, 52, 54, 57, 78, 78, 181- in 
the main the same that insert Kvp'~ in vs.l'), and the text 
of Nicephorus have ,.d>..Lv Kvp'~ o Oek. Disregarding the 
element Ktlp,o~ on the grounds alleged above, one might be 
inclined to accept this as the original order of the Greek 
version, since it more closely conforms to the Hebrew .,, 
Q'l;,',ac; but the reading of A and B and congeners is not so 
easily disposed of, nor does that reading necessarily bespeak 
a Hebrew.,, 0~. It is most reasonable to suppose that 
the reading 'lf'd>..Lv o Oeo~ goes back to an early correction 
aiming at more rigid conformity to the Hebrew order. The 
variant 'lf'a'Mv o Oeo~, then, will confirm the Hebrew t-ext, 
while not invalidating the reading o 8tW 'lf'a'A.tv as the original 
form of the Greek version. Of the remaining variants none 
need detain us. H. 106 alone has ,.p;w aVr-o~ for row vlow 
"Iupati'A. of vs.14 ; the Sixtine edition, supported presumably 
by a number of Holmes's cursi ves, prints ~Jp.O,v for vp.OJv; and 
H. 55 addslnrrat p.oL after vp.GJv, in imitation of vs.18, 

We must hold that the Hebrew which lay before the trans
lator of this passage in the Alexandrian Greek version was 
the same as that of our Masoretic text. 

That being the case, we can hardly expect to encounter 
any adverse testimony in the later versions. 

Of the other Greek versions we know no more than was 
recorded already by Montfaucon. s According to the manu
script H. 64 (Montfaucon's Reg. 1871), Aquila and Theo
dotion had in vs.l' luop.a.~. luop.aL (for m"Dt -,n l'T'Mlt), and 
Symmachus had in vs.a avdp.llfJuk p.ov (for ..-,:)1). Of the 
former, Montfaucon remarks, "Videtur excidisse & ac legen
dum luoJI-4L 3~ luop.at, ero qui ero, ut consonant cum Hebraioo 
M"l'M -,V?M :"r:"IM." So also both Babrdt,7 "Videtur & exci
disse," and Field, "ubi pronomen excidisse videtur." Field 
cites the rendering of Grrecus V enetus, luoJ1.4L ~ luop.M ; 
but the Jewish author of the V enetus had no need of Aq nila 
and Theodotion to guide him to that rendering;- the Com
plutensian Polyglott, not many decades after, translated the 

• Hexaplo"'m Orlgenu quae "'.Pt"'""'• Parts, 1718, Tol. I. pp. 60 f. 
T H«J:aplOM.Im Orlgtntl quae ltlptriUnt, Leipzig, 1769, Part I. p. ll68. 
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:-mat .,~lt :"Tnt of the Targum text with ero qui ero. That 
a relative pronoun has been carelessly omitted in the trans
mission of the rendering of those ancient versions is, how
ever, probable enough. 

The Targum of Onqelos, the Samaritan Targum, and the 
Peshif.a for Exodus StU. are practically literal renderings of 
our Masoretic text. In all three versions the Hebrew l"l"l'M 
:T'l'M .,'lt'M of tu and l"l"l'M of Ub are carried over with no 
attempt at interpretation. 

The consonantal text of Onqelos in the Complutensian 
Polyglott is as follows : :"Tnt .,b l"l"l'M m?C':I """ -,cac'1 u 
., -,can 11 J'I~M,':I ~D :-rnac ~~ ~l::1':1 .,c~M fl,!:l .,cat, 
~ J~l'l..,~ ac..,.,ac """ ':lac-,~~ ~,!:1., .,c~M rrr::~ ~., """ 
~~ J""1 ~M,., ~,m'lt' ::;"~ l'T";,~,ac, ~ l'T"M.,ac em~ 
""'"n .,, .,!:1., ~l.,!:ln J""TTI:Ir,,. That of the London Polyglott 
is identical with this, save that it prints ~ for """· Berliner's 
reprint (1884) of the Sabbioneta edition of 1557, besides 
employ:ing ~, differs only in the reading :"1"~ instead 
of l'T"l"!.,lt before j'rnt"., and ~'~· The isolated variant 
for vs.1' referred to by Berliner (Part ii. p. 188), I have 
not been able to ascertain. The Targum's habitual substitu
tion of """ for ~ of the Hebrew is of course of no textual 
significance. 

For the Samaritan Targum I transliterate from Peter
mann's edition (Berlin, 1882): l"l"l'M ~ .,.. l"!l"!':lat .,~ :K 
~ ~~ rrnac ~~ ~l!:l., .,c~M Jl"!!:lac .,cac'1 l'T"nac .,n 
mac m.~ ~~ ~l!:l., .,c~M Jl"!~ m?C., rr,,,ac .,_, -,cac'116 
J'l!:l~ ~~ ~,~ ~~ prnt" ~ 1:1,~ ~;,~,ac J'l!:ll'l.~ 
""'"n .,.,., ~!:1, rTJ ~ "C~ rt· The variants resulting 
from Petermann's collations are: in vs.u, a~;T,ac for l"!;T,ac; 
~=., for :"IV?C .,.. ; rtC for JM~lt ; ~!:1., for ~l!:l':l ; ~l~ and 
~ for ~~; in vs.16, ~,ac for '"It*; c~;T,ac for l"!;T,ac; 
Jl"te and J"1C for Jl"!!:llt; .,c~M omitted ; ~., for ~l::1., ; l"!&,ac 
for ~;,~,ac ; c.~ac-, l"!;T,ac for 1:1~ ~~ and similarly in 
the two parallel phrases following; for ~lm~ as in vs.:K; M'Q., and r:b-,':1 for 1:1.,,, ; "l.,!:l., for ~!:1, ; and .,,r, for 
.,.,.,. The variants, when not scribal errors, are but differ
ent renderings of our Hebrew text. 
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For the Peshita I give the text of Codex Ambl'08ianua 
from Ceriani's photolithographic reproduction : ~ ~ lt 
~ .... ~ ~ r»f~ 1-J.- ~ .. ~ ...... ~ 
~~ ~ ~ 1-J.-~ '~ ~ ~~~ ~ 
.ra\ f ~ ~ ~ ~" ~ \! •• ,..., ~ 
~ .....J;.--.eot oJGI ~ ~ ca....JGI -e 0 a '> ' _.,.. 
The texts of the London and Paris Polyglotts and the 
UrWnia edition of 1852 accord with this, exoept that the 
Polyglotts have ~ for '-;.a.l• and the Unlmia edi
tion has '-;a. and --...t ~. A phraates, in the Demon
ttf'atWn that Olaritt u tl&e Son of God (written in the year 
666 Sel. == 848-344 A.D.), quotes from 'vs.K ....,.f .,.c....,.. 
and from vs.l6 ~~ ~? o.Jcno ~ ~ ~ ... a 

The paraphrases of Targum Jerushalmi I (Pseudo-Jona
than) and Jerushalmi II (Fragment-Targum), though of 
some value for the history of exegesis, are worthless for 
purposes of textual criticism. 

Finally I adduoe the Latin of Jerome, first from the 
Complutensian Polyglott, and next from the Clementine 
edition of 1592, the official text of the Roman Church. I 
supplement the abbreviations of the Complutensian in par-

• entheses : Dizit cle1u ad mog•en. Ego tum qui aum. .Ait. Sic 
dicta filiu iwael. Qui i( at): miait nu ad woe. DizitqtU 
iUn£m cleu. ad moy•en. Hec dice• filiia iarael. Domimu cleut 
patra(m) weatrora(m) deUJ abraam I deUJ iaaac I cleua iacob 
mmt me ad woa. Hoc nomi(n) milai eat in eterna(m): I /we 
numoriale nua(m) i(n) g(e)n(er)atio(n)e 1 g(e)n(er)atio
fli(m). The Clementine text is as follows: Dizit Deru ad 

• TM Homaw of .ApAraacu, ediled from Srrl(J() manucrlpll of 1M $ftl 
ncl llziA uracurlu in 1M BrltiiA Muuum, br W. Wrlgllt, p. ~. The 
pa.ap Ia lacking 1n Wrlght'a Index of Scriptural qnotatlona. ,. 

The Jacobite vocal!Wlon of the London and Parla Polfglotta Ia .::..l 
• ,. t ,. r 

and &oG~l .,., &oG~I, whUe the UrO.mla edition polnta the aame qllabiN 
with (Nestorlan) Zeq&fa; that Ia, the traditional vocalization both aut and 
weat Ia a conatant G. Some manUICrlpta of the lexlcalworka of Bar AU and 

Bar Bahlul Insert a helping vowel, "~" (Pa70e Smith, oo1. 46); bat 
1188 Duval'a edition of Bar Bablul, col. "· In no cue, however, ahould &be 

, ''f -~ phraae be 'focallzed - .,... ......,, u Bolalnger, Bzoclu, p. 7. 
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:lloy•m: EGO SUM QUI SUM. .Ait: Sic dice• filii• 
Iwtul : QUI EST, mint me ad "'· ".Dizitq. itwum De"' ad 
Jfoy•m: Hcec dice• filii• Iwael: Domin"' De1U patrvm 
Wltrorum, ~ .AhraAam, Deu I1atU, t De1U Iacob mWit 
me ad "': /we taometa milai elt in aternum, t !we memoriau 
meum in genertJtionem t generationem. The Antwerp Poly
glott, except in spelling 1u. and CBte,.,..m, conforma to the 
Complutensian. The Paris Polyglott follows the Antwerp 
in all but the laat clause, where for in generatione et genera
tionem it baa only in genertJtionem. Walton's Polyglott 
agrees entirely with the Clementine edition. The additional 
variants exhibited by manuscripts and editions of the Vul
gate recorded by V ercellone 8 are: in vs.Jt«, Dixitqtu for 
.Dixit; Dominu.t for Deu; in Ub, ait omitted; in 15, itervm 
Domin"' for iUrtlm Deu.t. Of these only the second variant 
is exhibited by more than one or two unimportant manu
scripta. Codex Amiatinus baa t1t1trum for t1e1trorum. Almost 
all manuscripts and printed editions, according to V ercellone, 
support the Complutensian against the Clementine in the 
reading et De11.1 I•aac, while a few manuscripts omit the con
junction before both Dem I•aac and Deu I4C06. Vercel
lone's testimony regarding the variant in gmerationem- in 
genertJtione is somewhat vague, but the Complutensian reading 
i11 gemratione et ge-nerationem would seem to be the best sup
ported. It is not possible, fl'om the unsystematic summing 
up of V ercellone's collations, to determine exactly the read
ings of ce1-ta.in manuscripts throughout the two verses. But 
there can be little doubt that the text of the Compluteusian 
for Exodus StU. is in all respects the best supported tradition 
of the Latin of Jerome. 

Before considering the relation of Jerome's version to the 
Hebrew expreasions :T'Mae .,W l"1":"M and l"mM, we should 
notice the freedom with which, here as elsewhere, while 
tolerably true to his original, he varies the Latin for stylistic 
reasons in cases where he must of nece88ity have bad the 
same Hebrew. ~ is rendered dixit in vs.lt«, ait in 14b, 

and dizitqtU in 15; ~ l"t::::l is rendered 1ie dice• in 1•, and 
•Vcarl(u l«UoiiU nlglllcae LCICI71C14 Blbllonc• edU1ort11, Rome, 1860-lSCU. 
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haec dice• in 16; "CI.' m is !we t&MMn mihi eft, but ..-ot m is 
!we memoriale meum. Under the circumstances we are not 
warranted in assuming that he had pmr' .. ;,~,ac, against the 
Masoretic pnr .. ;,~,ac.-or ~!."' ~:::3., in vs.16 against the 
Masoretic ~!."' "l:::3 ~. And whatever be the authentic 
Hieronymic text of the last clause of vs.16, we need not look 
beyond the .,, .,," of our Masoretic text for the underlying 
Hebrew. I suspect, however, that the best Vulgate reading 
transmitted to us, in generatione et g~m, has resulted 
from original INGENERATIONEMGENERATIONEM = .,, .,~. 

Turning to the renderings .Ego tum qui aum and Qui e1t 
mint 1M ad t~ot, we must notice, in the first place, that they are 
not original with Jerome. It is a mere coincidence of gram· 
matical parts of speech that .Ego tum qui tum appears to be 
nearer to the Hebrew m'M .,'lt'M :T'rnt than does the Greek 
~'Ym elp.& o &lv; as a matter of fact it is farther from the 
Hebrew. Both of the Vulgate clauses were adopted by 
Jerome from the Old Latin usage, based, of course, upon the 
Greek text alone. 

The following sources for the reconstruction of the " Old 
Latin" of Exodus 81' were enumerated by Sabatier.JO I cite 
the quotations of the Fathers, and for convenience of refer· 
ence give the volume (Roman numerals) and column (Arabic 
numerals) of Migne's Patrologia Latina where each quota· 
tion may be found: .Ego aum qui aum, Novatian, De trinitate 
(iii. 920); .Ego aum qui l'ltm and further on .Ego l'ltm qu.i aum 
temper, Phoebadius Aginnensis, Oontra Arianot (xx. 24); 
.Ego tum qui aum. • • • Haec dice• filii• Iwael, Misit me ad f10I 

i1 qui ett, Hilary of Poitiers, De trinitate i. 5 ( x. 28) ; Ego 
tum qui tum, id. i. 6 (x. 28); .Ego aum qui aum. • • • Sic 
dice• filiit Iarael, Mint me ad tJOI it qui ett, id. iv. 8 (x. 102); 
Dixit autem Dominw ad Mogaen, .Ego mm qui tum. .Et di:z:it, 
Sic dice• filii• Iwael, Qui elt mint me ad t~OI, id. v. 22 ( x. 144) ; 
Mint me ad t1o1 it qui eat, id. xii. 24 (x. 447); Dixit Dominut, 

10 BibUorum •acrorum LattJ&~U "emonu antiqvae 1eu "etWI Italico, et cu
terae quaeeunque (tl codtcibUII mu. e: anliqtcorum librll reperir' pohln'tllll, 
Parle, 1761. 
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Ego aum qui aum. Dicet, Qui ut milit me, Ambrose, .Epiltola 
viii (xvi. 953); .Ego tum qui BUm, id. Enarratio in P1almu.m 
xxm (xiv. 1054); Ego tum qui BUm. • . • Milit me qui e•t, 
Augustine, Tractat'UI ii in Joanni• evangelium (xxxv. 1889); 
Ego tum qui BUm. Haec dice• filiil Iwael, Qui ett mitit me 
ad tm, id. Sermo f1i (xxxviii. 61); Dicu itaque filiil Itrael, 
Qui ett milit me ad vo1, id. Sermo ttii (xxxviii. 68); .Ego 
tum qui BUm. Et dice• filii• Iwael, Qui ut milit me ad vo1, 
Ferrandus, Epiltola ad Reginum (lxvii. 944). Sabatier men· 
tions further, Et dixit Dominm ad Moy1en, Die filiil Iwael, 
Hilary, In P1almum cxviii (ix. 615); and Vade, die filiit 
Iwael, Qui e~t milit me, Jerome, Oommentarii in I1aiam pro
phetam, cap. lii (xxiv. 518); but the former is beside our 
point, and as regards quotations by Jerome, it would perhaps 
be chronologically more pertinent to cite Qui eat me milit, 
Epi1tola xv (xxii. 35). To the above citations should be 
added the text of the sixth century Lyons maDIJSCript pub
lished by Robert,U Et dixit DeUI ad Moyten, Ego tum qui 
tum. Et dixit, Sic dici•[ so] filii• I•trahel, Qui eat mint me 
ad vo1; and the passage in the metrical Heptateuch of Cypri
anus the Gallic poet, who wrote in the early part of the fifth 
century and everywhere employs a pre-Hieronymic version,D 

Salvator talia iungit : 
Ille ego ltlm qui 1t1m, lie dice•, et ~t~ptr a~tra 
Qui rriget, e1tque dttll vutrorum a lltirpe parentum. 

(Exodus, llnea 1671!.) 

It may be questioned whether certain of the Fathers cited 
were not acquainted with and employing the Vulgate ver
sion, and some of the citations may owe their present form 
to corruption of the patristic text in the direction of the 
Vulgate. Still, a fair proportion of them will certainly 
preserve pre-Hieronymic readings. So that we may reason
ably assume that the common Old Latin text of our verse 

n YerBion lat1ne du Pentaetvque aneirieure a Sm'nt Jerome, Parla, 1881, 
pp. 68f., 168. 

lt See the dlacusalon of Pelper, CorpUI BCrtptorum eccluta~tlcorum LaUno
rum, VOL xxliL pp. :uv f. 
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ran as follows : Dizit (or Et dizit) deut ad ltfo11""- Ego """ 
qui tum. Et dizit, Sic (or Aaec) dice• filii• Iarael, Qui ell 
miftt me ad 11oa.l8 This Latin is easily derived from the 
Greek. Qui ut is ordinary Latin for o .,,H and while .Bgo 
tum qui tum is perhaps more naturally interpreted It u I 
tAat am than I am 'M tluzt u, the same is true of the Greek, 
as Greek, with the personal pronoun expreesed.11 

Ego aum qui tum and Qui ut mint me ad 1101 being derived 
from the Old Latin and historically based upon the Greek, 
the question we have to face is not whether they could or 
could not by any possibility be derived from the Hebrew, 
but merely whether they could in case of need be reconciled 
with the Hebrew. For generations these striking texts had 
been made the basis of theological speculation and demon
stration. Had Jerome desired to depart from the common 
Greek and lAtin wording of the passage (which of course 
was not the case), he lacked the independent Hebrew 
scholarship which would enable him to do 80 without a 
well-defined Jewish tradition to occasion and justify the 
departure. But Jewish tradition, 80 far as concerned the 

u There Is no more reuon for Sabatler'a taldng Into hla reconatructecl 
ten of vs.l'- Domlnu of Hilary, De Crin~ v. U, than there would be 
for IDiertlng Domina ad Mor.en In VL1a, after that au.thor on Plalm 118. 

u Compare Tertulllan'a rendering of Apoc. 1•, ..td11enu .PNuCU~t, cap. 
xvll (Migne, ll. 199). 

u Of oourBe, I am 1k! chac t. Is the unmlatakable Intent of the Greek In 
this J1U1889 ; that Is, 6 .;. Is the logical predicate, not the subject. A l.a 
ambiguous reproduction of tbe aenae of the Greek would haTe been 'Jlgo 
nm u qtd uc. So the Hexaplarlc Syrtac bu -L·b oet ...zt..,l J,.Jf aocl 
,~ ·...J4,. -6. .. f? ot1; eee Cerlanl, PeldakwAI S,.Ha:ap~GrU 
quae IUptrtunt, pp. 187 f. ; Laprde-Bablfa, Veetrlt Tucamenct Qfvud C• 
termontm Syrlacum wm fra{/f'Mnca, p. 62 ; and compare the quotation 
In the schollon of Jacob of Edeua publlshed by Neatle, ZDMG, vol. x:ail. 
p •• 90. Similarly, tbe Ethloplo : c1nc1 W'lti •i~Adla (I am Ae chac u) aud 
•4Ac1lo jilndtDcJnl (Ae chat u Aat .ellt me); aee Dlllmann'a ~ 
.AuAiopieu, p. 100. 

A third lnt.erpretat.lon of llf}o nm qtd IUm, u 1 CJ"' ClCJI I CJm, In which 
tum l8 a copula and nothing more, Is quite outalde of the Intent of the Latin, 
u it Is lmpoulble tn the cue of the Greet. Q¥1 uc of w l8 a au11loleu$ 
demonatratlon of tbe fact. Our fiUD.Illar English 1 am chal I am repreaeDa 
the r..ttn no more properly than tt doee the Greek or the Hebrew, aocl 
lt l8 high time the expreealon disappeared from aolenWlo uaap. 
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construction and literal interpretation of the text, and not 
merely a more or leas free speculation as to its basis and 
import,Je was able to dodge the issue by rehearsing the 
expressions as the longer and shorter forms respectively 
of a divine proper name. And in fact there can be little 
doubt that had Jerome not found the Greek and Latin 
before him, he would, in spite of Aquila and Theodotion, 
have transferred the Hebrew vocables bodily into his own 
version, as did Targum Onqelos and the Peshij:.a.l7 Jerome 

II So the Babylonian Gemara, Btrac:AoCA 96 : ":mat "'l1t'M :mat. -The 
holy One, bleued be he, l&id unto Moeea, Go and aay unto laraeJ, I have 
been ('n"M) with you In thfa bondage : I will be (:mat) with you In the 
(fuwre) bondage of the ldngdoma (~). And he (M0188) apake before 
blm, Lold of the world, IUftlclent unto the hour Ia the evil thereof I The 
=~e, bleeled be he, aald unto him, Go and a.y unto them ~ :mat 

• " Cf. BMIRoiA Rabba : " ~ &,at mM "'CaM. -Rabbi Abba b. 
:Hamal aald, The holy One, blelled be he, aald unto Moeea, Thou eeekellt 
to bow mf name: acooldlng to my acta am I dealgnated ; sometlmee I am 
ealled ..., .,ac, at other t.lmee l'l,ac¥, at othen ~. at othen m..,., When 
I judge m&Dtlnd, my D&Dle Ia mM ; when I make war upon the wicked, 
my D&Dle Ia mcs ; when I bear with the lllns of men, my name Ia ..., &,at ; 
and when I shew mercy upon the world, my ume Ia l'TI:1' ; for m,.,. Ia bot the 
I)'Dlbol of mercy, u It Ia written J'l2"1 em &,IJC m..,. l'TI:1' (Exodus M1). So 
that my ume Ia :mat "'&''iC :mat because of my act& Rabbi Y~~aq a.ys, 
The holy One, bl..ad be he, aald unto MOI881 Say unto them, What I wu 
In the put, that I am at preeent and will be In the future ("IJC' 'l'l""r'l' "* 
ac&, .,.,., acn ~ 'l"l':m Mn) ; therefore :mat OCCUJ'I three tlmee (In thla 
pauage). ADd further& :mat "'l1t'M :mat. -BabblJacob b. Rabbi Abtna, on 
the authority of Rabbi B&la of Sepphorls, Did, The holy One, bleued be 
he, u.ld unto M0188, Say unto them, I will be (:mat) with them In thfa 
bondage, and In the bondage to which they so ~., }:'1) I wUl be with 
them. Be (Moeea) apake before hlm, ADd am I to relate thfa to them f
Sa11lclent unto the hour Ia the evil thereof I Be u.ld unto him, Nay, thna 
(only) shalt thou a.y unto the children of Iarael, =-"IJC ~ rmat; unto 
thee I make (the future) known, not unto them." 

A ndlcally dltrerent elaboration Ia that oontalned In the Targnma Jern
abalml I and II, which connect. :mat with the act of bringing into exlatenoe, 
or oreatlou. 

17 .Among the ten Hebrew umee of the Detty which Jerome enumerate& 
In one of bla letters to Marcella (Migne, :all. 429) Ia ESER IEIE. The 
citation Ia from memory, and knowing hla Lat.ln text better than hla 
Hebrew, be obtalna the latter by what he UIUmee to be a re-tranlllatlon of 
the former. Be prooeedl to explain that the name Ia the Qwl ue of Exodna 
8*, bat endently forgot that the Hebrew had DO "'lN at thla point. Of 
ooane the citation II worthla. aa a witn811 to the Hebrew text of hla daJ 
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is therefore not engaged in a free translation of Hebrew 
prose at this point, but imagines he is perpetuating the 
Greek exposition of the (so to speak, etymological) signi· 
ficance of the proper names l'T'i"fK .,~at l'T'i"fat and l'T'i"IJC. 
That the former of these offered no oiJ~tacle, prima jaci8, 
to the perpetuation of the formula Ego BUm qui tum is self· 
evident: the Imperfect of a Hebrew verb occurred often 
enough with present signification. l'T'i"fM would, of course, 
not be the same person as Qui ett; but an interpretation, if 
it is to be one, must make sense, and Ego BUm mUit f1l6 is 
so palpably close to nonsense that the alteration of the 
Old Latin in that direction, on a mere point of the pre
cise grammatical form of a proper name, was not to be 
thought of.18 

Like the Greek, Jewish Aramaic, Samaritan, and Syriao 
versions made directly from the Hebrew, the Latin Vulgate 
offers no occasion for questioning that the Masoretic text of 

(ESER IEIE = :"1':"1' ~ 8d penon), but tt does show clearly that hla 
Jewtah teachers, like the tranalatore of the Targum, t.reat.ed both expreesiona 
aa names of t.he Deity. 

As a genuine divine name, dlstlnguiahed from mere clrcumlocutory epi
thets, and yet in no way related to the tetragrammaton, :TrnC "!!'M :T:'1IC 
appeare in t.he Jerusalem Gemara, .Megilla 71 d, and in the Babyloniao 
Gemara, Shebu'oth BOa. For Ita potency aa a divine name, tbe phrue (or 
eome corruption of it) waa also employed in incantatloua, especially in later 
times, and !.hat even among the Mohammedan Arabs; cf. Goldziher, ZDJlG, 
vol. xlvlii. pp. 869 f. Already in b. .&Jba Bathra 73 a, there Is a llallora' 
yarn about a perilous wave being laid low by means of millilea on which wu 
engraved, ~';lc J't)lC II* n,acs m:"1' :"1' :"1'mt ~ :Trne. 

u I am hath .e!U nl4! unto rou Is a apecla.lty of our own language, and a 
favorite one. Wateon, in his tranalation of Hilary's D~ trtnU~ (Ni«M 
and Po-..Nicene Fathn-1, second series, voL ix.), rendere the Latin .Mute 
me ad oo• il qui eBt of iv. 8 with I am hath eenl me unto vou, after the King 
James version. Similarly, in Fremantle'a edition of Jerome's lettere (UJ. 
vol. vL), Qul ellt me mUU of Letter xv (Migne, xxiL 86) is rendered I am 
hath .em me. Contrast the Wycll.t!lte vereions of Exodus 31•. 

A proceeding eomewhat analogous to Jerome's Is that of Pa.rlaot, who, in 
the Latin translation of Aphraatell'a quotation above-mentioned (Patrologi4 
Svrlaca, Part i. vol. i. col. 791), makes the author adopt the formula of the 
Vulgate, Ego eum qu1 tum, whereas Aphraates quotes the Hebrew 't'OC&blea 
of the Peshl~ version aa be would a proper name, with no interpretation 
whatever. 

D1git1zed byGoogle 



ARNOLD : THE DIVINE NAME IN EXODUS Ill. 14 123 

Exodus StU. goes back beyond the middle of the third cen
tury B.C. (the commonly accepted date of the Alexandrian 
translation of the Pentateuch into Greek) to some point 
prior to the final breach (whenever it may have occurred) 
between the Samaritan and Jerusalem communities.D 

Our next step is to determine the meaning of the language 
of the text. This task is not a theological one, nor yet an 
historical one, but purely linguistic. As Hebrew, the phrase 
m'M .,~M :"rl"M (and the same is true of the following :"rl"M =""' ~J""~' in vs.Ub) can have only one, definite meaning, 
or one of several just as definite meanings. The context may 
be needed to determine which particular one of several mean
ings offered by the language we are to adopt, but the meanings 
from which the selection is made must be yielded by the lan
guage itself. And while a word may be used in pregnant 
fashion with allusion to a known circle of ideas, such conno
tation must be substantiated by more than assertion, and can
not in any case be intelligently discussed until the primary 
denotation ha!J been grasped. Needless to say that the con
tribution of this or that interpretation to the requirements of 
a given theory of the development of the religion of Israel, can 
have no bearing upon the question. Even the renderings of 
the ancient versions and the exegesis based upon them, are in 
this case beside the mark : rrnac is a common Hebrew word, 
and the construction rrnac .,'::at rrnac is, as we shall see, a 

H According to Josephus, about 833 a.o. "Ueber dle Entstehung des 
eamarltanlschen Schismas giebt ea nur elnen Berlcht, den bel Jos. ant. XL 
7S ss. •, nnd der ist falsch" (Hl>lscher, Palattina in def' per•uc:Mn und Ael· 
lem.ti&cMit Zett, p. 87). That It 11 our only account 11 quite true. Nehemiah 
13'8£ doila. not profess to relate to such an eplaode, and cannot relate to It, if 
only for the circumstance that the cleavage was not cousummated till after 
the Pentateuch had been both compiled and domesticated. But it does not 
follow that the statement of Josephus Is therefore ln its entirety fictitious. 
How the fact that the sch11m synchronized with Alexander's conquest could 
be derived from a "false exeges11" of Nehemiah 1S!8 t., 11 not apparent. 
Joeephus's statement on that point may or may not rest on good tradit.lon ; 
that it does not, 11 not demonstrated by h11 erroneous application of the 
Nehemiah passage. For the rest, Hl>lscher's own determination of the date 
of the scblsm, by means of the Indirect evidence of the combined prophecle• 
of Iealah 56-66, as 1100n after the punitive expedition of Artaxerxea Ochus, 
doea not materially conftlct with that furn11hed by Josephus. 
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not unparalleled Hebrew construction. The versions have 
rendered us their only possible service : they have borne 
their testimony to the integrity of the Hebrew text from 
the third century B.c. to the present time. 

The clauses just mentioned, :T':-nt .,n :T':-nt and :T':'Dt 
~~ ~~nf,~, are the only parts of the text that present any 
difficulty and about the interpretation of which there is dis
pute. The second of these clauses can be dismissed with a 
few words. Whatever may be the literal meaning of the 
word :T':"DC, in this sentence it is in the nominative ~ 
subject of the verb which follows it, and therefore a sub
stantive. Since, moreover, the word is in itself a verb in 
the first person singular of the Imperfect tense, as a sub
stantive it cannot be an appellative, but must be a proper 
name. And while a proper name may have a transparent 
etymology, it is not permissible to drag its etymology into 
the structure of the sentence in which it occurs. We neither 
interpret nor render 1!"\~:::l ""' JN ,.,.., of 1 Samuel 1211, .And 
gave toent to hi• houte. The question as to the origin of 
the name and the reason for its bestowal may be legiti
mately raised, but not in the act of rendering a sentence 
in which it is already employed as such. So that the 
only permissible interpretation and rendering of the He
brew sentence ~~C,ac ~m~ :T':-nt is 'EAyeA AatA 1ent me 
wnto you. 

The case is different with regard to :T':-nt .,n 1'1":-nt. This 
expression necessarily constitutes a complete sentence, for it 
is all that follows the formula mt'~ ~ ~ ~. As 
one single proper name, 'EAyeA-uker-'eAyeA, it could con
stitute only one of two elements in the reply; another ele
ment, either a verb or a noun, would be required. We shonld 
have something like 'Ekyek-ukil'-'ehyeA llatA 1ent thee, or 
'EAyeA-uhir-'ehyeh u my name, or I am 'EhyeA-uhir
'ehyeA. As surely, then, as we must refrain from translat
ing the word :T':-nt in vs.l46 must we face the problem of the 
interpretation of the sentence :T':"nt .,n :T':-nt in 1... Nor 
cnn the first element of the expreBSion be constituted a 
proper name, while the remaining :T':-nt .,n is treated as a 
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separate, subordinate clause explanatory of the name. • To 
say nothing of the intrinsic absurdity of explaining a word 
that needs no explanation by repeating that same word, or 
of the unnatural construction of ""'b involved, the identical 
remarks apply to the simple IT'rnt that have been passed 
upon IT':"'M ""'b l'rrnt considered as a proper name : :"'''nt 
alone cannot constitute the sentence demanded by the intro
ductory formula ~ "-~ ~. 

What, then, is the meaning of the Hebrew sentence IT'rnt 
:"'''nt ""'b? 

The facts with regard to the literal rendering of this 
clause as Hebrew, no matter where or in what connection 
it might be found, were accurately set forth by Robertson 
Smith.11 Nevertheless, recent commentators on the book of 
Exodus, and others who touch upon the subject, continue to 
tread, or to linger about, the path of error. A restatement 
of the case is therefore not uncalled for. 

• So, after Ibn Ezra, WellhalUen, Oomporition dtt Ht:taUucAt•, p. 7J, 
Dote i, "Bin -aintemal lch bin"; and after WeUbauaen, Baentacb. Pal
pably absurd, however, the colllt.rUctlon only becomes with the Interpre
tation adopted by Marti, GucAidiU der llraelUUcllen Beltgioa •, p. 61 : 
"Ebj6, daa belaat icA btn," Is what the author of Exodus 81• made God canae 
lloeea to teach the Hebrew .. peatlng people. 

a See .PropAtu of Imul •, pp. 886 Jr. They were 111mmed up, 10me 
JIIO yean before Robertson Smith, In the brief statement of Henry Aln.l
worth, "Tbe Hebrew, E/Uell tul&er e/UeA, properly slgnlfteth, I tcliU ~ tAac 
I will be," - .Annotation~ upon tile ucoad boou of Menu, called Ezodut, 
Reprint of 1689, p. 10 (Brat printed In 1617). Not 80 accurate, though 
posalbly only becaWI8 not 80 ftgDe, are Luther and the Onacua Venetue. 

Unfortunately, Robertson Smith acquleaced In the attribution of the 
uprelldona In question, together with the remainder of the eectlon, to the 
original E aouroe, and 80 was forced to twist his rendering Into the ~equlre
menta of the context, with the reiUlt that the 111bstance of our puage Is 
thna eet forth : "The eenae Is • • • that what He wUI be to Hla people He 
will be, will approve Hlmaelf to be, without fall. The ftgD8De88 Is Inevitable, 
for no words can sum up all that Jehovah wlU be to His people ; it Is enough 
for them to know that He will be it (comp. Iaa. lxiv. 8; Lam. ill. JS)." The 
1lDreallty of thla r811llt Is Its auftlclent condemnation. 

Smith's conclnalona had been prevlo111ly published at greater length In an 
article" On the Name Jehovah (Jahve) and the Doctrine of Exod111 lli. 1j," 
BrUWA aad Fonlgra EMragtlkal Bmett~ for Janaary, 1876, pp. 163 ff., at 
the cloee of which he oonnecta l'r:'IM of Hoeea 1• with this ~· His 
views were restated Immediately thereafter by Nestle, Dle VNtl~ 
Blgenatmaea, 1876, pp. 91 ff. 
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The Hebrew verb I'T':"! does not mean to Aave being. The 
Greek rendering of I'T'l"!M, o c:;,, introduces a concept as 
foreign to the Hebrew mind as it is to the Hebrew verb. 
The Hebrews, as such, never attained to the conception of a 
Universe (as distinguished from a World), or of Infinity, or 
of one First-cause, or of an underlying Substance or Reality ; 
nor yet to that of the abstractest of them all, absolute and 
pure Being. Furthermore, the Hebrew verb I'T':"! does not 
mean to wt, except within certain limitations and in the 
French sense of the term. m'1 is to CO?M into e:r:iltence, to 
happen, to occur; to become, to take on (an attril>ute ), to mtw 
upon (a 1tate), to comtitute (tomewAat). Secondarily, since 
Aad become =wat, and toill become= will he, and having bectmU 
=being (Gerund), m'1 comes to be employed for to he in the 
sense of the copula, and even in the sense of actwllity, but 
only with reference to past or future time or in speaking of 
the copulative relation or the predication itself; and it is eo 
employed for the very reason that the Hebrew language 
ordinarily employs no verb at all to express the idea of 
being, and so cannot explicitly throw its thought into past 
or future time, or advert to the thought itself, without re
course to the verb become. Accordingly the Hebrew equiva
lent of I e:z:i1t, if the occasion for such a declaration could 
be conceived of by the Hebrew mind, would be not I'T'I'M, 
but ~n~ (Perfect), I Aave come into exiltence and 10 am Aere. 
On the other hand, I am ( 1omething) as distinguished from 
I e:rilt, would not make use of the verb I'T':"! at all. I CJm 
can only be expressed by means of a nominal sentence. The 
Hebrew fol' I am ( •o and 10) is ~~ followed by the predicate 
noun (or adverb). Thus the Hebrew for I am that I am is 
not I'T'l'M .,b I'T'l"!M, nor does it differ from that clause only 
in the matter of the tense of the verb. A nominal instead 
of a verbal sentence is required. The Hebrew for I am tAat 
I am is ~~ .,'lt'K ~~ just as I am he is at\, ~~. The Im
perfect I'T'l'M can only mean I am in the act of becoming, or I 
toill become, or I will be, '¥A- which, in the looseness of Hebrew 

• In order not to confWII! the laaue by dlatlncUona of Mode foreign to Uae 
Hebrew, I adhere to the form of the :Ji:ogllah Future employed by Bobeneoll 
Bmltb. 
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thinking, amount to pretty much the same thing. In no 
case can it be rendered I am. And while the thought I fl1ill 
ea:ilt (ahide, in the fuJ;ure) would be theoretically possible in 
the latest stage of Old Testament writing, it is impossible 
in this connection, with the predicate :T:"M .,n immediately 
following it. I"T':"M in this sentence can only mean I will he 
or hecome (totMthing); for of course I will he. or HCOJM 
(tom6hody) is not a sensible alternative. Not merely the 
most natural, then, but the necessary construction of :T:"''at 
rr:"1M ~ is I will he wlur.t I will he. So much for the literal 
meaning of the Hebrew clause. 

We have still the question as to the idiomatic or logical 
value of this tautological expression. And only at this 
point is it pertinent to consider the testimony of the paral
lels from the Old Testament, Neo-Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriao, 
and Arabic which are cited by Lagarde,• Robertson Smith,• 
and Griinbaum.• In doing so, the reader should bear in mind 
that no number of parallels from other languages can affect 
the meaning of the Hebrew verb as determined above. Our 
own detailed enumeration of the parallels may be safely and 
advantageously limited to those of the Old Testament; there 
are enough of them to determine the point at issue, and we 
shall thereby escape the influence of any turns of thought 
which may be peculiar to later times and other languages. 
The Old Testament parallels adduced by the writers men
tioned are: Gen. 48H Ex. 418 1()tl 88» Deut. 9S 1 Sam. 1• 
2818 2 Sam. 15Z Ez. 1216 Zech. 1()8 and Esther 418, to which 
may be added 2 Kings 81. Of these, 1 Sam. 1•, .,, .,.,.,..,, 
has nothing in common with the construction we are discuss
ing. Neither has Zech. 1()8 '0., 'It)!) ,!).,'!, if the current in
terpretation, 'l!heg 11ur.ll he aa many at t'My formerlg were, is 
the proper one. Dent. 9S 1:1,~ c~-,!)-,ac M M\'T' ~~cC, C,I))M, 
~nC,m~n., ~ n.,...,., l:l~!).,at MM'I, And I proatrated my•elf 
before Jahweh the forty day• and forty nighU that I did, is 
not exactly to the point, since there is nothing indefinite 

• Paalterium Jtata Hebrat01 Hwonrmi, pp. 166 ft. 
ll Prop'MU of ltratl1, p. 887. 
• ZDMG, vol. xxxlx, pp. 6M t 
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about the complement of the verb. • The rest of the pas
sages it will be convenient to cite in the following order : 
4) Passages with the Perfect in the relative clause: Gen. 48H 
~n&,v, ~!)na,!)'lt' .,'lt'aQ ~lae1, And ~for me, w•~"er I mu•t 1M 
bereaPJed, I •hall be; Esther 414 ~n'1:ae ~n,:2at .,'lt'aQ\ And 
lwwaoever I mu1t periaA, I •hall. b) With the participle : 
2 Sam. li)l) -p,i"1 'lM -,n a, ,.,, 'lae1, ('l'hou cam'at but 
ge•terday, and ahall I ltart thu traveling Ulith "'to-day,) with 
myaelf going where I am1 c) With the Imperfect in the 
relative clause: Ex. 418 ,a,'lt'n ,..!) Ml ~. Send by whatet1er 
hand thou choote•t; w Ex. 16tl -,n l"IM'I 'DC 'll*n .,n nM 
,a,W!) ,&,v,:m, Bake whatet1er ye choote, and boil whatever ge 
choo••; Ex. 88li CIT"UC -,n nat 'mn·n JMM -,n nat 'roM\ 
I will be graciout unto whomtoever I choote, and I will haN 
mercy upon whomaoet1er I choote; 1 Sam. 2818 .,'lt'aQ ~':n."M 
~"'"'n\ And they wmt rofling wherever they cho•e; 2 Kings 81 
~un .,'lt'aQ ~om. And live temporarily wheret1er thou chooaelt; 
Ez. 1225 ~, ~-- -,n nM ~~ I will apea/c whatever 
word I choote. From the data of the Old Testament it is 
evident that this indefinite tautological construction was 
employed by the Hebrews, in reference to an ensning event, 
a) with the verb in the Perfect, to indicate the subject's 
subjection to a necessary though unknown fate, and b) with 
the verb in the Imperfect, to indicate the subject's absolute 
control of his own action: the idiomatic value of -,n ~n~l"'f 
~nw.-t, when spoken of future time, is I •hall be whatever I 
mu.t; the idiomatic value of M"i"1M -,n i"1"i"1at, which can be 
spoken only of future time, is I will be whatet1er I chooae. 

The language of Exodus 814-16 must accordingly be rendered. 
as follows : tw And God ~aid unto Motel, I UliU be whatetler 
I choo~e. ttb And he •aid, 'l!ht~t~ •halt thou '"!I to the childrtft 
of Iwael: 'Ehyeh [~:"IM ="I will be"] 14th .em me unto 
you. 16 And God •aid further unto Motea, 'l'hut ahalt thou tag 

• Cf. Dent. 2911; Steuemagel, HK, p. M, aeema not to peroehe the dif
ference between Q1' en:-. and ~m en:-. I"'M. 

17 That Ia, br ""• if IAou tllill; not "durcA irgeJtd eiMJa al!idere~a," aa 
Kautzacb, f 166 11., and Baentacb. That the correct Interpretation Ia bard w 
reconcile with the anger of Jabweh In verae l' lndioatel only tbM Ul.e two 
versea are not from the laDle halld. 
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uRto the childrm of Itrael: m~. the God of your father•, the 
God of Abraham, the God of Itaac, and the God of Jacob, 
Aath tef&t me unto you.- 'l!hu u my name forever, and thit 
my delignation for generation qfur generation. 

Now it will be immediately objected that this rendering 
of verse 16 yields no satisfactory sense, and is clearly out of 
harmony with the context. I UJiU be whatever I chooae not 
merely fails of constituting an adequate answer to the ques
tion propounded by Moses; it. constitutes an entire change 
of subject, and actually assumes a question .of a wholly dif
ferent tenor. It is not the name, but the future of the Deity 
that is here the subject of speech. And though the latter 
subject is here mentioned for the first time, it is done with 
a tone of resentment and rebuke that implies inquisitive 
prying into that 88.me subject on the part of somebody or 
other. l"I":"M .,n l'T'l"nt has in mind the query, ~nn :-=, 
Wlat will you be1 Yet this query nowhere occurs, and the 
only occasion for asking it which appears in the whole course 
of the narrative is that furnished by the enigmatical, because 
unprecedented and catalectic, name l'T'l"nt, bestowed upon the 
Deity in 1~. We have here, then, the remarkable phenomenon 
of a supposed questioner being rebuked for impertinence 
and inquisitiveness before even the occasion for his question 
has been encountered. There is only one solution to this 
problem: l"I":"M .,Vo'K l'T'l"nt of 1u cannot have been written 
before l'T'l"nt of 1~; and since it does not follow that word 
in space, it must nevertheless have followed it in time; that 
is, 1k IS AN INTERPOLATION. It is a Midrashic gloss on 1~. 

That 1u is interpolated can be shown quite independently 
of the above considerations. Verse 13 asks a question. Not 
lw but ~~ answers the question, and that not only in sub
stance, but-what is more to the point-in form. t~ by 
its very language forces tw out of the text. The question 
of 13 is cn;M ~ l't~ What a hall I aag unto them 1 Not tu 
but 1~ it is that begins with the appropriate correlative 
r,ac.,'e"' ~~!:)., "''t.*n l't!:) ~aM. 

Nor should it be imagined that the introductory .,~ of 
1~ is not weighty enough to iutroduce the reply of God to 
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Moses, and that something like the phrase " And God said 
unto Moses" of Ita is required. On the contrary, an im
mediate response by the other party to a dialogue is, if any
thing, more properly introduced by the simple ""CM than 
by a more extended formula ; cf. in particular, E in vss. f. &lJ 

of this chapter and in Gen. 22L 2. 7. 11.12 ; and of passages 
which Steuernagel assigns to E2, Ex. 8218 N um. 2200b 2812. 

That vu.14 and us are swollen bas already been perceived. 
Others have objected to the recurrence of the introductory 
.,~, thrice in connection with an uninterrupted utterance_ 
of Jahweh. The common remedy has been to exclude vs.15 
from the original text. It has been argued that the word 
,~, which accompanies the introductory ~ in vs.:us, be
trays the interpolation. 'fo my mind, the word ,~, if it 
does anything, authenticates vs.:us. That verse contains an 
amplifying continuation of the statement made in lfb, and 
by means of the particle ~ it announces that it does so. 
,~ ~at"'' does not mean And he aaid again, but .And he 1aid 
further, that is, He went on to aay. Together with the fol
lowing :W~ "" c~mac, it affords the necessary indication 
that the same person continues to speak who has just 
spoken; a mere ~at"'! would have alternating reference. 
Nor is there any way by which the introduction of vs.liS 
into our text can be explained, except to assume that it was 
part of the E document. Most scholars who exclude that 
verse assign it to Rje; one assigns it to Rd; and one to Rp. 
But a mere glance at vs.16 shows that Ul cannot be the con
tribution of a redactor. Practically all of Ul is contained in 16, 

which latter belongs to J. Now, no redactor who had before 
him vs.16 would of his own motion duplicate it with the verse 
immediately prefixed. The only way in which the presence 
of these two successive verses in this passage can be explained 
is by assuming that one of them came from one primary source. 
and the other from another primary source. Verse tiS cannot 
be from either Rje, Rd, ot• Rp, or from a later diaskeuast, but 
must have come in from the E document.tB 

• Wildeboer (Die Litteratur du alten Teauzmenu, p. 188) nggeated that 
ft.ll can hardly beloug to the E source, because it lmpllea that the name 
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But if vs.15 was in the E document, we have confirmation 
of the interpolation of ua in the particle ,,. Perhaps we 
ought not to go so far as to say that ,, could not possibly 
accompany the third of three occurrences of ~ and not 
the second, but such a style would certainly be most remark
able. That is, if 1M were authentic, we should certainly 
have ,, with the ~.., of tjb. Furthermore, as suggested 
above, simple ~ has alternating. reference ; so that ljb 

must have been immediately preceded by an utterance of 
Moses, in the original source. We may confidently main
tain that the introductory phraseology of tjb and 15 is 
sufficient of itself to require the exclusion of 144 from the 
text of E. 

Before proceeding further, we may summarily dispose of 
the one remaining hypothesis regarding the conflation of 
V88.1._15, namely, that the entire vs.u, b as well as a, is inter
polated or redactional.» The fatal objection to this hypoth
esis is that it creates vastly more difficulty than it removes. 
Upon that aBBumption, no part of the verse has any mean
ing whatever, and no poBBible ground for its insertion can 
be imagined. 

Accordingly- disregarding for the moment the question 

JaAw1t. waa known to the Fathers, whereas P, who derived hl8 notion from 
E, expresaly makea the name to be revealed for the first time to .M:oaea, the 
Fathers having known the Deity only by the name of El Sh4ddai. But both 
the name El Bhaddai and the notion of the name JaAweh being here revealed 
for the first time (or Indeed "revealed" at all) are peculiar toP. E furnl8hed 
only the suggeation for the theory and pl'IICtlce of P. They occupy wholly 
cUJrerent platforms. To P, It Ia the Deity revealing the most Important of 
hla attributes, hla most holy name, to the favored of ma.nklnd ; to E, It Ia 
the ancestral and national dlvlnlty-tr:+.sat, "deity" par euel~nu-ap
pearlng to .M:011e11 on a particular occa.slon and, upon request, making known 
his Identity by means of hla proper name. Even P could not get along with 
merely the appellative Eloldm for the whole period before the final revelation • 
.And It Ia doubtful If even P would have understood what Carpenter meana by 
"the revelation of Elohim being followed by that of Yahweh" (Oompolitton 
of the He2:ateuch, p. 208). What then, to the mind of E, wa. the name by 
which the god of Moaea' fathers, 1poken of In va. •, waa alluded to In cue of 
neceuity,-by way of contraat to "the gods" (c•;,l,.c) of Josh. 241, for 
example P Or did be have no name P 

• Carpenter and Harford aaalgn It to Rje. 
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of the authenticity of the name rrrnc in t4b- the text of E 
ran as follows : 

" 11 And Moses said unto God, Behold I come unto the children 
of Israel and say unto them, The God of your fathers hath sent 
me unto you. Then will they say unto me, What is his name? 
What shall I say unto them ? , .. And he said, Thus shalt thou 
say to the children of Israel : ri"Mae hath sent me unto you. 
u And God said further unto Moses, Thns shalt thou say unto 
the children of Israel: m,,.., the God of your fathers, the God of 
Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, hath sent me 
unto you." Etc. 

It is with this determination of the text that we must con
sider the question of the authenticity of the reading :T':"Dt 
in 14b. We have seen that this reading is older than lfcl and 
occasioned the latter's interpolation. How old is the read
ing? Does it go back to E? With tfcl out of the way, there 
can be no manner of doubt that rrMaC of !4b represents the 
corruption of an original m.,.... The name of Israel's God 
was not rrrnc, but m.,... The name which from this point 
on appears from time to time in the E document is not :T':"Dt, 
but m.,... The name which still stands in vs. 111, the author's 
own amplification of the statement of t4b, is m.,... Further
more, it is universally admitted that the E document, with 
its introduction of the proper name of the God of Israel at 
this point in the history, furnished the model for the proce
dure, and gave occasion for the theory, of the later priestly 
writer, who introduced the name m,,.. in a special revela
tion to Moses in the passage preserved at Ex. 62, and who 
from that point on employed the name with greater uni
formity than does the E document. The name which was 
disclosed to Moses at this point in the E narrative, as the 
writer of P understood it, was not rrrnt. but m.,... Nor 
does P know anything of the disclosure of some explanation 
or origin of the name, besides the name itself. Of these 

10 So already Holzinger (Ezodu•, In KHC, p.U), but on radically dif
ferent and entirely erroneous grounds. Cf. &lao Wellb&uaen, COMpo.ttloa 
flu H~uchl1, p. 72, note 2. 
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facta there can be no doubt whatever. So that the E docu
ment (or, if we prefer, the E passage in the JE document), 
asP had it, read at this point the name m.,.. and no other. 
:"'"MM has, therefore, been substituted for an original m,,.. in 
the text of 14b, and the substitution took place after P,-or 
at any rate, in a manuscript which did not influence the text 
P used. Certainly the reading :'T'rnt, if it existed anywhere, 
was not at all current in P's day; for it is not one which 
could long remain unnoticed,- witness the interpolation of 
1w. When, moreover, we consider that our E (or JE) comes 
to us from the same priestly circles in which P arose, the 
conclusion that :'T'rnt was not introduced into the text of E 
until after P was written, becomes all but necessary. On 
the whole, I think it will not be disputed that we are justi
fied in maintaining that, on the evidence of P, the reading 
I'T':"1M for m:'T' in the passage which now constitutes Ex. SUb 
was not in existence about the beginning of the fifth 
century B.c. 

On the other hand, our study of the history of the text 
has shown that, on the evidence of all the versions and the 
Samaritan tradition, the reading :'T'rnt was prevalent some 
considerable time before the middle of the third century B.c. 
And even disregarding the Samaritan tradition entirely, on 
account of the uncertainty which attaches to the chrono
logical value of its testimony, the mere fact that Alexandrian 
Greek and Masoretic Hebrew of Ex. su derive from a com
mon ancestor, requires us to push the date of the present 
reading in 14b appreciably to the rear of the middle of the 
third century B.c. So that the terminu ants quem may in 
any event be safely set down as about the end of the fourth 
century. Some time between 500 and 800 B.c., then, :'T'rnt 
was substituted for m.,.. in the text of Ex. 814b. A more 
precise determination of the date of this substitution cannot 
be reached without concerning ourselves with the question 
of the reason for it. 

That there was a· reason for it, and that the alteration of 
the text was the result of design and not the result of acci
dent, cannot be doubted. For assuming- what seems quite 
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impossible- that a scribe did actually slip into reading or 
writing l"l"l'1M for the name of the national God in copying 
a manuscript, the slip could not fail of unceremonious cor
rection upon the very first reading of his copy, since the 
strangeness of the text must have compelled attention, and 
any scruples about correcting so palpable a blunder could 
have been summarily removed by a glance at another manu
script. In fact, so great must have been the temptation to 
correct the reading l'T'nat, that we may question whether, in 
spite of the deliberate intent which marked its introduction, 
it would have survived, had it not been hedged about by the 
interpolated l"l"l'1M "'\n l'T'l"lat which followed hard upon ita 
heels, not improbably with that very danger in view.u 

The motive for the alteration of the name m,,.. to l"l"l'1M 
in Exodus 8146 is not far to seek. It can have been only 
one: to prevent the utterance of the ineffable name. 

The increasing awe with which, under the influence of 
the Priest Code and the accomplished centralization of the 
cultus, all things came to be regarded that pertained to the 
person of the holy God, resulted, toward the end of the period 
whose bounds we have determined (500-800 B.c.), in the 
entire abandonment of the public use of his most holy Name 

ll A aomewhat almll&r, though IDverted, cue of one corruption of the text 
followlDg upon another from much the aame mot.lve aa here, Is that which 
cont.lnues t.o perplex orltlos in 1 Sam. 311. There the original reading wu 
that which I append (ID the larger type) : 

"* IDIIW ~ '!? •mnt 
C., "111 ~ M 
C(')~(lC) ~ ~ ,.,. .,.It f'Jil 
= l"'I"C' ac&, '1'):1 

Tbe words printed lD small type, 011 aceoum of the ''" tolalcA need not be 
mentioned (literally, which he k1101U) , were put upon the margin to be mb
stltuted for the blaaphemout expression ,.,: cr:,r,ac cr&,.,j'C ~ lD reading the 
text aloud. But being written Into the column In a later manuscript, their 
object waa defeated, and the old difficulty had to be met again, this t.lme by 
tnmcatlDg C'~lC t.o c,.,r,, the present Masoretic text, which 18 opposed alike 
by t.lle Alenndrlan Greek and by the RabblDioal vadltlon. The Greek I• 
U&«la&r lllw• awoO preserves a different form of the marginal euphemism = 
'1'):1J'=. 
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outside of the one central sanctuary at Jerusalem. It was 
no longer the name of a national divinity, acquaintance with 
which was as old as the relation to the person bearing it. It 
was the very real name of the God of all the world, like his 
holy Law by special act of grace revealed to Moses for the 
salvation of his people. Before yet they had built a fence of 
tradition about the written law to prevent any approxima
tion to the violation of its precepts, the Jews ceased to utter 
the divine name, lest they approach ever so remotely the 
bounds of sacrilege. a The mere utterance of the name, 
apart from perjury, cursing, or blasphemy, was indeed at no 
time a criminal offense ; • but it soon came to be considered 
a ritual sin, punishable by God though not by man.• And 
though this sin, like other sins, was no doubt sometimes com
mitted, it was not a thing to be authorized or tolerated in 
connection with the Sabbath functions of the synagogue. 

From the statements of Philo and Josephus it is evident 
that the practical disuse of the name M\'T' lay so far behind 
them that they had not the slightest idea that there ever was 
a time when the name was less sparingly employed than m 
their own days. • In some of the later writings of the Old 

• Cf. Dalman, Der GoUUMma Ado~~at unci ~elu GucAlcAte, pp. 71 f • 
.Jacob, Im Ne~me" Goltu, Berlin, 1908, p. 166, goes altogether too far when 
he carries this attitude back to the days of Ezekiel. 

a According to b • ...4boda Zaro 17 b, under Roman rnle In the 118C0Dd oen
tury A.D. Rabbi ljanlna ben reradion W'U burned at the atalte, his wife exe
CUted, and his daughter condemned to a life of llhame, for no other oaue 
than that the Rabbi bad pronounced the Ineffable name In publlo hearing. 
But the ground alleged for the outrage Is rejected even by those who aooept 
as historical all the other details of the Talmudlo story; cf. Bacher, Dt. 
...4gad4 der Te~nnatun, vol. t. p. 400. 

"Cf. Mlsbna, Be~nhedrl~t, x.. 1; Toaefta, Se~nA. xll. 9 (ed. Zucltermandel, 
p. 488). In Mlshna, BeracAoeA, lx.6, there Is no talk of the utteranoe of the 
word :"1\.,., The qneetlon there Is merely whether one shall or shall not nae 
the divine name tn ordinary salutation (a,'nt Nt r,n). The salutatioua 
c== :"1\"1", m.,. ~', 1= :-n:'l", of Ruth t' and Judges eu (which were, 
as a matter of course, pronounced by the speakers a:=11 .,.,M, .,.,at ~·. 
etc.) are cited by thoee who prefer the good old reltgloua forms- " Despise 
not thy mother when she Is old" Is quoted from Proverbs 2811-to the 
godl881 ~ c:nlnt of their own 1liU'egellerate days. 

• Dalman, I.e. pp. 38, 42.' 
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Testament- Chronicles, Daniel, Ecclesiastes, and an entire 
section of the Psalms- there is a marked avoidance of the 
name miTt. This is, to be sure, of itself not very significant, 
except as it indicates the increasing preference for the term 
C~. It furnishes no evidence that when encountered or 
employed by these Old Testament writers, the name :"1\"T' 
was not faithfully pronounced. Then, too, we know that in 
still later times :"1\"T', though never pronounced, was unhesi
tatingly written. But a comparison of Chronicles with the 
book of Samuel makes it almost certain that the Chronicler, 
at least, pronounced "l-,c even when he did write M\"T' ; for 
in reproducing his source he deliberately avoids the combi
nation M\"T' ,,._of 2 Sam. 7 (which to him would have been 
~,._ 'l-. 88), writing for it now c~~ M\"T', now C"~ now 
ml'T', and never once does he write ~,-.. 87 The most valu
able and conclusive evidence, however, regarding the avoid
ance of the utterance of the name M\"T', is that furnished by 
the Alexandrian Greek version. By the time of the first 
translation of the Pentateuch into Greek, in the middle of 
the third century B.c., the custom of substituting another 
word for the proper name of the Deity in the reading of 
the Law was already firmiy established, and the substitute 
employed was stereotyped and uniform. For there ought to 
be no doubt whatever that the word Kvp'~ was habitually 
employed by the readers of the Greek version, from the very 
first, wherever the original had M\"T',• and that this usage 
was derived from the settled custom among the Palestinian 
Jews of pronouncing the name ~11M. Dalman 18 affirms that 
the Kvp~ of our Greek manuscripts cannot be received as 
evidence for the early oral substitution of ~,._ for M\"T', since 
from the statements of Origen «~and Jerome 41 it appears that 

• Cf. Kittel, PRE', vol. viii. p. 682. 
" See Jacob, z.c. pp. 166 f. 
• The few occurrences of 1"1\"'r "rrX In the Pentateuch were varfouly 

treated In the Greet and may be disregarded. 
• I.e. pp. 87 f. 
~ On Psalm 2, Mlgne'a PatrologiG GrtUCG, ldl. 11M. 
'~ Prologu galetUtu, and In the lett.er to Marcella referred to &bo1'8, 

p. 121, note 17. 
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old Greek manuscripts exhibited the Hebrew characters :"1\"T', 
and not the Greek Kv~, wherever the proper name occurred 
in the original. Assuming, however, that the statements of 
Origen and Jerome justify the inference that the original 
Greek manuscript did, like Aquila's version, employ that 
device (against which inference not a little might be said a), 
the fact remains that Hebrew :'1\"T' in a Greek manuscript 
is as good evidence for the custom of substituting something 
or other for the authentic word as would be the reading 
Kv~ itself. Otherwise the Greek would have exhibited 
not the Hebrew characters, but the transliteration of the 
name in Greek characters, as in the case of other proper 
names; 41 and neither in extant Greek manuscripts nor in 
tradition is there the faintest trace of an original lciV'I 
(or variant of it)" in the Greek version. But if the Hel
lenistic Jews from the very beginning substituted some 
word for Mn' in reading the Greek text, (1) we may be 
certain that it was the custom of the contemporary Pales
tinian Jews to do likewise in reading the Hebrew, and (2) we 
have no reason in the world for believing that the word 
which the Hellenistic Jews originally substituted was differ
ent from that which we find them automatically employing 
in the days of Philo, namely Ktlp,~. But if Kvp'~ was 
employed for M\"T' among the Hellenistic Jews from the ear
liest times, "l"'Dt must have been antecedently so employed 
by the Palestinian Jews; for Ktlp,~ 46 obviously reproduces 
the suffixless sense which "~'m acquired- as Dalman him
self has so ably shown - in the very act of being substituted 
for the name mM". 

At least as early as 800 B.c., then, and most probably ear-
lier, the utterance of the name M\"T' was abandoned in the 

" Cf. Kittel, l.c. pp. 680, 1)32, 

" It would hardly have been bold enough to attempt a translation • 
.. 4 (=)"1;,- = i) Ia In Hebrew a phue of a, whereas In Greek It is a pbaea 

of •; hence M_., and McaN6cr'f. (Participles of ~ verbs bad doubtlt111 
oeaeed to be pronounced :"t.,. by that time.) In later times, when , had 
become I and {I had become ,, we have I~ (Eplphanius and Tbeodoret). 
Orlgen 'a lea, probably omits the co~nantal , ; he certAinly does not Intend ~· 

• Notloe that lt Ia not 6 K.SJHOr, which is of secondary development. 
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Jewish synagogue. I say most probably earlier; for the 
phenomenon ought not to be isolated, and it will best be con
nected with the institutional innovations which followed 
immediately upon the publication and circulation of the 
Pentateuch. • 

It was of course only in reading or quoting verbatim a 
writing which contained the name that a vocal device for the 
avoidance of its utterance would ordinarily be required. 
When one speaks of the God of the whole world as " ~" 
one is not employing a surrogate for m.,... A speaker would 
have no difficulty in leaving the name alone ; the person of 
the Deity could be referred to in many other ways. And the 
Palestinian Jews, in their own utterances, did leave alone not 
only m."''", but ~,,. too, when once the latter had become 
the synagogue surrogate for :TI."''". On the other hand, mere 
reference to the nam~ l"l'l."''", though it would often occur, did 
not involve the quotation of the name. This distinction 
between reference to the person and reference to the vocable 
is important. In Lev. 241L 16 Cltt':"J nM ::lt'"'' and CIW 'Ct''~ 
are correlatives of m.,.. CIW ::lt"' not- it is to be noticed
of :"1\,.. ::lt"·'7 Doubtless along this line lay the demarcation 
between the original use of ~,,. on the one hand, and of 
Cltt':"J on the other, as surrogates for l't\"'1". The two terms 
may have been in part suggested, as Dalman observes,• by 
the existing phrases m.,.. 'l,_ and :"1\"'1" Cltt',- though it would 

te The synagogue may have had ita prototype among the learned In t.be 
Exile, but the inatitutlon itself la not to be diaaoclated from the Five Boob 
of Moaea. Cf. Schllrer, GtiChtci&U dujfldilchen Volku', vol. li. pp. 4!8 ft 

•r Geiger's view ( Urtehrift urad Ue~ei.Jullgell dtr Bibd, p. 27') that 
EX' la the reault of corruption of the text in all three caaea, la not at all plau
alble. He makea the point that =t"' la never employed with EX' of the per
eon curaed. But thla bega the queatlon at laaue. The atory of Lev. 2'»tr., 
if it meana anything, meana that the contentious half-breed blasphemed by 
making uae of the name :"'1\.,. in cursing hla antagonlat.. It is quite true that 
" Cll:'1 ganz abaolut fllr Gott m aetzen, tat durcha.ua unblbllach." The oon
cluaion la that lt atanda for God' a name. The final EX' '!:It"= of i.u, with
out the article, for 10 toon a he emplor• the name (already mentioned, and 
1cil. ln curalng) Ia not un-Hebralo. =t"' in thla section may very well be 
literally eo protlottnu, and yet the burden of the section be a law ap.lllK 
blasphemy only ; cf. Dalman. l.c. p. "- · 

MJ.c. p. 7'. 
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seem that a suggestion for the use of CI~M in referring to "the 
name" was superfluous. But that the terms were logically 
interchangeable, or that the Jews in early times were guilty 
of the absurd Samaritan custom of reading CI~M where the 
person of the Deity is spoken of-even invoked- in the 
Old Testament, as Geiger maintained,u is not to be believed. 
Geiger says of the Talmudic evidence which opposes his 
view, "Erst spat (j. 8anh. 10, 1 [28 b], b. Pessa.chim 50 a, 
Kidd. 71 a) tritt die bestimmte Angabe auf, dass zwur m.~ 
geschrieben, aber "l-rM gelesen werde." But more telling 
than any "bestimmte Angabe" is the quiet implication of 
age-long usage involved in the following passage of the _ 
Jerusalem Talmud (MegiUa 71 d): rpnel J)"ae~ rn~~ ,t,-,c 
· n'r-f::n '\~ ar.t~, ,""~ ZWn'IM 'S~.,M~ CI~M l'\lC ~l'I'QM 
"~ · Cl"~ · r,c, Tlaeae are the name• which may not be 
eraaed: Wheft one writea out the Name with four letter• (that 
is, does not write 'l't, for example), and that whether with 
Yodh He (that is, writing m.~) or with Aleph Daleth (writ
ing "l-rM); t,a.; Cl"~; etc.110 The Mishnic passages cited 
by Dalman,61 Yoma, iii. 8, iv. 2, vi. 2, in which the High Priest 
is represented as addressing the Deity at the opening o£ his 
confessional prayer on the Day of Atonement with CI~M KlM, 
can scarcel)' mean anything but that the name M'IM" was 
actually uttered by the High Priest, as Geiger was. the first 
to admit. 52 Later, in the scholasticism of the Rabbis, the use 
of CI~M was doubtless somewhat extended. Yet it is hard 
to believe that even in the third or fourth century A.D. the 

• l.e. pp. 262 ft For the rest, It Ia bard to &Told the conclualon that the 
Samaritan cuatom of substituting cr.l for :"1\'1' In the reading of the La.w
wblcb cuatom seems not to have controlled the practice In every-day life 
-Ia of relat.lvely late date, at the moat no older than the Doaitbean move
ment and the temporary rapprochement between Jews and Samaritans In the 
early part of the second century A.D. (cf. Hamburger, Real-encyclopiJdiejflr 
Bibel und Talmud, part ll. p. 1069). In that case we can understand the 
failure of the Samaritans to adopt a aurrogate which to their Jewish mentors 
bad long since become a proper name and grown almost as sacred as /'1\.,. 
itself. 

10 TbJ8 paaeage Ia mlatranalated by Schwab, Le Talmud de Jenualem, voL 
'ri. p. 218. 

11 Woru Juu, p. 160. 
•I.e. p. 263. 
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High Priest, bad there been one, would han addressed the 
Deity as Clt'l"l.68 Possibly enough the rehearser of the Mishna 
may have substituted Clt'l"l in relating the tradition. But 
we cannot be sure of it. For this term was certainly some
times set down in manuscripts, both in Scripture citations 
and otherwise, when some more construable surrogate was 
actually spoken, merely to steer clear of the rule against the 
erasure of divine names, or to avoid the confusion of a le88 
obvious written surrogate. The purport of this will appear 
more clearly as we proceed. 

To return now to the expression l"t":"M in Ex. SUb, We 
said that this word represents the wilful alteration of 
original mi'T', and that the purpose of the alteration can 
only have been to prevent the utterance of the ineffable 
name. If our conclusion is justified, the alteration will fall 
into the period when the custom of avoiding the utterance 
of mi'T' by the substitution of ~~ was being inaugurated 
in the Jewish synagogue, sometime between the publication 
of the Pentateuch and the end of the fourth century B.c. 

It needs little argument to show that an exceptional 
procedure in the case of the divine name in Ex. 8146, both as 
to the character of the surrogate employed and as to the 
projection of the surrogate into the text itself, was literally 
unavoidable. 

The second of these points may be first disposed of. A 
simple rule to read ~~ uniformly wherever mi'T' was en
countered in the text, required no manuscript notation in 
order to be remembered and obeyed. But an isolated diver
gence from the unifo·rm practice, in connection with a partic
ular passage, could hardly be trusted to the memory at a 

. time when as yet the perfect mastery of the entire text of 
the Law was not a common feat. If it can be shown that 
an exceptional surrogate was required in this passage, I 
think it will not be disputed that its projection into the 
text was equally necessary. 

11 It Is needleea to say that the JeWI! did not hypostatize the name of God. 
Gieaebrecbt, Dte alttuta»U'neliche Schatzung de• Gottemamllftl, p. 44, baa 
OTerworked the paeaagea Ex. 28'1 and lila. 3021. 
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Now it is to be noticed that Ex. 8146 is the one pa&SI\ge in 
the Pentateuch where the substitution of "l"'IM for m,,.. was 
not merely glaringly inappropriate, but actually impoBBible. 
It is the one passage where the question, "What is the 
proper name of Israel's God?" having been formally asked 
is formally answered. Ex. 62 f. is far from being in the 
same case. Even to us who read the latter passage as 
part of the separate P document, its burden is manifestly 
not the identity of the name but the age of its revelation 
to mankind. We must not forget, however, that we are 
dealing with readers of the Pentateuch, not of the P docu
ment. To one who had perused or listened to the account 
of Ex. 813 fL, the phrase m,,.. "lM of Ex. ts2 could no more 
savor of a revelation of that name to Moses than would 
the several recurrences of that expreBSion in the ensuing 
section or in the HolineBB Code. To the mind of such a 
person, the statement of Ex. 62 f. could do no more than 
inform Moses that the name, which ·he (as well as the 
reader) already knew, was not knowu of old to Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jl\cob. These, he is told, knew the Deity only 
by the name ¥W.' t,ac. The question of the identity of the 
antithetical term was not raised, though that term was for
mally alluded to. The pronunciation "l"'IM ~W for m,,.. ~W 
of 61 introduced, it is true, an unmistakable solecism, but 
only an incidental one, such as occurred often enough else
where,-in Lev. 24» for example. On the other hand, to 
permit the use of "l"'IM in Ex. 8146 in direct response to the 
question 'ICW l"lt) of vs.18, would have been to authorize an 
out and out, as well as a perilous, miBStatement. When 
once the question had been squarely answered, the reader 
might be permitted to return to the customary "l"'IM in vs.u, 
but the immediate .response of vs.u could not employ it. 
The institutors of the custom of substituting "l"'IM for the 
written ,.,.. in the reading of the Law desired to prevent 
the utterance of the sacred name; but they were very far 
from desiring to mislead the congregation into the belief 
that the word "l"'TM, which was constantly heard in the 
lee tiona, was itself the holy and ineffable name. Yet to 
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prescribe the use of ~,-., in Ex. 8146 would be to encourage, 
if not indeed to confirm, such a belief; to put the case 
mildly, its effect would be to confuse the public mind. Nor, 
for the same reason, could any more general designation of 
the Deity do duty here. And to cause Moses to answer the 
question ~lt' M~ with 'mlt' Cllt'l"l would be quite too ab
surd for the people of the times, though perhaps not for 
some of us. Here, for once, the utterance of the name m.,.. 
could not be avoided. 

Yet if the sacredn688 of the name was to be violated once 
periodically in every synagogue in the land, why not oftener, 
and elsewhere ? In this situation there was but one alterna
tive- an alternative that we shall see was habitually re
sorted to during the following centuries in sim.i.lar case 
outside of the synagogue. It was to SQ mutilate the word 
in pronouncing it that the requirement of the rule against 
its utterance would be formally met, while at the same time 
what was actually uttered could not possibly be mistaken 
for anything but the representation ·of the tetragrammaton. 
This was habitually done in later times by exchanging one 
or two of the consonants of the sacred name, while main
taining intact its syllabic and vocalic cast. The term for 
this hybrid product in the Hebrew of the Rabbis was ~. 
The word :T'rnt in Ex. 8146 is a "U~ of m,,... 

Unfortunately the statement of fact contained in the last 
paragraph is in need of demonstration. The Rabbinical 
term "'U~ is not ordinarily assigned this meaning when used 
in connection with a designation of the Deity, and it is far 
from being commonly admitted that the Jews in early times 
were accustomed to avoid the actual pronunciation of the 
divine name, in case of need, by means of this mechanical 
device. 

The definition of "'U~ given by Levy is "Beiname, Neben
benennung" ;M by Jastrow, "by-name, surname, attribute, 
substituted word"; 116 by Bacher," eine umschreibende Benen
nung, im Gegensatze zum eigentlichen Namen Gottes, dem 

M Ntuhilw4Wlu• und chaldiJWMI mJrterbtiCA, vol. lL pp. 850 f. 
66 DiaionGTJI of the Targumim, etc., p. 683. 
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Tetragrammaton" ; 158 by Dalman, " Beiname, umsohreibende 
Benennung." 67 None of these is a strictly accurate defini
tion of the term ~. 

Not a little confusion has been wrought in this matter . •' by the repeated citation of the Arabic ~' which has 
been customarily rendered "Beiname," "ehrendes Epithe
ton." But this rendering of the Arabic term is by no means 
comprehensive enough, and in any case not quite legitimate. 
Surna'tM is only a secondary and applied meaning of 
~; and it is not even that, if we emphasize the 
prefix. The Arabic word properly means lltl.rrogate, and is 
primarily employed to designate a term which affects to 
veil an indecent or otherwise objectionable allusion. It 
then comes to be employed for any circumlocutory designa
tion ; and so passes at last to the stereotyped 11t1.rrogate1 of 
individual names, such as Abu Zaid, " the Father of Zaid." 
But only in so far as such a designation is obviously used 
to the exclusion of the man's real name is it a ~. 
Whether a word (which need not necessarily be a sub
stantive) or a phrase is or is not a ~ depends upon 
its function and not upon its form ; and the same element 
may be a~ in one connection and not in another. To 
illustrate with a familiar case, "Peter" in the expression 
"Simon Peter" is a surname, but not a ~. which it 
might be if used in avoidance of the name Simon.68 For 
the rest, there can be little doubt that the root of the word 
is cognate to ~' to diaguile or conceal. · 

The technical Neo-Hebrew word "U~ (frequently written 
~) is a nomen actionia of Piel MJ~, like -,~1 utterance, 
from ~1 to utter; ~ innovation, from ~ to innovate; 
~~, incl'Uiion, from ;,~, to include; ro~ ezcltuion, from 
fO~ to exclude; ~!Me t"M act of being exact (in expression), 

11 T'""fnologk dtr Tcannafteft, p. 86. 
IT .hcam~Aebr4*Au W'Brterbucl&, p. 192. 
II See LU4n uZ '.Arab, vol. xx. pp. 98 f. The lutcon of GoUua (Leyden, 

1663) defined the Arable verb, ".AppeUavlt alve algnavlt nomine per se 
algni1lcante rem allam ; " and the noun, "!rfetonymla, quum allo qubl~no 
nomine slgnlficatur res." 
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•pecification, from ~ . to be ezact, to •peeifg. There is no 
question about the meaning of the Piel :'fP.· It is defined 
by Bacher, "auf verhiillende Weise ausdriicken, umschrei
ben."• The nomen tUtionil of this is accordingly, tAB act of 
expretling-in-dii!JUi•e; which is the primary meaning of "''l!!. 
This primary meaning is unmistakably retained in the Mish
nic Text of Tamid vii. 2 ( = Sota vii. 6), ~"M 'I"M ~:l 
1~~~~ ;,)~:l, ~:l clt';, l"'M, In tlu 1anctuarg theg (the 
priests) were accmtomed to prcmounce tlu Name (in benedic
tion, Num. 62'«·) aa it i• UJritten; in tAB totD'I& (that is, when 
they were abroad in the city of Jerusalem), bg diaguiling it.80 

Now just as our English word" expression" and the Neo
Hebrew word .,,:n;, from meaning originally the act of 
npre~Bing, come to mean tlu thing ezpreued, so "U;, from 
meaning the act of ezpre~Bing-in-diBguile, comes to mean tAat 
which ezpreue•-in-di•guile; or-to employ another term
from meaning tubatitution in the sense of the act of tubatitut-

•z.e. p. 88; of. Levy, •·"· It Ia the word which recurs at the end of 
each art.lcle In the enumeration of the eighteen Tlqq'"'~ &/mm or euphe
mlat.loal alterations of the Old Testament text recorded In the .Jewish tradi- • 
tlon : :11J'O."f :"D"3 ~. but t'M uau dflgut.u ; eee Geiger, Urdr(tt, pp. 
808 ft. ; Ginsburg, IM'oduction to t'M Jla~~~orttioo-Oritical EdUtota of '" 
Hebrew Bible, p. MS. 

eo " Bier bedeutet i"u; aelne- dea Tetragrammatona-1lllll0breibende 
Le8UDg "f~," eaya Bacher, after he baa defined ~ u "elne 1Uil8Chrel
bende Benennung [of God]." But, with all due respect to the commeuta.
tora of the Middle Agea, how do we know that the MllhD& hu reference to 
..,"!at f The ordinary ueumptlon Ia that by ~ Ia meant, "when the 
prleata are otBclating In the synagogues of the country," In which cuel\ Ia 
taken for granted they would make nae of the synagogue aurrogate of the 
name m.,.. But what evidence have we that the prleata In their ofticlal 
capacity bad anything to do with the functlone of the synagogue, or t.hU 
they were employed to " pronounce the benediction " there f The oommon 
reeldence of the prleat.a wu J ernaalem, and when the text speaks of tbe 
prleat.a doing one thing In the 1IMj'D and another In the :"lr!tl, we have no 
reason for rendering otherwlae than tn the temple and '" tAe totDtl reapeoo 
tlvely. Nor can we render i"ll:::l of thla pusage U. (the name's) nrrogate; 
for there never wu a time when the name m.,. bad only one ~. - decid
edly not in the Mlabnio period; of. 8hebu'oth lv. 13, &nA«<riA vii. 6. J'OI' 
the reat, it. le Important to notice that in the one ~ where ~ oooars 
with the poeaesalve autBx of the third person alngular, the npportera of the 
prevalent erroneoua definition of the word are forced to admit tbM the 
auftlx baa reference to the name and not to !he person of God. 
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i"f}, it comes to mean •uiJ•titution in the sense of tAe thing 
..W.tituted,-•urrogate. These two senses, however, exhaust 
the lexical values of the word "U!:).et Any narrower defini
tion of the word involves "false distribution." 

Moreover, exactly as in the case of the Arabic term, 
whether a word or phrase is or is not a "U!:) depends 
upon its function in actual use and in the conception 
of the speaker, and not at all upon its identity. One 
cannot affirm of any particular word in the lexicon that 
it is per Be a "U!:). According to the commentary on 
Leviticus called Sifra ( ed. Weiss, fol. 104 c), the text of 
Lev. 24u does not substitute j':l.., for &,&,p.., as does the 
text of 1 Kings 2118, 1&,~, c~nc;. n'Ol j"Q, for the reason 
that " they do not put to death on ~he basis of a "U!:)" (M. 
Sanhedrin vii. 5). That is, the verb ,-,~ when employed 
as a euphemistic substitute for ""P is a "U!:). So the 
expression C,,~.,, the place, may be a "U!:) of the word 
C"~ ; and c~;,l,ac in turn may be conceived of as a "U!:) of 
the name :Tit,... 82 After what has been said, it is needless to 

" I refer, of courae, to e~P"IY times; by the grammarians of the Middle 
Ages the word ill uaed for "pronoun" ; cf. Buxtorf-Flscher, 1.0. In Arable 
grammar i!!W" ill not exactly "pronoun" (as Caspari-Mtlller, f 84); 
the cu conslsta of "cert&loa mota d'une aignlfl.catlon vague qu'on aub
atitue ~ des expreaalons plus determinl!ea"; see De Sacy, Grammaire 
arabe,' vol. f. pp. .SO, 4U, vol. lL p. 66; and cf. Wrlght.DeGoeje, A.rabio 
GraJMtar, vol. lL p. 126 C. 

• In SiftvJ, on Lev. 19U (88 c:), 24u (104 d), and In both Talmuda (b. San
MdriM 66 a, j. Banhedrita 26 a), all designations of the Deity other than 
m:"l' are claaaed together as Cl..,l:::l..,, but that fa merely in maintenance of 
the flctlon that all other deaignatloua are but •urrog~ of the real name. 
So accordlog to b. Sanhedrlta 60 a, when the heathen Eglon, king of Moab, 
hears from Ehud T?lt .r, tm?at -c, be hears only a .,,:;,. In the Mllhna 
I:I"'U:=."T ?=:~ is uaed very differently (SAe'buoth lv. 13): (When witnesses are 
111111UD.Oned with auy of the expreaaloua) "1 adjure rou," "1 e1Voin upon 
ro¥." " I bind vou," thq are obligated: (if the adjuration be) by " AeatHm " 
or by " earth," tAq are fru; (but if) br "Aleph Daleth " [that Ja, referring 
to ..,.,lt, but avoiding ita pronunciation in this manner], br "Yodh He" 
[with aimUar reference to m..,.], br "'fW, br n'IIQS, by 1:1,., run [Ex. 84'], 
br c:rat i"lt• br ,OM !:1.,, or br anv of the •urrogatu (,...,:::1 l:i:=,), they are 
obligated. Whatever may have been the character of the "surrogates" 
alluded to, there ill nothing in the Miahnlc text to 11bow that they were like 
"'CC'' :t"T and the two preceding expreaalona. The interpretations " oder bel 
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point out that the noun ..,l!:) stands in no particular relation 
to the designation of the Deity, any more than does the 
verb l"'i~· 

We said that one cannot affirm of any word in the lexicon 
that it is or is not per 1e a ..,!:). But there are certain voca
bles which have no place in the lexicon, of which this may 
be affirmed. These are meaningless aggregations of letters, 
which never perform any other office than that of serving as 
surrogates for other words. We may illustrate with Scotch 
and American "by gosh" for "by God"; this "gosh" is a 
..,!:) in . its own right. It is these C,~!:) of the "dummy" 
order, of which the Rabbinical literature has an abundant 
supply, that concern us particularly here. 

We may limit our quotations to the two important pas
sages of the Mishna, Nedarim i. 1, 2, and &nhedrin vii. 5. 
The first will exhibit the manner in which these surrogates 
are formed by the mutilation of the word they replace, that 
is, by the change of certain of its consonants while preserv
ing intact its syllabic and vocalic cast,88 and will tell us 
explicitly that such formations are C..,!:l. The second pas
sage will show that the name m,., yielded surrogates for 
itself in precisely the same manner. 

As the extremely condensed form of part of Nedarim i. 
1, 2, makes a literal translation impossible, I quote the 
Hebrew: Z'WS'I:::l~'l C,~.,M!:l C,~.,m C,.,,l!:) C,.,,l ""''l!:l C,!:) (1) 
Ml'lp tmp ,.,;:nC, .,~,at, (2) . . . n,.,,,!:l n'l.,"''l'l ~~:: 
C.,;,c, J..,!:l 'I~ ,.,l"' llj.,M ,..,, j'.,M J:::l.,pC, r'U:::l 'IC,K ..-,.., Cl'\" 
Kn~:::l .,,, l"'i'''~ M'Q~ n'l.,"''lC, r'U!:l 'lc,.t ,.,:'T rMil ti"U j""'l 
l"'''l:::l~" ru= ,~ ....,,. That is, All the IUrrogau• emplll!led 
in vows are as binding at the worth thev dilplace, likewile aU 
those employed in bane, all thoee employed in oath., and aU 

1on1t elnem der Attribute" (Hoffmann), and "oder bel allen andenm A.ttri
buten" (Goldschmidt), both read the Babylonian Gemara (which itaelf con
fuses two entirely dlfterent principles) into the Mlahna. 

ea Any dlaturbance of the vocalic CMt of the word, In addition to the 
exchange of ita eoneonRnts, renders It unrecognizable, and relegates It to 
the elus of the ~~ ~ • .urrog<JU1 of .urrogatu, which are rejected by 
one ecbool of Tannaltes aa beyond the pale of "Hebrew" ; cf. b. Nedarim 
10 b, J. Naz£r 61 d. 
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thote employed in Na~irite obligationt. • • • Tf one tay to hu 
neighbor Cll,p, m;.,, or cmp, thete art turrogate• of t;1i? ; if 
he tay p'"IM, ,.,M, or 'l.,l"t, thete are w.rrogatea of tl"'lt.:r ; if he 
tay p~tl, l"t"'Tl, or rr'll), thete are ru.rrogatet of .,~J~ ; 64 if he tay 
M'Q~, Mp,p~, or [. • • ? • • • • ] , thete are ru.rrogate• of 
~~V'· The reading of the words MZW~:::l .,,l, which I have 
left nntranslated, is extremely uncertain. The above is the 
text of the separate Mishna editions; the Babylonian and 
Jerusalem Talmuds have ~m~: .,,l, and Maimonides read 
at.~: .,.,l,86 It seems to me plain that .,~ is interpolated 
-it has no place in connection with "oaths " -and that the 
remainder of the clause is corrupted from a third ~:::1 of 
~~V'. probably Mn~. The Jerusalem Gemara on this 
paragraph of the Mishna adds the following tl~:::l : rl).,-,, 
JT'I', J~p.,-,, surrogates of r~"'l~ ; Ml),~n, Ml.,~n, :-tp,~n, sur
rogates of l"lj~~J;I ; tl"'ll.,, .,7l.,, .,,l..,, surrogates of ~jt.' ; 
M!l,.,n, :"llt'l"'1n, rtp,-,n, surrogates of :"!71!!'V;! ( Nedarim 86 c). es 

The other passage, M. Sanhedrin vii. 5, relates to the judi
cial procedure in the case of a trial for the capital offense of 
blasphemy, as conducted in the bygone days when the Jew
ish state still existed and had the power of life and death : 
'!'he blatphemer it not guilty except he- pronounce 87 the exact 
Name (tl~M nat ~~~ ~). llolJbi Jothua ben Qor~a taid: 
'l!hrOU!Jhout the examination of the witne,.e• it wa• cuttomary 
to emplo!J a ru.rrogate CU~), (as for example) "Ma!J ~~ 
.mite!" or "(He blatphemed) ~\" When the trial wu 
oompleted, however, the!J did not proceed to the execution upon 

et n,..,., of the ten 11 a manifest corrnpt.lon ; cf. M. Nazi,. f. 1. 
"See Petuchowaltl'a edition of Sedu Ncuhltn, Berlin, 1902, p. 178, 

notes 33 f. 
• The CI"'U:= cited above form the anbject matter of the ten of Mlabna 

and Talmud and ao are neceaaarlly ancient. As Ia well known, the spellings 
Ci'r,at, ~. i'r,at, .,f:,ac, acpr,ac, not infrequently occur in early Jewish 
imprelllions for ~. etc. ; so alao ,. for :'m'; cf. Jutrow, Dictionaf'V, 
u. :-nf:,ac, and the Jewilh. Encyclopedia, vol. lx. p. 164. But these are 
donbtleaa relatively new devices to prevent the desecration of the printed 
name. On the other hand, .,- •m,ll-at which occurs for .,lC'WI' mat In the 
formula of an oath in J. Ntdarlm ~ c, linea 10 f., Ia certainly an original 
Talmudic ou:. 

tT In abuse of the Deity or in cnraing boW fellow; cf. p. 188, note ,7. 
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tlae bam of tlae mrrogate. But tlaey cat.ued everybody not con
cerntd to leave tlae room, and Mked the moet prominent afM'ItQ 
tlae witneuee, eaying to him, Repeat exactly(~~~~~) what thou 
didet laear. TM.1 1ae did. Then the judge• rote to their feet 
and rent their garment., and never mended them thereafter.• 
.And tlae eecond witne11 aaid, I too laeard M 1ae did. .And the 
third aaid, I too heard aa 1ae did. 

I have left the vocable 1'10,., unpointed in both cases, 
because that is the way it was written, and the traditional 
pronunciation of it is neither here nor there. The vocaliza
tion is the vocalization of m.,.., which tradition has failed 
to transmit. The reading 1'10,., is that of the Jerusalem 
Talmnd and is commonly admitted to be the original ; the 
Babylonian Talmud has ~", which is manifestly a later 
conformation of the spelling to the familiar Rabbinical name 
"'"• Jo1e, the hypocoristic form of '1Q1", Joeeph. I"'C''" is also 
the reading in the text of Sifra (104c). The words 1'1:)" 

I"'C''" nt 1'1~", which I have construed as two separate exam
ples, MC'I" 1'1!:)" and I"'C''" M, h1we hitherto been construed as 
constituting together one single example, " May 1'1~" smite 
1'10'1" I" with the result that from the earliest times they 
have thrown more darkness than light upon the Mishnio 
narrative. The Babylonian Talmud appends the Baraitha 
Ct:.'~ Ct:.' (C,"J,"t:.'=) ,.,!:)"tz.' -,, which it proceedllf to inter
pret in the absurd sense that to be guilty a man must have 
cursed God by God. In speculating as to bow this marvel
ous feat might be accomplished, the Gemara seriously aska 
whether it may be done by engraving the divine name upon 
the blade of a knife and with it piercing through another 
object upon which that name bas been written, but concludes 
more sensibly by taking refuge in the text of Lev. 2411, 
according to which the simultaneous utterance of the name 
and cursing (anybody) constitutes the blasphemy. The 
Gemara bas certainly mistaken the intent of the Baraitha; 
c~; Ct:.' C,C,p"tt' -, means that one is not guilty of blas-

• The Gemara expl&lna that the witne~~~e~~ retrained from rendln« Ulelr 
garments becaoae they had already rent them onoe at Ule orlglD&l heariDg of 
the bluphemy. 
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pheming the name except he employ the vocable :"1\,.., 
which agrees entirely with the Mishna. On the other hand, 
a sentence in the Jerusalem Gemara upon this section shows 
clearly that MC'r l'Q~ and MC'I~ nt must be separately con
strued. The witness says (j. 8an'Mdrin 25 a), C'lf.'l'T ~ 
~ 'Q' .,~p 'ln'IM =~ll)'; ~~,PM identical nanu whicA 
I ha11e tpoktm in your 'Maring, it he blatphemed, and by it 1u 
curled. Hebrew scholars will not find fault with the render
ing of .,~ by blatp'Mnu in one phrase and cur1e in another. 
The important point is that we have two distinct phrases 
corresponding in their import to the two of the text. The 
only object of the verb l'Q~ which would be in place in this 
example of the quoted malediction is the suffix of the second 
person singular, as in M. 8hebu'oth iv. 18, c~~ :'1!1!1\ May 
God ~mite t'Me ! and C~ :'1!1!1~ J!l Thut may God ~mite 
t'Me !I» Nor have we reason to be surprised at the asyndetic 
recording of the two examples; we need only compare the 
several series of examples in the passage quoted above from 
M. Nedarim. The two illustrations furnished by the text, 
l"'tn" :'1!1~ and MC'I~ nat, are intended to cover the two forms 
in which it would be necessary to employ the divine name in 
giving and taking testimony at such a trial : as subject of 
the quoting the blasphemous utterance, and as object 

in characterizing the deed. In both cases a "''l!l 
was substituted for m,,-.. If we point the 

proper name :"!).~, the "''l!l in this passage must be pointed 
~:ro 

The Mishna contains additional evidence that in the 
centuries immediately before and after Christ C~!l were 

• The citation of theee formule of the Mlahna without the employment of 
.. ou= for either rc=" or mac was not permitted In later times j 188 

b. BAebu'oiA 86 a. 
10 On UlJa lut point of. Blau, .dltjfldt.ehu Zaubenouen, pp. 180 f. As a 

llp8Clmen of the havoc which may be wrought by conatrulng all four worda u 
a lingle aentenoe and adhering to the spelling of the Babylonian Talmud, we 
may cite the Interpretation devlaed by Levy: JUtU (Chrlat) II mightier Uaan 
JoNJ7A (bla father, and ao by Implication, than God) I See hla Nett.l&e
brcUicAu un4 cAald411cAu WISrlerbvcA, '·"· ou=. For another fantutlc In
terpretation (:"1C1" = Zm) 1ee Kohut, Jt111l1A Qtiamrlr Btriew, voL ill, 
pp.662ft 
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employed for the name :TI."'J'' which consisted of alterations 
of the name by the exchange of certain of its consonants. 
According to M. &nhedrin x. 1 (b. xi. 1), "The following 
have no portion in the world to come : he who affirms that 
the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead is not derived 
from the Law, or that the Law is not of heavenly origin ; 
and the Epicurean (freethinker). Rabbi •Aqtba. says, Also 
he that reads in exotic books and he that whispers over a 
wound, repeating ' I will put none of the diseases upon thee 
which I have put upon the Egyptians, for I am :TI."'J'' (pro
nounced ~.rtM) that healeth thee' (Ex. 151')." To this 
declaration of Rabbi •Aqiba which anathematizes such as 
practise sorcery, the Mishna appends the dictum of Abba 
Sha'61, a contemporary of Rabbi •Aqiba, t=M nt ru\"'1."'r "jM 
T'n'l"n'IM:. The direct point of this sentence is plainly that 
the mere utterance of the genuine divine name is an offense 
for which the penalty is exclusion from the kingdom of 
heaven. In Tosefta, Sanhedrin xii. 9 (ed. Zuckermandel, 
p. 488), Abba Sha'Ulshares with Rabbi •Aqiba. the responsi
bility for the doctrine concerning sorcery, while the specifi
cation of the other offense comes first arid is introduced with 
the anonymous 'lll"C''M, t"My have added, the language, how
ever, being othenrise identical with that of the~ It 
may be admitted that the extreme religious was 
attached to the act of pronouncing the genuine di , ·name 
in the opmton of only a certain minority of Rabbinical 
authorities. But the question of the exact penalty for what 
was universally considered a grave religious offense, does 
not concern us here. Of greater importance is the phrase
ology in which the doctrine attributed by the Mishna to 
Abba Sha'Ul is couched. l"ll"'1 is not a synonym of .,~1 or 
~ or at""1J'· The Old Testament usage is poetical and figu
rative, and, taken by itself, affords no idea of the precise 
prose signification of the word in such a connection as this. 
Ml"'1 is not to utter, nor to re"Marae, nor to read, a word ; but 
to prOfWUnce the letters of a word, to comlJine the letters of a 
word in 1peech- we should say to vocalize ; cf. the Syriac 
".,. and the Arabic ~- The clause of Abba Sha'Ul is 

• 
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therefore to be interpreted, Alao Ae tMt pr01WUMea ( vocalue•) 
tl&e Name with iU otm comonanta. The plain implication 
of this statement is that the pronunciation (vocalization) 
of the name mrr was permissible provided it did not 
employ exactly the four consonants ~, 1'1, '1, and M. The alter
native in the mind of the speaker was certainly not the 
employment of "l"Dt, as is commonly supposed. The substi
tution of ~l~ is not the "pronunciation of the name m'T' •• 
with any consonants whatever ; the vocalization of the two 
terms is entirely different. In other words, this declaration 
of Abba Sha'Ul, upon the only rational explanation of its 
phraseology, practically tells us that it was customary, in 
and before the beginning of the second century A.D., to pro
nounce the name m.'T' with substituted consonants ; that is, to 
employ C""''l!:) of the type indicated above as substitutes for it. 

The first clause appended to the text of the Mishna in the 
Jerusalem Talmud is more germane to the subject than is 
the second. The brief Gemara reads, " Rabbi Mana said, . 
After the manner of those swearing Samaritans. Rabbi 
Jacob bar A:tm said, It is written with Yodh H1, and it is 
read (M""Ij'l) with Aleph Daleth., (j. Sanl&edrin 28 h). The 
statement attributed to Rabbi Mana is manifestly a comment 
upon the text of the Mishna, since it consists of nothing but 
a dependent adverbial clause. And he rightly understood 
the Mishna to be treating of the secular use of the divine 
name : the Samaritans frequently employed the exact name ; 
well behaved Jews made use of a "''l!:). On the other hand, 
the statement attributed to Rabbi Jacob is an independent 
sentence which is entirely out of place in this connection 
and was originally concerned with a wholly different sub
ject, namely with the synagogue " reading •• of the name in 
the text of Scripture. M""lj'l is not a word to be used of a 
vocable uttered in oaths, adjurations, and unguarded conver
sation. Nor can we suppose that Abba Sha•w gave himself 
much anxiety over the possibility of the desecration of the 
name in the services of the synagogue or in the Scripture 
quotations of the pious. n 

n The rule attributed to Rabbi Jacob bar ~a In J. Banlwlrlta 28 b ill 
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The Babylonian Gemara on this passage of the Mishna 
( Sanlaedrin 101 b) is of the greatest significance, both for the 
support it brings to the present contention and for the light 
it sheds upon another subject no leSB important, namely the 
pronunciation of the name m,,.., It contains only a Baraitba, 
as short as it is weighty: a ~, ~ ~. The 
printed texts of the Babylonian Talmud exhibit l"U., for the 
last word ; but the word was alphabetically listed as a in 
the (eleventh century) •.Art2ch of Nathan b. Yel;lle1,71 and it 
is commonly admitted that the latter is the original reading, 
which has been corrupted to l'U., in the manuscripts under
lying the Bomberg and subsequent editions of the Talmud.'~~ 
The meaning of the first two words of the Baraitha is, of 
course, perfectly plain : It Au been t4tl{lht (in limitation of 
the condemnation of the Mishna), In tlae territory (that is, 
outside of the central sanctuary at Jerusalem). But the last 
two words have hitherto defied succeSBful interpretation. 7f 

It.,.is customary to attempt the explanation of the word lQt 
by reference to the form M* employed in the Samaritan 
Targum to render the Hebrew :lj') of Lev. 24u, But this 

found In entirely different contexta ln the Babylonian Talmud, Ptt~l"' 60 il, 
and Qlddu.hl" 71 a. Both theee paaaagea preeen~ the rule in the form of u 
utterance of God In the t1rst penon, "The holy One, bleaeed be he, eald, 
Not u I am written am I read ; I am written with YodA He and I am read 
with .Aleph DalUII;" which I.e a fanciful elaboration of or,t, "C11 m of 
Ex. SU with the IRSt word pronounced r:Jri,, It should be notloed In pualng 
that In none of these three puugea where 'T1M Ia mentioned u the " read
Ing" of m.~, Ia there any talk of ~. or any hint that 'T1M wu habltaally 
apoken of In Talmudic tlmee u a ~- · 

" See the Bomberg editioli, Venice, 1631/2, fol. 4 b ; Kohut, .ArwA eo. 
pletum, voL I. p. l1iO ; and cf. Buxtorf and Castell, t.o . .2117. 

71 Thla corruption, u will appear, waa probably not without deelgn. 
Some persona eeem to have understood the puuge better than did the anthor 
of the '.ArCeA. 

Tt Cf. Goldlchmidt, Der babrlonUc1&41 TGlmw, voL vii, Berlin, 1908, p. 
((6, "jedoeh blelbt der Ausdruck :"U17 ~ dunkel." Dalman ( Gotte~MtM 
.Adoncll, p. 60, note) rightly rejectl the lnt.erpretatlona of the '.ArGM, of Ruhl, 
ud of Levy, but the one he offers I.e equally uneatlafactory, He I.e of the 
opinion that auat ltanda for ~ which In turn I.e a "Nebenform" of ID 

IIIIUIDed :"!"J.':I = "Du Leeen, Vokaliateren." In hla more recently pub
ll.ehed .Aram&tcA-raeuhebn1ilchet Wllrterbuch he defines, "auac A. du bucb
ltlbllche AU88prechen" ; but the Neo-Hebrew for th1a 1ut Ia """' 
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is to explain one mystery by another. Castell could do 
no more with Samaritan ruM than refer to n" of our pas
sage in the Babylonian Talmud, with the remark that from 
the Samaritans' employment of this word we may see how 
their hatred of the Jews did not prevent them from reading 
the Talmud and borrowing its vocabulary. Then, too, we 
have only to compare the Vulgate rendering of Lev. 2411.18 
to see that it is by no means self-evident that the Samaritan 
ruM is an exact synonym of Hebrew =1'l,-to say nothing of 
the fact that we are not quite unanimous about the precise 
meaning of the Hebrew, or the circumstance that MM, as 
well as ~. disputes with n* the latter's place in the 
Samaritan Targum. 76 • Furthermore, neither of the two 
interpretations which naturally suggest themselves for ruM 
of the Samaritan Targum of Lev. 2411 will suit our passage,
leaving the question of the grammatical construction entirely 
out of account. If we adopt the meaning to pr0'M11.nce, the 
Baraitha adds nothing to the Mishna ; and if we adopt ~be 
meaning to cu,.te or bla.pheme, the passage, taken in connec
tion with the Mishna, would be reducing to a mere offense 
against the conscience, punishable by God alone, a crime for 
which the Mosaic law prescribed death by stoning. The 
fact is, we are far more likely to be helped to an under
standing of the Samaritan text by a correct interpretation of 
the Talmudic passage. 

The correct interpretation of the Baraitha is this : To the 
statement of the Mishna that among those who have no 
portion in the world to come is ke that p,.onouncet ( vocaliua) 
tM Name with itt own consonant.., the Baraitha adds the con
ditions, In the te1'1'ito'"!J (outside of the Temple) .AND WITH 

TH1l VOCALIZATION A-G-A. 
We must remember that the Jews of the period lacked 

our grammatical concept of t1ot11el, and that they had not 
exactly our clear-cut concept of contonant. '18 They did not 

'IlSee Vollera'e edition. 
"' On the general subject of the grammatical attainments of the Rabbll, 

see Berliner, BeUr/Jge zur MbrililcMit Gramma«k im Talmud und JCidnucA, 
Berlin, 1879. The author, however, falls to bring out the point made here. 
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separate the elements of language into two mutually exclu
sive and supplementary categories. A word, to their minds, 
had its several?. ril. ~ M (properly M'ln"M), ligna or letterB, 
which appeared u· the written page, and among which 
M, i1, \ and ~ (n matter how employed) had an equal 
place with ~ and ~. And it had besides its peculiar apuch 
or mode of utterance, what we should call its pronunciation 
rather than its voweZ.. If we attribute to them the con
ception of vocalization, we must think of it in the sense of 
making vocal rather than in that of adding voweZ. to the con
sonants, as \ve are apt to do. Moreover, the letters of a 
word were so many distinct units, but its vocalization was 
one single mode of combining those units in speech. Thus 
c~M~ had five n,~n'IM, but only one f!~':l, mode of tttterancB, 
"AuSBpracAe," namely Elohim. Ordinarily the need of ab. 
stracting the vocalization of a word from its consonants did 
not arise, and the f!~':l (spoken word) would of course 
embody its own proper n,~n'IM. But this Baraitha records 
an oral tradition which could not, without committing the 
very sin it inveighs against, specify the prohibited vocaliza· 
tion in the ordinary way. It accordingly effects the necessary 
abstraction in about the only way possible to it-by inserting 
an arbitrarily chosen consonant between two M's. This is 
the nearest it can come to indicating" two syllables, with the 
a sound in each." 

Confirmation of the above interpretation is supplied from 
a somewhat distant quarter. I refer to the much quoted 
passage in Theodoret, Quaemonu in Exodum, xv. (Migne, 
Patrologia Graeca, lxxx. 244): "This {the divine name 
revealed to Moses) is called by the Hebrews 'unutterable ' 
(tLppaCTTov); for it is forbidden them to quote it with the 
tongue (8ta ~ "'~ '1t'po4>/petv). It is written with four 
characters, wherefore they refer to it also as 'the four
lettered' (TETpd"fpap.p.ov) • • • • And it 'is called by the 
Samaritans la/3e,77 but by the Jews Ate~." This .A..ya of 

n In the previous century, Epipbaniu.a, whoae Jewish birth Ia at least qaee
tlonable (cf. Bonwetacb, PRE•, voL v. p. •18), doubtl888 derived his Identical 
lll/lc from a Samaritan source; cf. Dietrich, Z.ATW, vol. Ui p. 298. The 
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Theodoret has occasioned much discussion. Oesenius '11 

thought it reproduced the l"l"rnt of Ex. 81•, and his view was 
adopted by more than one eminent scholar. It was, how
ever, warmly disputed by Dietrich in a series of letters to 
Franz Delitzsch on the pronunciation of :"1\-r'.ii Dietrich 
refused to believe that any Jew to whom Theodoret applied 
for information could have been so ignorant as to suppose 
that ~~ was pronounced ah-ja, or that Theodoret would 
have accepted the definition of the name from Ex. 8" when 
be bad asked for its pronunciation. That Church Father 
must have repaired to the most muddled and ignorant Jew 
alive to extract such misinformation. On the other band, 
Dietrich was positive that .. ein Jude [the italics are his] 
jederuit aich eher rirde habm todt ac!Jagm laaaen, ala daiB n
einem wirklich heidnischcn, oder einem sich Christ nennen
den • "'U' den allerl1eiligaten Namen, wenn er auch die iUteste 
Aussprache wusste, bloat zur B'jriedigung der gelehrten Neu
gierde amge1prochen hlttte." He accordingly reached the 
conclusion that what Theodoret's Jew really furnished him 
was the simple Ia (the abbreviated form ~ of the Old 
Testament, which the Jews did not hesitate to pronounce), 
and that the Syrian-born theologian prefixed a prosthetic a 
on his own account.eo In the opinion that no Jew would 
have committed the sacrilege of pronouncing the ineffable 
name merely to satisfy curiosity, Dietrich was quite right. 
No Jew would have been guilty of that act even for a more 
laudable purpose. But he was altogether wrong in suppos
ing that the Jews of the time were generally ignorant of the 

statement of Kautzsch, Eneye. Bib., col. 3321, note 4, that the pronun
ciation Ill{k is aacrlbed by Eplphanius to a Christian aect, 1a incorrect; 
the pasaage in which the name occura, .Ad11. haer. I. ill. 20(40), Ia a paren
thetic bit of lexicography on Epipbanlus'a own account, ocoasloned by 
the heretics' Ignorant employment of the word qtbaoth as an Independent 
name. 

" Thuaunu, p. 677. 
"The letters were pnbliabed by Delltach after Dietrich's death in the 

Z.ATW, Tois. lll and lv. The statements on tb1a point will be found in vol. 
HL pp. 282 f., 287 f., 293 f., 296 f. 

eo Dietrich preferred not to rely upon the reading 1«, which happens to be 
found In one patristic manuscript. 
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true pronunciation of the name,8l and equally wrong in 
the supposition that the name was as secret as it was sacred. 
The Jew of whom Theodoret made inqtiiry evidently did 
indicate to that respectable and learned Gentile the authentic 
pronunciation of the name, and he did so without violating 
either ita sacredness or his own conscience, by reproducing 
separately the abstract vocalization which belonged to the 
four characters mrr. Theodoret manifestly mistook the pur
port of the reply, but heard distinctly and recorded faith
fully the reply itself. His informant said AYA, agreeing 
entirely with the author of the Baraitha in 6. Sanhedrin 
101 b, for the m~dial consonant was of course arbitrarily 
chosen in each case and hence variable. 

A word needs to be said regarding the conclusion to be 
drawn from the above testimony as to the pronunciation of 
l"I\"T' in the Jewish tradition of the Talmudic period. The 
Jews, like the Arabs down to the present time, heard the sound 
it ( = e as in " there ") only as a phase of a (as in "far "), 
and would as readily employ M to represent the former 
sound as we should spell a new word containing that 
sound after the pattern of " man." ~~ in the so-called 
Babylonian system of punctuation cannot be distinguished 
from M)~. Moreover, in reproducing the vocalization apart 
from the word's proper consonants, they might easily em
phasize the identity of the sound by a little flattening ; so 
that not even Theodoret's At.a. is conclusive for a as against 
IJ. In any case, we have here conclusive evidence that the 
historical pronunciation of mrr lay between the following : 
Yahwa, Yllhwa, YahwiJ, YllhwiJ. We shall have occasion to 
return to this subject below. 

Turning now to the previous question, and assuming for 
the moment that the true vocalization of l"I\"T' may be repre
sented as Yahwa, the doctrine of Miahna and Baraitha of 
Sanhedrin x. 1 combined is this: Only in the temple at 

11 Blau (.A~iac:Au Zavbent~utta, p. 128 f.) takes luue with Dietrich on 
thla particular point, but It baa not occurred to him to ask hlmlelf bow the 
knowledge be cla.lma for the Jewe of Theodoret'a time wae tzaD8mlued t.o 
them or maintained, - unleaa he takes seriously the etory of hll eep&eDDill 
tranemlulon recorded lu b. Qlddullll 71 a. 
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.Jerusalem was it permissible to say Ya.Wta; elsewhere one 
might not utter that name without committing a sin against 
God. But one might with impunity exchange certain of ita 
consonants, and say (for example) Y~ employing a 
"''l:: of the name. Also one might pronounce ita four con
sonants with a di.Jferent vocalization, saying (for example) 
YeluJ~A, in which case one would be expressing a wholly 
different word. 

The evidence that it was customary upon occasion to pro
nounce the name rn,,.. in altered form is not yet exhausted. 
One of the designations of that name current in Talmudic 
times is ~j Of. The intelligent use of this term 
ceased very soon after the close of the Talmud, and its exact 
meaning and origin have ever since remained a mystery. 
The term does not occur in the authentic text of the 
Mishna. • It is found, however, in the Baraitha b. &ta 
884, in Sifra on Lev. 2411 (104c), and in Sifr~ on Num. 6tl 
(eel. Friedmann, fol. 12 a), 617 (18 b); as well as in the 
Babylonian Gemara, Y oma 69 b, lfagigta 16 4, Sanhedrin 
60 4, and in the Midrashim, Shir-'luuhirim BaiJbtJ on 4', 
KokeletA BaiJbtJ on 811&, The Aramaic ~ Mtf' occurs 
in two passages of Targum .J erushalmi II, Ex. 8211 and 
Lev. 2411, and is employed unintelligently in an Aramaic 

. anecdote in the section of Ko~leth BaiJbtJ just mentioned. • 
Though the suggested definitions of the term ~"t 13' 

have been so numerous as to represent almost all the alter
natives imaginable, thus far none can be said to have gained 
the general assent of scholars." In recent times,86 it has 

• It Ia found In corrupt tats of H. YomG vi. t, which eectlon contlnuea 
to be ched In thla connection ; 10 by Blau, I.e. p. 1U, and Ule Jeu~UA Brtqelo
pe414. wl. lx. p. 162. Bat Ule entire pueage In which Ule term OCCW"'I Ia 
an lnterpolatlon, laoldng In the beat manUICripts and printed texts ; cf. 
Dalman, Gottullanu AdoMI, p. 40, note, and Ooldachmldt, JHto babflo~aWclu 
Talatld, vol. U., Berlin, 1901, p. 942. 

• ~ ac=r Joob l1b a clumay reproduction of the Hebrew lrniiCM c=t. 
The vue Aramaic would be fti"U"' ac=r; cf. ~ act~&' of Tupm 
Jeraahalml I, Lev. 2411• 

"Cf. GottheU, J.AOS, 'fol. nUL p. 861; Blau, J.e. p. 124. 
• For aome of the older literature eee pp. tiM f. of Neetle'• anlcle quoted 

below. 
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been defined by LOw 85 and Oppenheim WT as t'M name wlaich u 
engrafJed (upon the High Priest's diadem); by Rahmer 88 as 
tluJ nanN that u nplained (in Ex. 81~); by Griinbaum,• who 
has written most voluminously aad most confusedly upon the 
subject, as flu concealed or the mgateriotu natM. By Nestle,IIO 
on the testimony of Syriao lexicographers, depending ulti
mately on a scholion of Jacob of Edessa (who never knew the 
meaning of the term and had forgotten its exact form when 
he wrote about it), and by Friedlinder•1 and Bacher,• \vho 
equate it with .. ., 1:1,, it is defined as the name whicla u 
reaervtd for or peculiar to (God), that is, tlae proper name. 
Torrey • interprets it as tlae lwlg natM. The following ren
derings are more or less related : Geiger,M "der ausdriick
liche Name"; Cassel,• "der nach seinem wirklichen Laut 
ausgesprochene Name"; Munk,88 "le nom distinctement pro
none~" ; Furst,W Nager,es Levy,• and Dalman,lOO "der deut
lich ausgesprochene Name." 

So far as concerns the meaning of the verb contained in 
the participial form ~:'1, the last group of definitions is 
certainly most in accord with the usage. Not to quote 
Geiger, who bases his definition of our expression upon this 
fact, Bacher, who thinks himself forced to a variant conclu-

., Beltr4ge .cur jfJdt.cMn AltertAumtktnadlo, I. L p. 25.• Thla and the 
following referenoes marked with an asterisk I am obliged to make at second 
hand. 

81 MonatucAr(n jfJr dk Guchichte und Wlueu~ cfa J11dfttA•ru, 
vol. xvliL pp. 545 fl., vol. xix. pp. 826 fl.• 

"M01&4Uichr(fl, voL xlx. p. 187.• 
"ZDMG, voL xxlil. p. 632, vol. xxxl. pp. 226 It, vol. xxxlx. pp. 643 fl., 

vol. xl. pp. 234 fl. 
to ZDMG, vol. nxit. pp. 465fl.; cf. Bematein, Qrid. vol. lv. pp.199 f. 
tl The ~Ide of the Perpltzed, of Mmmorddu, vol. I. p. 226, note 8. 
" Terminologk der Tannaiten, pp. 159 f. 
ta J.AOS, vol. rvlll. pp. 180 fL 
" Unchr(fl, u.e. w., p. 264. 
" Jlonatuchrlft, vol. xlx. pp. 78 fl. • 
• Le Guide du £gar&, vol. l. p. 267.• 
81 ZDMG, vol. xxxill. pp. 297 fl. 
Ill ZDMG, vol. nxv. pp. 162 fl. 
118 NeuAebriJinhu und chaldiltlchu Jfarterbuch, a.v. elf. 
100 l.c. p. 68. 
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sion in the case of ~.,=,has this to say of the Neo
Hebrew use of the intensive ~t: 1o1 Its standard meaning 
is" deutlich machen, bestimmt au.ssprechen, heraussagen. • . . 
Unser Verbum dient auch dazu, um anzugeben, dass etwas, 
was in der Thora unbestimmt gelassen oder nur angedeutet 
ist, in den prophetischen und hagiographischen Buchern 
deutlich ausgesprochen wird." The use of "~., •• the nomen 
tJCtwm• of Piel he illustrates with ~., ~ ~.,~1) ~~n, 
" W o findet sich die Sache deutlich ausgesprochen ? '' t:!Mt 
is further "die genauere Bestimmung einer biblischen Sat
zung." The adverbial t:M~~:p is "ausdrucklich," with a ref
erence among others to the passage M. Sanhedrin vii. 5 quoted 
above ( pp. 147 f.) The participle "1~ means "bestimmt 
deutlich gekennzeichnet," as opposed to C~, "unbestimmt, 
undeutlich." lOll Bacher goes on to say that ~ has still 
another signification, "abgesondert," but the examples he 
cites yield the closely related meaning of "distinguished " 
rather than that of "detached." Moreover, for our present 
purpose it is most important to consider the sense in which 
1t'""'J) is used in connection with the divine name. In the 
passage we have quoted from the Mishna, Sanhedrin vii. 5, 
the intensive of V:t'-11) has the divine name as the object, and 
the meaning there is unmistakable. The blasphemer is not 
guilty until he reproduce exactly the Name {Clt':"t ~~ .,.,), 
that is, until be make use of the exact name. And further 
on in the same paragraph, "~: n~lt'lt' ~ .,~M, Repeat 
exactly what thou didat hear; and according to the express 
statement of the text, ttrMil: indicates m.~ as against MC'I". 
To this we may add the testimony of the Aramaic usage in 
connection with the divine name. In Lev. 241L 16 of both 
Targum Onqelos and Targum Jerushalmi I, forms of lt''-11) 
are used to render the Hebrew !1'l. Whatever be the pre
cise meaning of !1'l, whether to utter or to curae, no one will 
pretend that it is to teparate. Compare also the Peshita of 
Lev. 2416, It remains to point out that the act of speaking 
is not necessarily bound up in the conception of ~. It 

JD1 Lc. pp. 1M ft 101z.c. p. 187. 
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means t6 iftdicaU ~tftly by any means. So in Targum 
Jeruahalmi I of Ex. 8211 we have ~~ i'}?O .... ezaetly 
lfi!IJ'afltd, and in Targum .KiJ'MletA 311 ~~ ~"~ 101 = 
ezactly tl1f'itUta; in both cases of the divine name. In view 
of all this evidence I fail to see how it can reasonably be 
questioned that Hebrew ~"'T is tMt w!MA il eza«ly iAdi
cated or aet j&rtA.'* 

Now in spite of the facts we have rehearsed, the rendering 
t'M ezactly pronoutaeed nanN for ~., CV1 bas not hitherto 
met with general acceptance. The basic objection to it was 
voiced by Nestle in 1878: "Wie das Tetragrammaton [which 
as a matter of fact was not pronounced] der deutlich ausge
sproohene N a.me genannt worden sein soli, wenn nicht wie 
lucua a non lucendo, sehe ich nicht ein." JOt 

In meeting this objection, we must consider a point which 
has not received the attention it deserves, namely, the gram-

101 See Levy, Dol Targvm •• KoAtUIA IIGcA ridGrCibitcMJt Ha~ 
Bre~lan, 1906, p. 11. 

~o. The Old Teetament .ltraf ~,.,. ~. 1l.led adverbially in Neb. 81, 
admlt.l of no other :reDderlDg than vU.\ CICC1It'IICf; and tbe Perfect Paal oi 
Num. 161' demanda tbe oorreepondlDg Interpretation, ,c, ~ :"11:1 ~ wh "=' 
for u ACid noe bee1t ezact~r tel fortA (apeolfled) VIAIIIIAould be c1ot1t uto AI& 

A elmllar Interpretation te required for the Pael puelve particle lD the 
8yrlac tenD ~~! ,~ol which contlnuee to be erroDe011117 reu
dered " The Goepel of tbe &iparated Onee" ; eo Burkitt, ~iolt 1JfJ.. 
JCepAarruhe, Cambridge, 1~, vol. H. p. 81, "that te, Ule Goepela di't'lded 
Into the four voliiDUII of M&Uhew, Mark, Luke, and .John"; cf. Ertqc • .BW., 
ool. 4.•. Bat when were tbe GoepeJa dt't'lded P Of this lDterpretadoa 
Torrey 'ferJ properly remarked lD 1897, "There oonld be no reuon f01r 
llp8&ktng of Ule four Goepele aa 1 18parated ' ; leut of all if they were to be 
oontrut.ed, 111 1M orlgifiCII /ortA, wtUl a mixture like the D~" 

(l.c. pp. 178 f.). 'l"lW the term ~~7 '1 te, howe'fer, antlthet.lCil w 
~? 't, which 18r't'81 w clla.racMrlze the D~n, cannot be doubted, 
aa waa abown by Oott.heU (ibid. p. 861). But it doee not follow tha 
~~ Ia therefore 1M ltJ)(JNUcl. The an\ltbeela of l~ or (ftt
bi!lecl te not cfiMCinltolttud or -.arelled, but •llAanltOtli.ucl, •IIOOIIIMUII. 
And thla te precil8ly the purport of the participle ~~. reprodt!Ud ill 
their a:aa or G""""'lc form. ~~ ,~o1 te therefore 7'14 ~ 
of tAt (four) ezactZr reprodvced, or aa we abonld put it, 7'14 (four) lJMpdl 
'" IMtr ezaa /Of"'lt. For the reet, it I88JDI to me that e't'8D when employed of 
ordered lectlone, the idea embodied tn tbe partlclple Ia that of CCICI «<eelllf'o 
eatiolt rather than that of dftlltioA. 

101 l.c., p. 606. 
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matical form of our expression. All the renderings of 
~, Cl~ (the engraved name, the explained name, the 
concealed name, the proper name, the holy name, the ex
press name, the distinctly or exactly uttered name) treat the 
term as if it consisted of a determinate substantive with at
tributive adjective attached, that is, as Neo-Hebrew for Cl~l"f 
~,. But that ia not the actual construction in this 
case.101 ~, ia not an attributive adjective, but a sub-
stantive in the genitive. The true solution of the matter 
seems to me this: 

m,,.. Cl~ = Cl~l"f = ~l"f Cl~ 
~, c~ = rrrr ~ 
~, = the vocable m.,...w 

Once more I call attention to the terminology of M. SanM
drin vii. 5. The vocable ~ we are told is a "!IJ~ of :"!\,... 
So that when pronounced l"IC'I", or with any other exchange 
of its consonants ("!ll;:j)), the name m.,.. would be MJ~ ; 
on the other hand, when pronounced l"f\,.., it ia ~~'· 
This meets fully the objection expressed by Nestle, and at the 
same time supplies additional confirmation of the proposition 
with which we set out; for of course the mere existence of 
the expression requires us to assume that the name was 
sometimes purposely mispronounced. The term ~i"'1 C~, 
then, is not tM name which wa• ezactl!J pronounced, but t'M 
name l"f\,.. with itt exact pronunciation. We may now quote 
one of the earliest passages in which the expression occurs, 

Sifre on Num. s- (fol. 12a): Cl~~ ':in~ "l~ l"lM 'Q""QQ'' ~ 
~n "''l"!:)~ ~ u,.. '1M r'\~, c~~ ~'IM i"'tl"''M r'\,~i"'1 

"''l"!:)~ m~~, 'r1~, c~~ r,..,~ "l!:) "" ~~ l"lM ~~ 
1111 Grtlnbaum concluded that we have here "eln neugeblldeter, beeondrer 

Kunat&Uidruck," ZDJLG, vol. xxxlx. p. 566; and Tol'l"8J agrees with him. 
It Ia not, however, the meaning of ~ that Ia pecn1lal- in thla expreaalon; 
It Ia the conatructlon. 

JOT By thla I do not In tbe least Intend to Imply that m..,. Cit' in tbe Old 
Testament Ia "daa Wort Jhvh," u Jacob, Im Namtn ~; on which see 
Beltml1Uer in tbe Theologtlc'M LUeralur•rilfiRU for 1906, cola. 869 ff. Tbe 
eqalvalenta indicated above are purely acholutlc, and would have been 
quite lmpoulble In an age when people habitually used m,.,. Immediately of 
die penon of their God. · 
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"Thm •hall ye ble11 the children of Il1'ael." - That il. with t'l.4 
name in it• ezact form. Th&U 1aye~t, 'In it• exact form 1-
am I not to under1t«nd, with a rurf'ogate 1' T!te 1tatemmt it, 
"They •hall put my name upon the children of I1rael:"
with the name in it• exact form; only in the town fl!ith a 
1Urrogate.1• 

In the foregoing pages I have attempted to show (1) 
that the Masoretic text of Ex. 814 goes back to the fourth 
century B.c.; (2) that v.t4cl is an interpolation dependent 
upon the reading ~~ ~lnJ,1t' :T':"Iat of 14b; (8) that the 
reading :T':"IaC in 14b represents the alteration of an original 
m:T, which had not been effected at the beginning of the 
fifth century B.C.; (4) that that alteration was not acci
dental, but due to the purpose to prevent the utterance of 
the ineffable name in this one passage of the Pentateuch 
where the employment of the ordinary synagogue surrogate 
for m.,.., namely "l"1M, was from the nature of the case 
impossible ; (5) that the alteration took place, accordingly, 
sometime during the fourth century B.o., most probably 
coinciding with the spread of the Pentateuch and the rise 
of the Jewish synagogue; and finally (6) that such altera
tions, both of the name m,,.. and of other religious terms, in 
cases where it was necessary to employ the word and yet 
desirable to avoid its actual pronunciation, are abundantly 
evidenced for the ensuing period; the regular method of 
alteration being to exchange one or more of the consonants 
of the word while leaving intact its syllabic and vocalic cast. 
If tbese positions have been satisfactorily sustained, :T'l"M of 
Ex. 31411 is a purely phonetic ..,l!l of M\,.., entirely devoid of 
meaning, and differs in sound from the proper name of the 
God of the Hebrews only in substituting at for ~and "for t 

I have not overlooked the fact that in one unimportant 
respect the word I'T':'Iac is unlike the other purely phonetic 
C~!l which have been adduced from the Rabbinical litera
ture : it is not in itself a non-word that can never be any
thing but a 'I'Jl!l. It is, however, in my judgment, a sufficient 
reply to this superficial objection to point out that in the 

JOe Cf. p. 144 above. 
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fourth century B.c. the device of the "'U;:) was doubtleBS 
still in its jncipiency; and further, that the selection of 
m"IM was clearly suggested by the words ~' m"IM ~;:,, put 
into the mouth of the Deity in the preceding v .12 ; it so 
happened that the requirements of a phonetic "'U;:) were fully 
met by this word, which from its essential character as a 
verb could not be mistaken by the hearer for anything but 
a surrogate of m.'T'. Of this we may be certain, that rr:"llt 
was chosen to replace m.'T' solely because of its phonetic 
availability and without any regard to its positive lexical 
value,- exactly 88 bleu is used for Dieu in French oaths. 

On the other hand. the virtually contemporary interpolation 
of v.14a with its rrrnc ..,h rr:"llt, leaves no doubt whatever 
that ;,~me of lib was pronounced as the first person singular 
Imperfect of the verb rr:-r, and is not a merely coincidental 
group of letters of whose vocalization we can know nothing. 
This being so, our passage supplies us with much earlier 
evidepce as to the vocalization of the name m.'T' than any we 
have hitherto poBSeBSed. For we now know that in the 
fourth century B.c. it was pronounced with the same vowels 
as was the first person singular Imperfect of the verb rr:-r. 

It is established, in the first place, by native testimony of the 
best possible kind, that the name consisted of but two sylla
bles. The testimony is the best possible, because the only 
better would be a direct statement that the word had two 
syllables, which is impossible in the mouths of people who 
lack the concept of " syllable." 

There remains, in the second place, the question 88 to the 
quality of the vowels of the verbal form rrrnc in the fourth 
century B.c. As regards the vowel of the second syllable, the 
question can be definitely answered. :-r,.. of the Imperfect 
Qal of :-r-', verbs, according to the best judgment of m~em 
scholars, represents a direct transition from former ai e ... ),l!WI 
which must, however, have ceased to be heard before the form 
was spelled with final :-r. The vowel of the second syllable of 
M":"TM, therefore, had the sound of e in " there " or a in " fare." 
Regarding the short vowel of the first syllable, we cannot 

JOt See Kautzsch, § 75 e, and the literature there olted. 
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be quite 80 precise. The vowel of the preformative of the 
Qal Imperfect of all verbs was originally tl, and according 
to the Tiberian punctuation it had not departed very widely 
from that primitive sound in the case of the first person 
singular, when the vowel-points were invented. It is true 
that the so-called Babylonian system of punctuation points 
the prefix of the first person singular, like that of the other 
persoDS, invariably i.110 But that certainly represents a later, 
not an earlier, phase of development than the one arrested 
by the Tiberian pointing. For the line of phonetic change 
in the quality of the vowels is from (1) a as in "far" to 
(2) (l as in " fare " (=I as in '' there "), to (8) e as in 
"pet," to ( 4) e as in "pretty" ( = i as in "pity"). More
over, just as we have no ear for (2) in very short syllables, 
80 the Hebrews had no ear for (8) except in long syllables. 
The phases to be reckoned with in the short first syllable of 
rr:"IM are therefore, a, (1, and i. And there exists no reason 
for supposing that the Palestinian pronunciation had already 
traveled through the final i stage and was on the way back 
again when the vocalization was fixed by means of the 
Tiberian pointing. The statement of Qimchi 111 that ~ 
was pronounced with Seghol in the prefix to distinguish it 
from "fOi'" need not be taken seriously, even if we admit 
that the latter was pronounced itfl.ol (without consonantal))· 
In Modern Arabic the vowel of the prefix of the Imperfect 
has been changed to i in all persons but the first singular, 
where, under the influence of the M and without the aid of 
artificers, it remains a.111 So in Hebrew, the influence of the 
guttural M checked and prevented the development of the 

tso See Kahle, Der tlla8ontt.clae Tm du ...4 T• Racla fkr Uberl"fer14"1 tier 
bGbfloRUclaen Juden, p. 68. Yet according to Diettrich, Z.ATW, voL :a. pp. 
168 f:o Yemen mannacrlpta of Targum Onqeloe point. the prefix of the ftra 
penon with a in Aramaic only nnder the influence of the Hebrew I 

U1 See Kautzach, 147 b. 
nt See Vollera, Lelarbvcla fkr tJt.gVJ)to-arabwlae" Umga,.gupraeAe, p. 18, 

and of. hla note 8 on p. 29. 
Kllnig, Lehrgebiiude, L p. 169, aaya, "Der uraprttn(diche Vocal der 

Pr!Uormativa, namllch I, hat. aich 1m regelmlaaigen Verb immer zu I mge
apitzt., welches durch ac zu 6 zerdrUckt. w1rd." But. when waa the ac abeent, 
Ulat there might. be a point to cruab? 
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vowel in the prefix of the first person to the i form reached 
in the case of the other persona. 

Accordingly, in the fourth century B.c. I'T'l"IM was pro. 
nopnced either 'ahyll or, with a slight sharpening of the 
first vowel, 'lthyiJ. Similarly, in the fourth century B.c. 
m.-r was pronounced Yahwll, with possibly a slight modifi
cation of the first vowel in the direction of Ylil&wiJ. And 
we have only to turn away from the printed page and trust 
entirely to the ear, to realize that the short vowel of the 
first syllable may very well have varied from one· shade 
to the other in different localities and individuals. This 
conclusion is in harmony with the testimony of the Baraitha 
in b. San'Mdrin 101 b, and with the statements of Epipha
nius and Theodoret, which have been noticed above. 
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