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Introduction 
 

 This study is a revised and enhanced version of a presentation I gave at the Seventeenth 
Annual Unity Conference in Cisco, Texas on August 3, 2001.  Having noticed a certain “spiritual 
intolerance” directed against those who do not pronounce the Messiah’s name in accordance with 
the prescribed manner commonly taught by leaders in the Sacred Name Movement, I felt the time 
was right to speak out, and what better forum to express my feelings than at a Unity Conference? 
 
 As inferred by the sub-title, this is an appeal for acceptance and understanding of other 
views.  I do not always encourage acceptance of differing views, but in this case I am willing to 
make an exception, and I hope you will see why by the time you finish reading this study.  In 
conducting this type of research, it is virtually impossible to not “lean” towards a certain view, 
but that doesn’t mean we need to dogmatically assert our position while “slamming” another, 
especially when there is no justifiable rationale for doing so.  Our primary goal must be to please 
our Heavenly Father and His Son above all else.  Pleasing Them involves more than just knowing 
Their names, as we all hopefully understand.  It also involves knowing Them intimately through 
our daily service, conduct and prayer.  Such a lifestyle should in no way detract from the 
importance of knowing and reverently using the names of our Creator and His Son who so 
willingly gave His life, not only for an example of how we should walk before our Creator, but 
Who also offered that life as the supreme sacrifice for our sins.  Many of us have diligently 
sought to learn the true name of the One Who gave His life for us.  This quest for truth has not 
been easy.  In our search for His name, my wife, June, and I have thought we found it, only to 
have yet another “curve” thrown at us.  We have thus learned to always keep the door open for 
other possibilities, and to never jump to conclusions.  We have learned the hard way that what we 
think we know now may not necessarily be true, so we have become a little more cautious in 
formulating our conclusions as time has gone by.   
 
 It is in this spirit that I have written this study.  It is for those of you out there who are not 
willing to jump to conclusions, and especially for those of you who are always ready to examine 
teachings from other perspectives.  After giving my lengthy presentation, a few individuals 
approached me to make sure I knew they appreciated it, despite its length, as it had given them 
something to think about -- another angle from which to consider the name we employ in 
reference to the Messiah.  One individual was convinced that I have an underlying “agenda” -- 
that I am in fact really out to promote the form of the name I personally believe was given to the 
Messiah -- and I’m not sure if I ever succeeded in persuading him otherwise.  Still other 
individuals expressed outright opposition to the name I presented as my “personal preference.”  
(They didn’t mention whether or not they support my plea for acceptance and understanding of 
other positions).  Of course, many others have not shared their reactions at all, positive or 
negative.  That is their right! 
 
 Nevertheless, I want you to know that I do welcome your feedback, positive or negative, on 
the contents of this study.  Together we will accomplish more if we determine to relentlessly 
pursue the quest for wisdom and to serve our Heavenly Father and His Son in the spirit of 
brotherly love.  May Yahweh bless you and thank you for taking the time to consider my 
position.  
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I.  The Case for Joshua 
 

 T here are some very touchy subjects within the Sacred Name Movement, but 
few are as sensitive as this one:  the name of the Messiah.  When June and I 
first became involved with the Yahwist Movement, our primary focus was on 

the name of our Heavenly Father.  The Messiah’s name was simply presented to us as 
being Yahshua, the logic being as follows:  His name is the same as that of Joshua the son 
of Nun, and since the “J” is of relatively modern contrivance, having originally been 
pronounced as a “Y,” the more correct pronunciation is Yoshua, but the better spelling is 
Yahshua, so as to ensure our conveying to all that his name means Yahweh is Salvation, 
and is a combination of “YAH” + “SHUA,” Yah representing the prefix of our Heavenly 
Father’s name and shua representing the Hebrew word for “salvation.”   
 
 June and I appreciate this logic very much.  Truly, Yahweh is the ultimate savior, but 
He chose to send His Son to be the vessel through which all of mankind would in the end 
be redeemed from the slavery to sin into which all of us were once sold.  As we read in I 
Peter 1:18-19, 
 

18 For you know that it was not with perishable things such as silver 
or gold that you were redeemed from the empty way of life handed 
down to you from your forefathers, 19 but with the precious blood of 
Messiah, a lamb without blemish or defect.  (NIV) 
 

 It truly is the Messiah through whom Yahweh saves us from our corrupted state, not 
only rescuing us from the impending destruction caused by the downward spiral all of 
mankind has been on, but also setting the example for how we are to live once we 
completely surrender our lives over to Him.   
 
 The idea of the Messiah being the instrument of Yahweh’s salvation, then, is a 
teaching that June and I embrace.  If this means His name is Yahshua, then we want to 
refer to Him as Yahshua! 
 
 What really made accepting this teaching so easy was the fact that we often read 
from the New International Version of the Bible, and if you read the footnote listed for 
Matthew 1:21, it says this: 
 
 “Jesus is the Greek form of Joshua, which means the LORD saves.” 
 
Please bear in mind that when I quote from various references, such as the one above, I 
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am compelled to quote verbatim, which must include the way they render both our 
Creator’s name and the Messiah’s name.  I hope there isn’t really a need for me to 
establish that I in no way desire or support referring to the Messiah as Jesus, nor do I ever 
personally refer to our Creator as the LORD or as God.  Now that I have established this, 
though, please allow me to share how it was so easy for me to believe and accept the 
explanation provided in the New International Version’s footnote: 
 
 We (my wife June and I) knew Jesus never was the Messiah’s name, or at least this 
form does not very closely parallel the proper transliteration of His original name.  As 
stated in that footnote, Jesus is the GREEK form.  Another way of stating this is to point 
out that Jesus is the Hellenized form of the Messiah’s given name.  We know, however, 
that the Messiah was not a Greek, nor was He ever given a Greek name:  He was Jewish, 
He spoke the HEBREW language, and He was given a Hebrew name at birth.  If, as 
stated by the NIV footnote, that Hebrew name was Joshua, and if the first letter of that 
name didn’t carry the “J” sound until relatively recently, then His name would have been 
pronounced Yoshua.  Knowing that their rendering of “the LORD saves” should have 
been “Yahweh saves,” we definitely agreed and accepted that YAHSHUA makes more 
sense!  We were sold on the concept! 
 
 Not only this, but other references influenced us to solidify our view regarding the 
name Yahshua.  Here are a few: 
 
 From The Layman’s Bible Encyclopedia:  “The personal name of Christ.  The name 
means ‘Yahweh (Jehovah) is salvation’ and was a common name in New Testament 
times.”1 
 
 From Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Bible:  “Jesus.  The same as Joshua, 
Yehoshua, from yasha, ‘he saved, delivered, put to a state of safety.’”2 
 
 From The Expositor’s Bible Commentary:  “‘Jesus’ (Iesous) is the Greek form of 
‘Joshua’ (cf. Gr. of Acts 7:45, Heb. 4:8), which, whether in the long form y hosua 
(‘Yahweh is salvation,’ Exod 24:13) or in one of the short forms, e.g., yesua (“Yahweh 
saves,’ Neh. 7:7), identifies Mary’s Son as the one who brings Yahweh’s promised 
eschatological salvation.”

e

                                                

3 
 
 From Matthew Henry’s Commentary on the Whole Bible:  “Jesus is the same name 
with Joshua, the termination only being changed, for the sake of conforming it to the 
Greek.”4 

 
1  From The Layman’s Bible Encyclopedia, by William C. Martin, M.A., B.D., The Southwestern 
Company, Nashville, TN, 1964, p. 393. 
2  From Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Bible, Abridged by Ralph Earle, Beacon Hill Press of Kansas 
City, Kansas City, MO, 1985 (originally published in 1832), p. 766. 
3  From The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, Vol. 8, Frank E. Gaebelein, General Editor, Zondervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1984, p. 76. 
4  From Commentary on the Whole Bible, (New One Volume Edition), by Matthew Henry, Port City 
Bible Company, Tulsa, OK, p. 1,205. 
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 From the New Bible Dictionary:  “The name Jesus is not strictly a title for the person 
who bore it.  It is, however, a name with a meaning, being a Greek form of ‘Joshua’, i.e. 
‘Yahweh is salvation.’”5 
 
 From All the Divine Names and Titles in the Bible:  “Jesus is the Greek form of 
Joshua, which itself is a contraction of Jehoshua.”6 
 
 From the Encyclopedia International:  “The name Jesus is the Greek form of the 
Hebrew name Joshua, which means ‘Yahweh is Salvation.’”7 
 
 My personal favorite justification for referring to the Messiah as Yahshua comes 
from a book written back in 1905 entitled Story of the Letters and Figures by Hubert M. 
Skinner.  Here’s what he wrote:  “Yod is the initial of the name Jesus.  It is unfortunate 
that a name so dear and so sacred is pronounced in a manner so different from that of the 
original word.  The latter sounded very much as if it were Ya’shoo-ah, and was agreeable 
to the ear.”8 
 
 The above quote is quite an admission, coming from an unbiased scholar who 
penned those words nearly a century ago, well before the existence of what is commonly 
known as The Sacred Name Movement.  The testimony of all these scholars, then, would 
seem to support rendering the Messiah’s name either as Yahshua, Yahushua, or perhaps 
even Yehoshua. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                 
5   From the New Bible Dictionary, 2nd edition, J.D. Douglas, Organizing Editor, Tyndale House 
Publishers, Inc., Wheaton, IL, 1982, p. 584. 
6  From All the Divine Names and Titles in the Bible, by Herbert Lockyer, D.D., Zondervan Publishing 
House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1975, p. 174. 
7  From the Encyclopedia International, Vol. 10, Grolier, Incorporated, New York, NY, 1972, p. 9. 
8  From Story of the Letters and Figures, by Hubert M. Skinner, Ph.D., Orville Brewer Publishing Co., 
Chicago, IL, 1905; republished in 1971; p. 122. 
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II.  Where Do Scholars Obtain Their Information? 
 

 I
 

nterestingly, out of all the references from which the foregoing information was 
obtained, NONE of them share just exactly how it is they know the Messiah’s 
name is spelled or even pronounced exactly the same way as Joshua son of Nun! 

Do they offer any evidence?  No, they do not.  Instead, we are simply expected to take 
their word for it that the Messiah’s name is spelled and pronounced exactly the same as 
Joshua son of Nun. 
 
 Since none of the references we found listed evidence substantiating their claims 
regarding the Messiah’s name, we really have no way of knowing whether or not their 
claims are valid.  It is one thing to say, “Jesus is the same name with Joshua,” and it is 
entirely another to demonstrate that such a claim is indeed true. 
 
 What adds to all the confusion is the fact that not all references infer that the 
Messiah’s name was in fact pronounced the same as Joshua’s, or at least not that 
particular form of the name Joshua.  Joshua son of Nun is referred to as Yeshua in 
Nehemiah 8:17, and many references point to this particular rendering as matching the 
name of the Messiah.  Here are a few examples: 
 
 From The Names of Jesus by Vincent Taylor:  “Of all names none is more precious 
in Christian ears than the name ‘Jesus.’  From the end of the first century it expressed a 
deep-seated Christian sentiment of veneration and worship.  In itself, however, it is a 
personal name significant by reason of its meaning.  It transcribes the Greek  Ihsou=z,  
which was used for the Hebrew Jeshua, a shortened form of Jehoshua (Joshua), ‘He 
whose salvation is Yahweh’, or, more briefly, ‘God’s salvation.’”9 
 
 From the book The Gospel According to Matthew by Leon Morris:  “Jesus is the 
Latin form of the name =  Ihsou=z, the Greek form of the Hebrew Jeshua, a shorter form 
of Jehoshua, which means ‘Yahweh is salvation.’”10 
 
 From Responses to 101 Questions About Jesus, by Michael L. Cook:  “In any event, 
Jesus was a relatively common name at that time.  It comes from the Hebrew for Joshua 
(Yehosua’, later shortened to Yesua and Yesu).  It may have originally meant ‘Yahweh 
helps’ but was later interpreted in popular usage as ‘Yahweh saves.’  Thus, the angel says 
to Joseph:  ‘... you are to name him Jesus, for he will save his people from their sins” (Mt 
1:21).  Historically, Jesus would have been known as Yesu bar Yosef = Jesus son of 
Joseph.”11 
                         
                                                 
9  From The Names of Jesus, by Vincent Taylor, St. Martin’s Press, Inc., New York, 1953, p. 5. 
10  From The Gospel According to Matthew, by Leon Morris, William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 
Grand Rapids, MI, 1992, p. 19. 
11  From Responses to 101 Questions About Jesus, by Michael L. Cook, S.J. Paulist Press, New York, 
1993, p. 24. 
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 From the book Jesus by David Flusser:  “Jesus is the common Greek form of the 
name Joshua.  In Jesus’ time the name was pronounced ‘Jeshua’; and so, we often find 
Jesus of Nazareth named in ancient Jewish literature.  That, almost certainly, was the 
Galilean pronunciation.”12 
 
 Thus, as the above references inform us, the Messiah’s name is not really 
pronounced as “Yahshua,” but as “Yeshua” or “Yeshu.”  This, of course, is in direct 
opposition to the other references from which I quoted earlier.  According to the one set 
of references, His name is pronounced “Yahshua” (as in Joshua).  According to the other 
set of references, His name is pronounced “Yeshua” or “Yeshu.”  Unfortunately, neither 
set of references comes forward with any evidence to support their claims.  How can we 
know if either set of references is correct?   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
12    From Jesus, by David Flusser, Translated by Ronald Walls, Herder and Herder New York, 1969, p. 13.  
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III.  Stand Taken by the Sacred Name Movement 
 
 

 A
 

lthough we have shown that none of the references we found offer evidence 
of either the original spelling or pronunciation of the Messiah’s name, many 
within the Sacred Name Movement have chosen to publish or issue 

statements characterized by what can very well be construed as prejudicial against any 
who do not pronounce the Messiah’s name “their way.” 
 
 In the course of our research in this area, we have run across a significant number of 
statements designed to influence others to believe that certain spellings and/or 
pronunciations of the Messiah’s name are not only erroneous, but also may have a 
bearing on our very salvation.  I’m about to provide quotations from various Sacred 
Name organizations and individuals in order to demonstrate the general mentality 
exhibited by members of the Sacred Name Movement with regard to the Messiah’s name.  
I normally try to document any quotations I provide, but out of my desire that we focus 
more on edification than pointing fingers, in this study I will not identify the author of 
any of the quotations that follow. 
 
 Consider the following remark found in a widely circulated Sacred Name newsletter:   
 

“When He is our Healer, He is Yahweh-Rapha.  He is our provider as 
Yahweh-Yireh; our savior as Yah-Shua, or Yah-Hoshea, or Yahushua 
(not Yeshua, as the Jews teach.  They try to degrade Him to only ‘he 
who saves,’ one of many ‘savior men of history’).”  
 

 Note that the author of the above statement did not provide documentation to prove that 
those who prefer the pronunciation Yeshua “try to degrade Him.” 
 
 There appears to be plenty of negative sentiment directed against the pronunciation 
Yeshua.  From another newsletter comes the following isolated remark, offered to the 
reader without the benefit, once again, of proper documentation to seal the truthfulness of 
his statement:   
 

“Actually, the pronunciation ‘Yeshua’ comes from the Syriac or 
Aramaic language, not the Hebrew.” 

 
 The intent of the above remark reflects an attempt to remove any semblance of Hebrew 
roots from the form Yeshua.  Clearly, since the majority of Sacred Name believers regard 
the Hebrew language as the “heavenly language,” this man’s statement was intended to 
evoke a very negative perception of the pronunciation “Yeshua.”  Surely no true believer, 
knowing that the pronunciation “Yeshua” is of “non-Hebrew origin,” would choose to 
refer to the Messiah by that name!  We obviously want Him to have a Hebrew name!  But 
again, without the proper documentation, the above author’s remark is invalid, and 
although the name Yeshua was apparently not used until after the Babylonian exile, it is 
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very much a part of the inspired Hebrew Scriptures.  With regard to the Aramaic 
language, this is the language that, quite frankly, was most commonly spoken in Judea 
during the Messiah’s time here on earth.  According to The New Unger’s Bible 
Dictionary, “By the time of Jesus, Aramaic was the vernacular in Palestine.”13  George 
Lamsa, who  translated the Aramaic version of Scripture called The Peshitta into English, 
wrote, “Jesus and his disciples spoke the Galilean dialect of Aramaic, the language which 
the early Galileans had brought from the other side of the river Euphrates.”14  Was the 
Messiah’s name influenced by the Aramaic language?  Perhaps it was.  Does this mean it 
could not have been the name given to the Messiah?  No, it does not.   
 
 Other authors, however, are a bit more dogmatic and even condemning with their 
words on this subject.  The following Sacred Name believer expressed a stern admonition 
on page 10 of his booklet: 
 

“Since the name Yeshua (Jesus) and Yahoshua are not the same 
name, and there is only one name under heaven whereby we can 
receive salvation, we must make a choice.”   

 
Not only does this author distinguish one name as being the Savior’s true name as 
opposed to the other one’s not even being recognized as valid for salvation, but the other 
name (Yeshua) is also directly identified and classified as being an actual equivalent to 
the name Jesus, as evidenced by his use of parentheses.  The obvious intent is that no 
Sacred Name believer will want to refer to the Messiah by a name linked to paganism, so 
the reader is thereby subtly persuaded to choose the form Yahoshua over Yeshua.   
 
 Shown below are quotations from other publications and/or general writings in 
which a definite stand is taken in opposition to the form Yeshua: 
 
 From the Nov. - Dec. 2000 issue of a Sacred Name newsletter, p. 3:   
 

“Q.  ‘The Jews prefer ‘Yeshua’ over Yahshua.  Why?” 
 A. Because they will not pronounce Yahweh’s Name, and since the 
‘Yah’ in Yahshua is part of His Name, they have subverted the first 
syllable to the ‘Yeh’ sound.” 

 
 From an article entitled “The Name Yahushua ($why”:  “It is interesting to note here 
that those who are calling Him Yeshua leave out the part in Yahweh’s name which tells 
us who He is that saves.” 
 
 From a study entitled “How the Savior’s Name Was Changed,” written in 1999:  
“The Savior clearly avowed, ‘I am come in my Father’s Name,’ John 5:43.  This passage 

                                                 
13  From The New Unger’s Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, 1988, item 
“Languages,” p. 755. 
14  From the Introduction to The Holy Bible From the Ancient Eastern Text:  George Lamsa’s 
Translations From the Aramaic of the Peshitta, HarperSanFrancisco; originally published in 1933 by A.J. 
Holman Co.; p. xi. 
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means that He carried His Father’s Name.  Its meaning is not limited solely to His 
coming by authority or command of the Heavenly Father.” 
 
 The two quotations above convey a popular belief among Sacred name people that 
the Messiah’s name MUST contain the “Yah” of Yahweh’s name or else it is invalid.  
This belief, as mentioned above, is based largely on an interpretation of John 5:43.  I will 
demonstrate later how many Sacred Name people and organizations misinterpret the 
meaning and intent of this verse. 
 
 I would have to say the most condemning words I have seen directed at those who 
use the form Yeshua were on a Sacred Name web site forum where people write in to 
express their ideas, opinions and beliefs.  This particular forum topic was entitled 
“Another Look at the Name Yahshua/Yahushua. Again, ‘Have We Been Duped’?”  
A woman contributing to the forum discussion wrote the following: 
 

 “As you know, the Holy Scripture was originally written without 
any vowel points.  With the use of ‘vowel dissimilation’ only a 
slight change occurs, but the slight change REMOVES the Name of 
Yahweh, effectively shutting off SALVATION FROM YAHWEH 
to those who are deceived into using the name Yeshua, according to 
Acts 12.”  (Emphasis hers) 

 
 This lady’s commentary was submitted only a little over a month prior to the original 
writing of this study, as it was posted on June 23, 2001.  Does she speak for everyone in 
the Sacred Name Movement?  I don’t believe so, or at least I hope not!  Certainly, 
however, her position is representative of a fairly large group of individuals within the 
Sacred Name Movement, and no one in that forum came forward to refute her remark.  
Sadly, I later learned that she borrowed her commentary from a Sacred Name group’s 
Web site.  This same group presents the same commentary in the preface of a Bible 
translation that they produce.  Thus, it is clear that the lady, in her posting, was merely 
parroting what she has been taught by a certain preacher within the Sacred Name 
Movement.  Exhibiting this same approach is an author who wrote the following in her 
book entitled Yahweh Yahshua & You: 
 

“Unfortunately, the term Y’shua, like Yeshua, does not contain 
Yahweh’s name, thereby rendering it useless as a means of salvation.  
Jewish Believers today who embrace the Messiah Yeshua or Y’shua 
unknowingly put their trust in tradition born out of rebellion by 
trusting in a name that never identified Yahweh’s only Son.”15 

                                                 
15    From Yahweh Yahshua & You, Jubilee Publications, Panama City, FL, 1998, p. 165.  In keeping with 
the rationale as explained early in this chapter, I have chosen to not list the author’s name, although I feel 
compelled to at least provide the name of her book.  As I explained, “I normally try to document any 
quotations I provide, but out of my desire that we focus more on edification than pointing fingers, I will not 
identify the origin of any of the quotations that follow.”  The quotations listed in Chapter III, including the 
ones from this book, are all shown as being prejudicial against those who do not pronounce the Messiah’s 
name “their way.”  My intention in refuting this quotation is simply to arrive at the truth of the matter, not 
to embarrass the author.  
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Elsewhere in her book, the same author refers to the form Yeshua as an “illegitimate 
word.”16 According to her reasoning, the Jews employed the form Yeshua to illustrate 
how they rejected Him as Messiah:   
 

“Removing Yahweh’s name from the Son’s name was, in fact, a 
prophetic action.  It foretold the response the Jews would demonstrate 
toward the Son in that it indicated that the Jews would reject the 
relationship Yahshua had with the Father.  They would attempt to 
remove Yahweh’s association with this man and, thereby, be justified 
in rejecting Him as their Messiah.”17 

 
The author of the book Yahweh Yahshua & You affirms her belief that those who refer to 
the Messiah as Yeshua cannot be in a covenant relationship with Him, offering the 
following assertion: 
 

“Even when Yahshua lived among them [the Jews], they would not 
have called him Yahshua.  Only His disciples and followers would 
have used His proper name; those who were not in relationship with 
Him would have used Yeshua— the same name used today in place of 
His perfect, divinely-given name.”18 

 
The author of the above commentary goes on to state that Yeshu, a still shorter form of 
Yeshua, is an acronym meaning “Yimach sh’mo v’zikhrono (‘May his name and memory 
be blotted out’),” then she makes the following generalization: 
 

“Of course, it is understandable why some Jews would like to blot out 
His name and memory.  They will be distancing themselves from the 
guilt of their ancestors who rejected Him and His Son, their Savior.”19 

 
We will further address the teaching that Yeshu is an acronym for such a derogatory 
meaning of the Messiah’s name in our next chapter, section C.  For the moment, we 
would simply like to demonstrate that anyone can convert any name into a derogatory 
acronym.  It is not inconceivable, then, that some impious Jews, wishing to bring the 
Messiah’s name into disrepute, would convert His name into a derogatory acronym 
meaning “May his name and memory be blotted out.”   This same hostile act, however, 
can be done to virtually anyone’s name.  To illustrate what I mean, let’s see if we can 
make a derogatory acronym out of the long form, Yehoshua, which many Sacred Name 
folk insist should be pronounced either Yahshua or Yahushua.  This long form, in the 
Hebrew, is spelled “Yod, he, waw, shin, ayin” (($why).  By taking each letter of this 
name, we can indeed form a derogatory acronym:  y = yeda (make known, #3046), h = 
heres (destruction, #2041),  w = vazar (guilty, #2054), $ = shav (false, #7723), ( = 

                                                 
16    Ibid, p. 167. 
17    Ibid, p. 167. 
18    Ibid, p. 167. 
19    Ibid, p. 169.   

Name of the Messiah:  ($why?  (w$y? 



Stand Taken by the Sacred Name Movement 10

ashowq (oppressor, #6216).20  By stringing together the words we have just formed from 
the letters of the name ($why, we come up with the phrase “Make known the destruction 
of the guilty, false oppressor.”  It is sad that the minds of men will construct such 
acronyms out of a person’s name, yet we believe this very thing was done with the form 
Yeshu, and we believe it was done out of contempt for the Person represented by that 
name.  The fact that men would contrive such a negative acronym does not, of course, 
mean that Yeshua is not the Messiah’s name.  If anything, the sheer fact that they would 
go to such lengths to discredit this name should serve as evidence that it is, in fact, His 
name. 
 
 We are therefore not impressed (nor persuaded) by those who employ the 
“derogatory acronym” rationale in their attempts to discredit the legitimacy of either the 
form Yeshua or Yeshu.  Again, we will deal with this teaching more extensively in our 
next chapter. 
 
 The author of Yahweh Yahshua & You offers her readers the following summary of 
her understanding with regard to the name Yeshua: 
 

“He intended His name to remain in usage, to be known by all 
generations.  He intended it to remain— unchanged, unaltered, 
unadulterated—forever.  Unfortunately, neither His name nor His 
Son’s name has remained in the memory of generations.  The few 
terms that are generally thought to be their names (Jehovah, God, 
Lord, Jesus, Christ, Yeshua) are not Their names at all but rather 
unacceptable substitutions or flagrantly false names, often because 
they are closely associated with pagan gods.”21 

 
As shown above, the author lumps Yeshua in with the “unacceptable substitutions or 
flagrantly false names.”  Without question, the author of the above commentaries 
believes that Yeshua is a false, “illegitimate” rendering of the Messiah’s name and is 
“useless as a means of salvation.”  Indeed, she has done everything short of actually 
condemning those who refer to Him as Yeshua. 
 
 To further illustrate how widespread this particular mentality has become, I should 
note that I recently received a letter from a prisoner in the state of Pennsylvania in which 
he mimicked the same basic words echoed by the woman in her web forum posting, 
quoted earlier in this chapter.  Here is a portion of what he wrote: 
 

“After a little reading it should become obvious that with the subtle 
use of vowel dissimilation, the true name of the Messiah, Yahshua, 
was replaced with the name that hid Yahweh’s Name, Yeshua.”22 

 
Clearly, these individuals have established their position with regard to the Messiah’s 
                                                 
20    Word numbers for each of these words are keyed to Strong’s numbering system. 
21   From Yahweh Yahshua & You, Jubilee Publications, Panama City, FL, 1998, p. 171. 
22  From a letter dated 12/29/02. 
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name.  Furthermore, as I have shown, in the view of some folks within the Sacred Name 
Movement, unless one pronounces the Messiah’s name the way they do, that person is 
doomed on the day of judgment.  Certainly, anyone pronouncing His name as Yeshua, in 
the estimation of some folks, will not receive eternal life.  Thus, regardless of how 
representative these individuals’ view is, I know there are people who believe that 
because I don’t pronounce the Messiah’s name the same way they do, I am headed for the 
Lake of Fire. 
 
 Also noteworthy from the remarks of the lady whose comments appeared in the web 
forum, as well as a commentary found in the book Yahweh Yahshua & You, is another 
manifestation of the expressed belief that the Messiah’s name MUST contain at least a 
portion of the Father’s name.  I will address that particular teaching later in this study.  
Right now my only intent is for you to see the mentality expressed by many within the 
Sacred Name Movement and the negative sentiments directed at those who pronounce the 
Messiah’s name Yeshua. 
 
 Finally, let’s backtrack to the remark made by the woman who posted her 
commentary on the web forum.  As quoted earlier, she wrote, “With the use of ‘vowel 
dissimilation’ only a slight change occurs, but the slight change REMOVES the Name of 
Yahweh, effectively shutting off SALVATION FROM YAHWEH to those who are 
deceived into using the name Yeshua, according to Acts 12.”  I need to point out that she 
obviously intended to cite Acts 4:12 instead of Acts 12.  According to Acts 4:12, “There 
is no salvation by any other man; for there is no other name under heaven given among 
men whereby we must be saved.” 
 
 Many folks within the Sacred Name Movement use Acts 4:12 to dogmatically 
promote their particular pronunciation of the Messiah’s name, as if a particular phonetic 
resonance can mean the difference between eternal life and destruction in the Lake of 
Fire.  We implore Yahwists everywhere to call upon the name of Yahweh, coming to His 
throne in the name of His Son.  We implore all people to refer to the Messiah by His 
given name, but not because their salvation depends on it; rather, it is out of our desire to 
honor Him.  We honor people more when we refer to them and call them by their given 
names.  Of how much more honor is the Messiah due?   Instead of promoting salvation 
based upon a particular pronunciation of a name, we believe the phrase, “There is no 
other name under heaven given among men whereby we must be saved” has a different 
meaning.  We believe the Apostle Peter, in Acts 4:12, was stressing, not the 
pronunciation of a name, but rather the identity of the person Who does the saving.  The 
name is what identifies Him, and yes, there is a connection to a name being an identifier 
and that name being pronounced so as to properly identify who the intended person is.  
We therefore support striving to pronounce His name properly, yet if we put the focus 
more on the pronunciation than on the identity of the person, we believe we will have 
missed Peter’s point.  Peter was identifying the Man Who offers us salvation.   
 
 This having been said, no one can deny that, according to Acts 4:12, salvation can be 
found in no other name than the name given to the Son of Yahweh.  Was Jesus the name 
given to the Son of Yahweh?  No, it was not.  Does this mean we should earnestly strive 
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to learn what His name is?  I believe it does.  Does this mean if we fail in our earnest 
quest to learn that name, we are thereby and therefore doomed?  I do not believe so.  I 
personally believe that our forefathers, who didn’t have as much access to the truth as we 
do today, and who earnestly and fervently referred to the Messiah as “Jesus,” are no more 
removed from the Kingdom than those of us who know that He was never addressed or 
referred to as “Jesus” during His lifetime here on earth.  I believe that if His name is 
Yeshua, but everyone in the Sacred Name Movement insists on referring to Him as 
Yahushua out of their earnest belief that this is His name, they will not be denied access 
to the Kingdom on account of being “erroneously ignorant.”  On the other hand, I believe 
that if His name is Yahushua, but I choose to refer to Him as Yeshua out of my earnest 
belief that this is His name, I will not be denied access to the Kingdom on account of 
being “erroneously ignorant.”  I believe that if we could all regard each other from this 
perspective, we could achieve our goal of unity much more quickly than we have by 
practicing the condemnation approach to the Messiah’s name. 
 
 Sometimes we frame our words in such a way so as to exhibit an understanding 
approach towards those who do not share our view regarding the Messiah’s name, yet we 
later say or write things that betray this approach.  This is what occurred to me last year.  
In an article pertaining to the Messiah’s name, the author concluded his work by writing 
the following summary:  
 

“Therefore, we  prefer to utilize the name Yahshua as the form which 
will fit into all three renderings.  For the others who prefer to utilize 
Yahushua or Yeshua or Yehoshua, we will not contend with them nor 
will we seek to exalt our form above theirs.  We will respect their 
choice to pronounce the name as they see fit.  We certainly hope that 
they will also afford us the same respect in our choice.” 

 
 I concur with this man’s attitude, as expressed above, wholeheartedly.  We should 
not seek to exalt the form we believe is correct above the form someone else believes is 
correct, although we should always give each other the freedom to share why we believe 
the way we do. A creed that June and I try to uphold involves the commitment to pursue 
scholarly inquiry and the respectful sharing of ideas. We can agree to disagree agreeably 
and simultaneously accomplish that goal.  When we belittle and undermine each other’s 
intentions, however, no one wins. 
 
 The same individual who so willingly expressed his respect for those who prefer the 
Yeshua form later betrayed those same words.  His article was written in July of the year 
2000.  On August 1, 2000, however, he wrote the following in an e-mail: 
 

“Now, the Jews and others who are Judaizers will utilize the 
pronunciation Yeshua, but they don’t like to use Yahshua because that 
contains a form of the ‘ineffable name’ which the Jews (99.9%) will not 
pronounce.  Of course, Christianity and the Jews utilize the 
Yeshua/Jesus concept and that is what the pronunciation Yeshua does.  
It justifies the Jews and the Christians in their use of the pagan name 
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Jesus.” 
 
At first glance, it is difficult to imagine that the author of the above quotation is the same 
author who wrote the article in his newsletter.  Nevertheless, this is the mentality that 
exists among many within the Sacred Name Movement:  Openly expressing loving 
acceptance and understanding of those having a differing view, but privately harboring 
deep-seated prejudice. 
 
 I supplied the foregoing quotations only because they come from publications or 
other writings we have in our home.  I have read many similar remarks in numerous other 
publications, but since I do not have them in my possession, I am not able to supply 
quotations.  Nevertheless, I believe I have provided a very generous sampling of what is 
“out there,” and you can see there is an ongoing, prevalent aversion to the form Yeshua as 
exhibited by many members of the Sacred Name Movement. 
 
 I do not want anyone responsible for any of the quotations I have thus far supplied to 
think I am trying to “pick on them” or single them out for criticism, especially since I 
know that I have been equally guilty of making essentially the same remarks in the past.  
My only purpose in sharing these quotations with everyone is to establish my point that 
within the Sacred Name Movement there is currently a predominant aversion to the form 
Yeshua, and a definite prejudice against those found to employ that form. 
 
 My purpose in addressing this topic is not necessarily to influence you to choose one 
pronunciation over another.  In fact, I urge you to think very carefully before 
dogmatically informing others that “their” pronunciation is not as correct as yours, 
especially so if you are not prepared to defend your position.  Furthermore, I believe we 
should apply this principle to our Heavenly Father’s name as well.  It is worth noting that 
none of the above authors from whom I quoted were led to produce documentation to 
prove that their “pronunciation of choice” is more correct than the one in question, 
“Yeshua,” unless we should consider the text of John 5:43 to be a valid “proof text” for 
this line of reasoning.  When such remarks are off-handedly made without proper 
documentation, the question of bias, of prejudice, and of responsible scholarship comes 
to mind.  For those in the Sacred Name Movement who know the Messiah’s name is not 
“Jesus,” the time has come to take another look at the name we have to this point been 
taught as having been given to Him.  But if we cannot shed our preconceived biases and 
take a few moments to, point by point, examine and honestly consider other perspectives, 
other peoples’ views, then our quest for truth, not to mention our quest for unity, has just 
come to a screeching halt.   
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IV.  EVIDENCE FOR THE MESSIAH’S NAME:  
WE HAVE TO DIG FOR IT! 

 
A.  Can We Agree to Disagree Agreeably?  

 A
 

s we consider evidence for the Messiah’s name, please bear in mind that all 
sides believe they have sufficient evidence to prove their particular spelling 
or pronunciation of the Messiah’s name is correct.  Each of us most likely 

believes the weight of the evidence we have found outweighs all other forms or 
pronunciations.  Yes, unity on this topic would be terrific, but at this time it is not 
realistic.  If we can’t have unity, though, perhaps we can at least achieve mutual 
understanding. 
 
 Even top Bible scholars offer differing viewpoints with regard to the actual Hebrew 
spelling and pronunciation of the Messiah’s name, so how do working stiffs like you and 
me find and know the true answer to that age-old question?  It is a very difficult and time-
consuming task, at least it has been for me.  This being the case, I find it difficult to point 
fingers at those who do not share my view and expect them to readily adopt my position.  
Yet this is what is frequently done!  My observation has been that the main difference 
between folks who use the form Yahshua or Yahushua versus those who refer to the 
Messiah as Yeshua is this:  Those who refer to the Messiah as Yahshua or Yahushua are 
often intolerant or even downright condemning towards those who refer to Him as 
Yeshua.  On the other hand, I have never observed anyone who prefers the Yeshua form 
directing any such sentiments towards those who refer to the Messiah as Yahshua or 
Yahushua.  The question is, “Are the negative sentiments so regularly aimed at those who 
refer to the Messiah as Yeshua justified?”   
 
 This is the question we need to answer, but if we approach this subject with minds 
already made up, unwilling to listen, then we will not move forward. Therefore, all I am 
asking of you is your willingness to read and consider another perspective.  If, when you 
finish reading this study, you will at least recognize the error of accusing Jews and 
anyone else of subverting the Messiah’s name when they refer to Him as Yeshua, then I 
will have achieved my goal.  I’m not going to ask or expect you to change your mind 
regarding the Hebrew spelling and pronunciation of the Messiah’s name, but I am going 
to ask you to try to be understanding of other views. 
 
B.  Historical Evidence for the form “Yahushua” 
 
 Many folks are willing to discount or otherwise downplay historical evidence, even 
though historical evidence has consistently proven the authenticity of Scripture itself.  
There are those who cite the writings of Eusebius to support the long form Yehoshua / 
Yahushua.  Eusebius, a 4th-century Christian historian and theologian known as the 
“Father of Church History,” offered the following testimony regarding the Messiah’s 
name: 
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“The same Moses, under the divine Spirit, foreseeing the epithet Jesus, 
likewise dignified this with a certain distinguished privilege.  The 
name, which had never been uttered among men before Moses, he 
applied first to him alone who, by a type and sign, he knew would be 
his successor after his death in the government of the nation.  His 
successor, therefore, who had not assumed the appellation Jesus 
(Joshua) before this period, being called by his other name Oshea, 
which his parents had given, was called by Moses Jesus (Jehoshua, 
Joshua) (Num. 13:17).  This name, as an honorable distinction far 
superior to any royal diadem, was conferred on Joshua, because Joshua 
the son of Nun bore a resemblance to our Savior as the only one after 
Moses and the completion of that symbolical worship given through 
him that should succeed him in a government of pure and undefiled 
religion.  Thus, Moses attached the name of our Savior Jesus Christ as 
the greatest honor to two men, who, according to him, excelled all the 
rest in virtue and glory; the one to the high priest, the other to him who 
should have the government after him.”23 
 

Indeed, if we are to accept the above testimony of Eusebius as valid, we would be led to 
believe the Messiah’s name must be spelled and pronounced exactly the same as that of 
the man known as the son of Nun.  Although most scholars believe this man’s name was 
pronounced Yehoshua, many within the Sacred Name Movement lean more towards the 
pronunciation Yahushua in an attempt to incorporate “Yah” into this name.  Usually 
rendered ($why in Hebrew, it is singled out as representing the Hebrew spelling of 
Joshua’s name on all but one occasion, Nehemiah 8:17, as previously mentioned.  
Equipped with this understanding, including the fact that Eusebius recognized the 
Messiah’s name as matching Joshua’s name, it is only reasonable to deduce that the 
Messiah’s name must likewise be spelled ($why in Hebrew.  Thus, the only real debate 
one would expect to unfold is whether the name is pronounced Yehoshua or Yahushua. 
However, our historical quest pertaining to the Hebrew spelling of the Messiah’s name 
does not end with the testimony of Eusebius.   
 
 Even Eusebius was not clear on the Messiah’s name.  The above quotation 
represents an English translation of his Greek text.  As I do not have access to the Greek 
text of Eusebius’ writing, a question arises in my mind as to what “form” of Joshua’s 
name was employed by Eusebius in his work.  The translator of his writing, C. F. Cruse, 
somewhat answers that question for us in an end note referenced from the page quoted 
above.  Note what Cruse had to say: 
 

“Jesus.  By some corruption of the name of Joshua, Eusebius calls him 
Auses.  Jesus is the Greek form for the more Hebrew Joshua.  The 
Septuagint invariably uses the former, and in one instance it is retained 
in our English version (Heb. 4:8).”24 

                                                 
23   From Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, translated by C. F. Cruse, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, 
MA, 2000, p. 10. 
24    Ibid, p. 434. 
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As pointed out by the translator, then, Eusebius recognized both the name of the Messiah 
and the son of Nun as being, not Yehoshua, Yahushua, Yeshua or even Iesous, but Auses.   
The only common point of reference Eusebius really leaves us is the Torah itself, where 
we know the son of Nun was indeed given the name ($why in Hebrew.  Since scholars 
are in general agreement that the Hebrew spelling of this name is most likely either 
pronounced Yehoshua or Yahushua, we can pretty much eliminate Auses as being a 
possible candidate.  Our focus, then, must be on the fact that Eusebius recognized the 
Messiah’s name as being a match with the name of the son of Nun.  If Eusebius’ 
testimony is valid, that name would likely be ($why.  This name, as understood by  
scholars and even the 1st century Jewish philosopher Philo, means “the salvation of  
Yahweh.”25   
 
C.  Historical Evidence for the form “Yeshua” 
 
 Despite Eusebius’ testimony, a couple of factors need to be addressed:  1)  Although 
Moses gave Joshua the “long form” of the name ($why, it is a matter of record that 
Joshua was also known by the “short form” of this name, (w$y, a name commonly 
recognized as having the pronunciation Yeshua.  Joshua was referred to by this “short 
form” name on only one occasion, yet this one occasion is sufficient to demonstrate an 
important fact:  ($why and (w$y are interchangeable names.  Not only this, but as we will 
see, a high priest known as Joshua (($why) was also referred to as Jeshua ((w$y).  2)  
Eusebius himself, while recognizing the Messiah’s name as matching the name of the son 
of Nun, certainly did not himself employ the “long form” when referring to either person.  
Thus, we need further evidence before drawing any conclusions. 
 
 I am aware of at least three separate Hebrew versions of the book of Matthew that 
have been discovered, and all three versions employ the form Yeshua.  These versions are 
the Shem-Tob, the DuTillet, and the Münster versions.  The Shem-Tob version was 
published by a Sephardic Jew named Shem-Tob ben-Isaac ben-Shaprut around the year 
1400.  Professor George Howard of Mercer University, Macon, Georgia, who translated 
the Hebrew text of the Shem Tob version into English, presents a solid case for believing 
this text is a copy that descends from a Hebrew original.   In his book Hebrew Gospel of 
Matthew, Howard writes the following: 
 

“Shem-Tob’s Hebrew Matthew is characterized by literary devices such 
as puns, word connections, and alliteration.  These are numerous -- the 
text is saturated with them, far beyond what appears in the Greek -- and 
belong to the very structure of the Hebrew Text.  Although their origin 
is a mystery, it does not seem probable that Shem-Tob created them in 
the fourteenth century.  Being a polemist (one who engages in 
argument or controversy) intent on damaging the Christian message, he 

                                                 
25  Philo wrote, “But, moreover, Moses also changes the name of Hosea into that of Joshua; displaying by 
his new name the distinctive qualities of his character; for the name Hosea is interpreted, ‘what sort of 
person is this?’ but Joshua means ‘the salvation of the Lord,’ being the name of the most excellent possible 
character.”  This quotation comes from The Works of Philo, translated by C. D. Yonge, Hendrickson 
Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1993, p. 351. 
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would hardly have attempted to beautify and enhance the text of 
Matthew at the same time he refuted it.  The text’s literary niceties 
appear to come from the hand of a believer, not a hostile polemist.”26 

 
 Shown below is a photocopy from Matthew chapter one, reflecting the Hebrew 
spelling of the Messiah’s name as found in the Shem-Tob version.  As you can see, His 
name is spelled (”w$y (yod, shin, waw, ayin), as opposed to the form commonly 
recognized by members of the Sacred Name Movement ($why -- yod, heh, waw, shin, 
ayin). 
 
 

 
 
 
 The Messiah’s name is actually most often spelled w”$y (Yeshu) in the Shem-Tob 
version, which many consider to be the culminating result of a Jewish conspiracy to 
dishonor and subvert the Messiah’s name.   In fact, some compare Yeshua/Yeshu to a 
Jewish writing known as the Tol’doth Yeshu.  The Tol’doth Yeshu is a Jewish medieval 
writing, which is a parody on the account of the Messiah, aimed at discrediting Him.   
Tol’doth Yeshu, by the way, means “Generations of Yeshu.” According to Professor 
Howard, “In brief, the Tol’doth Yeshu states that Jesus was born illegitimate, performed 
miracles blasphemously by pronouncing the Divine Name, and was executed by the Jews.  
His body was stolen from the tomb by Yehuda the gardener, an act which led to the claim 
that he had arisen from the dead.”27 
 
Howard adds the following:                  
                                                 
26  From Hebrew Gospel of Matthew by George Howard, Mercer University Press, Macon, GA, 1995, p. 
184. 
27  From Hebrew Gospel of Matthew by George Howard, Mercer University Press, Macon, GA, 1995, p. 
207. 
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“According to the Tol’doth Yeshu, Jesus’ original name was Yehoshua 
(($why).  Later, when he became a heretic, his name was changed to 
Yeshu (w$y).  The explanation given for this change is that w$y stands 
for wrkzw wm$ hmy (Yimmah shemo w’zichro), meaning:  ‘may his name 
and memory be blotted out.’”28 

 
 A personal note regarding use of the Tol’doth Yeshu to prove anything regarding the 
Messiah’s name:  Because this writing stands in glaring opposition to the account 
presented in the Messianic biography found in the Bible, I am very hesitant to formulate 
any conclusions based upon the information found within its text.  As already mentioned, 
it supports believing that the Messiah was illegitimate and a heretic, that He was executed 
by hanging and His body was subsequently stolen from the tomb by the gardener, an act 
which led to the claim that He had arisen from the dead.  To be more specific, the 
Tol’doth Yeshu teaches that that the mother of the One we call the Messiah was raped by 
a warrior named Joseph Pandera.  Miriam consequently conceived and gave birth, 
naming her son Yehoshua, after her brother.  According to the Tol’doth Yeshu, “This 
name later deteriorated to Yeshu.”   
 
 This polemical writing relates far too many outlandish anecdotes surrounding the life 
of the Messiah that escape not only the scope of Scripture, but also of sound reasoning, to 
completely cover in this exposé.  Please allow me, though, to give just a few examples to 
illustrate what I mean.  We read the following: 
 

“One day Yeshu walked in front of the Sages with his head uncovered, 
showing shameful disrespect.”29   

 
Certainly, if walking in front of sages with one’s head uncovered is an act of “shameful 
disrespect,” we should expect to find some allusion to this alleged “fact” somewhere in 
the Torah.  If indeed such an explanation can be found there, no one has (as of yet) 
pointed us to the chapter and verse.   
 
 According to the Tol’doth Yeshu, the man claiming to be the Messiah was able to 
perform miracles by virtue of having written the Creator’s name on a parchment, then 
placing that parchment over an open cut on his thigh and drawing his flesh over the 
incision to conceal the parchment.  Later, Judas Iscariot also learned this same “secret,” 
and was able to duplicate those miracles.  They both eventually flew off toward heaven, 
where Judas managed to defile Yeshu, causing both of them to lose their powers at the 
same time. 
 

                                                 
28  Ibid. 
29   This quotation, as well as subsequent information relevant to the Tol’doth Yeshu, was obtained from a 
Web site hosted by the University of Pennsylvania.  In offering readers the “Toledoth Yeshu,” we are told, 
“This is a derogatory version of the life of Jesus, growing out of the response of the Jewish community to 
Christianity.  The tradition presented here is most commonly dated to approximately the 6th century CE.  
The text itself is closer to the 14th c.”  For those wishing to access the Web site, the URL is:  
http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/~humm/Topics/JewishJesus/toledoth.html. 
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 According to the Tol’doth Yeshu, the Messiah lied when asked his name:  “Asked his 
name, he replied to the question by several times giving the names Mattai, Nakki, Buni, 
Netzer, each time with a verse quoted by him and a counter-verse by the Sages.” 
 
 According to the Tol’doth Yeshu, it was Queen Helene who played a role in the 
burial of the Messiah’s body.  According to the Bible, it was Pontius Pilate.  Pontius 
Pilate is not even mentioned in the Tol’doth Yeshu.  To the best of my knowledge, there 
is no record of a Queen Helene during that period in history.  On the other hand, not only 
is Pontius Pilate mentioned by such historians as Philo, Josephus, and Eusebius, but 
archaeologists have discovered an inscription bearing his name and some of Pilate’s 
coins.30 
 
 There are those who urge me to be cautious before actually rejecting such a “hostile 
witness” as the Tol’doth Yeshu.  Indeed, we need to be cautious when it comes to 
deciding whose testimony to accept and whose testimony to reject when conducting any 
investigation.  Occasionally the comments of a hostile witness can indeed prove 
invaluable.  The Moabite Stone, for example, is a “hostile witness” account outlining 
Moabite King Mesha’s victory over Israel.  It was written to give honor to their deity 
Chemosh while mocking the Israelites’ deity Yahweh!  Nevertheless, this “hostile 
witness” offers Yahwists additional evidence supporting the belief that names (such as 
Yahweh and Chemosh) do not translate from one language to another, and it offers 
believers everywhere evidence supporting the authenticity of Scripture, as it is evident by 
its mentioning of Israelite King Omri, proving that the events surrounding his reign, as 
described in the book of I Kings 16, really did occur.  In view of the fact that this 
inscription supports the authenticity of Scripture, it is a useful “hostile witness,” even 
though it was written to discredit those who worship Yahweh.31  In spite of its negative 
portrayal of Yahweh, it does not twist the record of events as they unfolded.  In light of 
the obvious distortions of facts found in the Tol’doth Yeshu, however, which in turn 
reveals the clear unethical intent behind such a maliciously written document, I would be 
quite reluctant to use the Tol’doth Yeshu to prove ANY point, including the original 
spelling of the Messiah’s name. 
 
 In considering our case regarding the Messiah’s name as it is found in the three 
Hebrew versions of Matthew, there are several factors we need to address: 
 
 To begin with, please bear in mind that many within the Sacred Name Movement 
consider the Hebrew spelling of the Messiah’s name as it appears in those three versions 
to be the result of a deliberate conspiracy to remove and subvert the Messiah’s actual 

                                                 
30  Cf. The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 5, David Noel Freedman, editor-in-chief, Doubleday, 1992, 
item “Pontius Pilate,” pp. 395-396. 
31  Regarding the Moabite Stone and its negative remarks pertaining to those who worship Yahweh, 
consider the words of King Mesha, as found in lines 14-18:  “And Chemosh said to me:  ‘Go, take Nebo 
against Israel.’  And I went by night and fought against it from break of dawn until noon, and took it and 
slew all of them, seven thousand men and boys and women and girls and maidservants; for I had devoted it 
to Ashtor-Chemosh.  And I took thence the altar-hearths of Jehovah [Yahweh] and dragged them before 
Chemosh.”  This information was found in A Dictionary of the Bible, by John D. Davis, Ph.D., D.D., 
LL.D., The Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1927, item “Moabite Stone,” p. 509. 
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name.   Let’s consider the following argument as presented to me in a letter I received in 
March of 1998: 
 

“The Shem Tob and DuTillet Hebrew versions of Matthew are only 
copies of copies which date back no further than 1380 (The Semitic 
Origin of the New Testament, p. 36).  Name tampering is quite evident 
in them since the various places wherein the Tetragrammaton should 
appear it is replaced with two or three ‘yods’ (The Semitic Origin of the 
New Testament p. 37 [footnote]).” 
 

Another man expressed the same sentiments regarding the Hebrew versions of Matthew.  
The following brief commentary was offered in a Web forum in December 1999: 
 

“Well, we see them [scribes] deliberately changing the Father’s name to 
‘Yod Yod’ or something else.  Why would one believe they would not 
fear taking the Father’s name out of the Son’s?” 
 

As we consider the validity of the above remarks, we need to keep in mind that the form 
Yeshua is actually found in Scripture, and in Nehemiah 8:17, Joshua son of Nun is 
himself referred to as Yeshua.  This of itself disproves any negative connotations that one 
might wish to attribute to the form Yeshua.  Of course, one of the men quoted above later 
attempted to demonstrate that the books of Scripture containing the form Yeshua were 
“not necessarily books of inspiration.” 
 
 The other individual, though, not going so far as to question the inspiration of those 
books, nevertheless attempted to discredit anything written in Aramaic.  He wrote, 
“Larry, I truly believe that what we are discussing here is the difference between an 
Aramaic rendering and a Hebrew original.  If we want to discuss whether or not it is 
acceptable to use the Aramaic, that to me is a separate issue.”   
  
 The obvious implication is to promote distrust in any names changed by an Aramaic 
influence, which must subsequently lead to distrust in such books as Ezra and Nehemiah.  
Clearly, if any names found to have undergone changes due to Aramaic influence 
indicate uninspired, unacceptable changes, then the natural progression is to conclude 
that books such as Ezra and Nehemiah are not “books of inspiration.”  When one goes to 
such great lengths to undermine the inspiration of Scripture, especially when those doing 
so establish themselves as leaders, the issue regarding the Messiah’s name suddenly 
develops into more than just a “side issue.”  The very inspiration of Scripture is suddenly 
put to the test! 
 
 The man quoted above bases his rejection of Yeshua as it appears in the Hebrew 
Matthew on the fact that Yahweh’s name does not actually appear in any of the extant 
Hebrew Matthews.  His premise is, “Since Yahweh’s name was obviously removed, we 
can be certain the Messiah’s name was corrupted.”  Perhaps he is correct.  Perhaps the 
scribes DID corrupt the Messiah’s name.  But let’s consider ALL the possibilities.  Is it 
also possible they left the Messiah’s name intact?  Yes, it is. 
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 What incentive would Jews have to tamper with the Messiah’s name?  Presumably, 
it was to remove the Father’s name.  If this is true, then for the sake of consistency one 
should expect them to remove the Father’s name every time it forms a part of another 
man’s name, for presumably their mission is to prevent others from saying “Yah.”  
Nevertheless, in the very genealogy of the Messiah as found in the Shem-Tob Hebrew 
Matthew chapter one, the name Jehoshaphat appears.  The first three letters of 
Jehoshaphat’s name contain the first three letters of the Tetragrammaton, as does the 
name Yahushua.  Jehoshaphat’s name is spelled +p$why in Hebrew.  If the Jews were so 
intent on removing the Father’s name from the Messiah’s name, why did they stop with 
His?  Why not remove it from Jehoshaphat’s name, too? 
 
 Let’s go a step further.  If the Jews were so intent on removing the Creator’s name 
from the Messiah’s name, why do they continue to refer to the son of Nun as “Joshua”?  
All one has to do is restore the “Y” sound where it belongs and voilà!  You have the 
pronunciation “Yoshua,” i.e., “Yahshua”!  If, as is so often claimed, Jews are guilty of 
subverting the “ah” sound to make it an “eh” sound, then why do they consistently refer 
to the son of Nun as “Joshua” in their writings?  Why don’t they refer to him as “Jeshua” 
instead?  
  
 Shown below is a Jewish commentary on Numbers 13:16, pertaining to Joshua, as 
found in The Chumash: 
 

“16.  Moses prays for Joshua.  Moses added the letter y to Hoshea’s 
name, so that his name would begin with the letters of God’s name 
[h-y].  The Hebrew name Yehoshua means, God save or God will save, 
which signifies that Moses prayed, ‘May God save you [Joshua] from 
the conspiracy of the spies’ (Rashi).”32 

 
It is interesting to note that not only do Jews regularly employ the form “Joshua” in 
reference to the son of Nun in spite of the fact that this pronunciation carries the “ah” 
sound, but also noteworthy is the fact that, while Jews openly teach against speaking the 
name “Yahweh,” nowhere do they teach against speaking names that contain the “Yah” 
sound.  One case in point is the former Israeli prime minister named Benjamin 
Netanyahu.   
 
 Finally, please bear in mind the fact that many Jews in history were adamant in their 
rejection of the One we recognize as the Messiah.  They openly taught others that He was 
a “false teacher.”  When seeking to expose false teachers, it is very important that we 
preserve their identity.  If, when attempting to point out to others who the “bad guy” is, 
we change his identity, we simultaneously defeat our purpose.  For example, if I were to 
ask you to reveal to me the identity of the false teacher who, on November 18, 1978 
coerced his followers to drink Kool-Aid laced with cyanide, whose name would you give 
me?  Many are familiar with this historical event and know the man’s name was Jim 
                                                 
32  From The Chumash:  The Torah:  Haftaros and Five Megillos With a Commentary Anthologized From 
the Rabbinic Writings, by Rabbi Nosson Scherman, Mesorah Publications, Ltd., Brooklyn, NY, 1997, p. 
799. 
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Jones.  In our attempt to discredit Jones’ legacy, should we alter his name?  What good 
would that do, anyway?  By altering his name, we simultaneously alter his identity, and 
we should want to preserve his identity in order to preserve the story and emphatically 
underscore the lesson that humanity needs to learn regarding such men.  Certainly no one 
is going to insist that it was Fred Smith who offered his followers the poisoned drink!  
Yet, even if we slightly alter Mr. Jones’ name to become James Jones, we detract from 
the name so widely recognized as belonging to the cult leader.  No, when we teach our 
children the appalling truth about one of the most dastardly cult leaders of all time, we go 
to great lengths to preserve the exact spelling and enunciation of his name. 
 
 It is the same with regard to many Jews and their treatment of the Messiah’s name.  
Those Jews who do not recognize Him as the Messiah do not make any attempts to alter 
His name!  Instead, they preserve it so they can teach their children their perception of 
who He “really” is!  Any motive on the part of Jews or anyone else opposed to the 
Messianic evangel that involves altering His name can only serve to defeat their purpose, 
for any attempt to alter His name can only result in altering His identity.  Furthermore, 
from what we have read, many Jewish writers have openly professed to rendering 
Yahweh’s name as adonai out of their “reverence” for the sanctity of His name and the 
belief that it is “too sacred to pronounce.”  They admit to this substitution of the 
Creator’s name!  However, nowhere have we read any admissions from them pertaining 
to a deliberate attempt to alter the name of the One Whom we refer to as the Messiah.  
Unless these Jewish writers have been covertly conducting a mission to alter the 
Messiah’s name, I can only conclude that they have had no desire, let alone motive, to 
change His name. 
 
 Thus, it is quite possible that “Yeshua” was indeed in the original Hebrew text of 
Matthew.  Again, Yeshua was not considered a corrupt name, for it appears in Scripture 
as the name of a high priest as well as an acceptable form of Joshua’s name.  Not only 
this, but if the Hebrew scribes did indeed remove Yahweh’s name from the Messiah’s 
name, then why didn’t they do the same with Jehoshaphat’s name? 
 
 As we consider ALL the possibilities, though, we do need to acknowledge the 
possibility that, indeed, Jewish scribes DID tamper with the Messiah’s name.  Even 
George Howard recognizes this possibility.  In his book Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, he 
writes: 
 

“Shem-Tob’s Matthew, as printed above, does not preserve the original 
in a pure form.  It reflects contamination by Jewish scribes during the 
Middle Ages.  Considerable parts of the original, however, appear to 
remain, including its unpolished style, ungrammatical constructions, 
and Aramaized forms.”33 

 
Professor Howard further acknowledged the possibility that the Messiah’s name may 
have been corrupted in an article he authored entitled “A Primitive Hebrew Gospel of 
                                                 
33  From Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, by George Howard, Mercer University Press, Macon, GA, 1995, p. 
178. 
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Matthew and the Tol’Doth Yeshu,” which appeared in the 1988 edition of New Testament 
Studies, Vol. 34.  New Testament Studies is a quarterly journal published by Cambridge 
University Press.  On page 67 of that journal he wrote the following: 
 

“In regard to the change in Jesus’ name, from Yeshua to Yeshu, it is 
inconceivable that a Jewish Christian, composing the Hebrew Matthew 
at an early date, would have introduced such a discrepancy in the 
spelling of Jesus’ name.  It is likely, on the other hand, given the nature 
of the Tol’doth Yeshu, that the antigospel capitalized on the spelling 
Yeshu, which it no doubt received from the Talmud or from an even 
earlier unknown source and in return influenced the transmission of the 
Hebrew Matthew in regard to the change of Jesus’ name.  In this case 
the Hebrew Matthew reflects the work of medieval Jewish scribes who 
were aware of the traditional significance of the name Yeshu and who 
employed it in their transcriptions as a private insult.  Gentile 
Christians, who rarely knew Hebrew well, would hardly be aware of the 
subtleties of this slight alteration.” 

 
At first glance, the above might appear to be an admission or concession from George 
Howard that the Messiah’s name may have originally been the long form Yahushua,  but 
was later changed (subverted) to Yeshua.  Such is not the case, however! 
 
 Notice, first of all, that Mr. Howard mentions the change having been from 
“Yeshua” to “Yeshu.”  He does not mention a change from “Yahushua” to “Yeshua.”  
Nor does he mention any negative attributes associated with “Yeshua” -- he only 
mentions the possibility that the form “Yeshu” may have been employed as an insult to 
the Messiah. 
 
 Notice also Professor Howard’s claim that medieval Jewish scribes made changes to 
the Hebrew Matthew.  This means, if his statement is correct, that Jewish scribes made 
those changes to the Messiah’s name during the Middle Ages, which ran from the latter 
part of the 5th century through the beginning of the 16th century.  As it turns out, 
however, the earliest Aramaic text of the Bible also employs the form Yeshua in 
reference to the Messiah, and this text containing the New Testament dates to at least the 
year 170 CE, a time well before the dates when the alleged changes may have occurred.34  
The odds of Jewish scribes so thoroughly and completely changing New Testament texts 
so as to alter the name Yahushua (($why) to Yeshua ((w$y) are simply too phenomenal 
for any unbiased scholar familiar with linguistics and history to accept as being plausible. 
 
 In an attempt to address the criticisms of those who reject the form Yeshua as it 
appears in the Shem-Tob Hebrew Matthew, I wrote Professor Howard a letter in 1999 
requesting his perspective.  Here is a portion of what I wrote: 
 

“My research is partly based on a debate questioning the authenticity of 
                                                 
34  This information comes from The Syriac Language of the Peshitta and Old Syriac Versions of 
Matthew by Jan Joosten, E.J. Brill Publishers, New York, 1996, p. 10. 
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the Shem-Tob Hebrew Matthew.  There are those who adopt the view 
that the Messiah’s name was originally spelled ‘yod, heh, waw, shin, 
ayin,’ but that it was changed to ‘yod, shin, waw, ayin’ by impious 
scribes.  Would you be able to help me with any insight or evidence?” 

 
 Here is Professor Howard’s reply: 
 

“The spelling yod, shin, waw, ayin is simply an alternate form of 
Yehoshua.  There is nothing impious about the short form so long as it 
ends in ayin.  The form yod, shin, waw (without ayin) is a Jewish insult 
coming from the Middle Ages:  the letters stand for “may his name and 
memory be blotted out”.  I offer an explanation for this in my book 
(second edition, p. 207).”35 

 
We thus see that Professor Howard believes the form Yeshua stood in the original text of 
the Hebrew Matthew, but he suspects impious scribes changed it to Yeshu during the 
Middle Ages.  This, coupled with the fact that Aramaic texts containing the form Yeshua 
date back AT LEAST as far as 170 CE demonstrates that Yeshua may well indeed 
represent the name the Messiah was given at birth.  The fact that not a single manuscript 
containing the form Yahushua has been found does not present a compelling argument in 
favor of the long form having been the original, accepted spelling of the Messiah’s name. 
 
 In spite of Professor Howard’s claim that Yeshua was changed to Yeshu by impious 
scribes, other sources assert that there never was anything “negative” about the form 
Yeshu, at least not until relatively modern times!  According to A Catalogue of Jewish 
Ossuaries in the Collections of the State of Israel, an ossuary (stone coffin) discovered in 
1931 demonstrates that there were no negative connotations associated with the form 
Yeshu, as it appeared on the same ossuary as the longer form Yeshua.  Here is how the 
book describes the name found inscribed on this ossuary: 
 

“1.  (w$y: A contraction of ($why [Yahushua], familiar from the later 
books of the Bible (I and II Chron., Ezra and Neh.) and Talmudic 
sources, where it is also contracted as w$y [Yeshu] for Jesus of Nazareth 
(cf. Krauss 1908; Goldstein 1950:24 and 270, n. 22).  This ossuary 
carries both the fuller form of the name, Yeshua‘, as well as the 
contraction Yeshu, indicating that the shorter form of the name bore no 
negative connotations due to its association with Jesus of Nazareth (as 
assumed in Kuhn 1982:667-668).”36 

 
When I brought this quotation to Professor Howard’s attention, he agreed that in its 
original form, there may have been nothing negative associated with the form “Yeshu,” 
but that by the time of the Middle Ages it very likely became as such.  Here is the e-mail 
reply I received from Mr. Howard: 
                                                 
35    From an e-mail received from George Howard on 2/3/99.  
36   From A Catalogue of Jewish Ossuaries in the Collections of the State of Israel, by L.Y. Rahmani, The 
Israel Antiquities Authority, Jerusalem, Israel, 1994, p. 77. 
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“I cannot answer your question with finality.  My feeling is that the 
change of Jesus’ name in the Hebrew Matthew from Yeshua (1:21, 25) 
to Yeshu (elsewhere) deserves some explanation.  I tried to establish in 
my article on the Tol’doth Yeshu that there was a literary relationship 
between Tol’doth Yeshu and Hebrew Matthew.  In Tol’doth Yeshu it is 
definitely the case that Jesus’ name is changed from Yeshua to Yeshu 
for pejorative reasons.  I suspect the same for Hebrew Matthew.  
Whether the name Yeshu was pejorative when Hebrew Matthew was 
penned, I cannot say.  It certainly later became pejorative.”37 

 
 As conceded by Mr. Howard, it is quite likely that the form Yeshu originally had no 
negative attributes.  Man, however, has an exceptional knack for taking something pure 
and innocent and corrupting it into something distasteful.  A common name that comes to 
mind is the name John.  During my adolescent years, I was aware of nothing negative 
about this name.  At some point in time, however, it became a commonly used slang 
word for a toilet.  I am sure you can think of other names that have deteriorated from an 
originally untainted designation into a perverted association.  I believe it is quite likely 
that this is what occurred to the name Yeshu. 
 
D.  Don’t New Testament Passages Acts 7:45 and Hebrews 4:8 Prove the Messiah’s 
Name Had to Be Identical With Joshua son of Nun? 
 
 In order to properly and effectively deal with this question, we need to first display 
the two passages mentioned above: 
 
 Acts 7:45 --  “Our ancestors in turn brought it (the tent of testimony) in with Joshua 
when they dispossessed the nations that Yahweh drove out before our ancestors.” 
 
 Hebrews 4:8 -- “For if Joshua had given them rest, Yahweh would not speak later 
about another day.” 
 
 These two verses are well known for representing classic mistranslations in the King 
James Version.  Since both Joshua’s name (Yahushua) and the Messiah’s name are given 
the same, exact spelling in Greek, the translators of the King James Version goofed and 
rendered both “Joshuas” as “Jesus.”   Many regard the fact that both names are spelled 
the same in Greek (Ihsou=z) as proof that the Messiah’s name “must” be spelled exactly 
the same as the long form of Joshua’s name.  In other words, Ihsou=z = Yahushua, but 
Ihsou=z CANNOT = Yeshua, in their estimation. 
 
 However, in so doing, these people overlook a very important and significant factor:  
Both Yahushua and Yeshua are given the same spelling in Greek!   The four inserted 
sheets that follow this page serve to illustrate what I mean.  If you can refer to them now, 
you will notice the following:   
 

                                                 
37   From an e-mail received from George Howard on July 31, 2001.   
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 First, let’s start with the Greek New Testament.38  As we can see from such passages 
as Matthew 9:4, the Messiah’s name is rendered Ihsou=z in Greek.  In Hebrews 4:8 we 
see the reference to Joshua son of Nun, and as you can observe, his name is likewise 
rendered Ihsou=z in Greek.  If we were to stop there, we might conclude that whenever 
we see the Greek name Ihsou=z, it can only represent the Greek rendering of the Hebrew 
form ($why.  However, if we turn the page, we can see another perspective begin to 
unfold.   
 
 The next page we examine shows the Hebrew text of Joshua 5:13 as it appears in 
The Interlinear Bible.39  Note how Joshua’s name is spelled in the Hebrew (($why).  This 
is what is termed “the long form” of the name in question, spelled “yod, he, waw, shin, 
ayin” in Hebrew.  On the lower half of the page is this same passage as it appears in the 
Greek Septuagint40.  As we can see, once again, Joshua’s name is rendered Ihsou=z in 
Greek.  We can thus discern that the Hebrew ($why is indeed considered equivalent to 
the Greek Ihsou=z. 
 
 Again, if we stop right here, one might prematurely conclude that Ihsou=z can only 
be considered the Greek form of Yahushua, NOT Yeshua.  Now let’s examine our final 
inserted page where we can see without a doubt that, indeed, the form Yeshua is ALSO 
rendered Ihsou=z in Greek!  Shown at the top of the page is Nehemiah 8:7 as found in 
The Interlinear Bible.  A man named Jeshua, or more properly Yeshua, is mentioned in 
this verse.  In the Hebrew, this name is spelled (w$y.41 
 
   And now, note how “Jeshua” is rendered in the Greek!  On the lower part of the page 
is a photocopy of Nehemiah 8:7 as it appears in the Septuagint.  As is plainly shown, the 
Hebrew Yeshua is ALSO rendered Ihsou=z in Greek!   
 
 Once we examine this evidence, we can see that it is not accurate to state that the 
Messiah’s name “must” be Yahushua because of the fact that Yahushua is rendered 
Ihsou=z in Greek.  Yeshua, as we have just shown, is also rendered Ihsou=z in Greek! 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
38  The texts photocopied for each of these four inserted sheets, both Greek and Hebrew, are all taken 
from The Interlinear Bible, Jay P. Green, Sr., General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson Publishers, 
Peabody, MA, 1986. 
39   From The Interlinear Bible:  Hebrew-Greek-English, Jay P. Green, Sr., General Editor and Translator, 
Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1985. 
40   From The Septuagint With Apocrypha:  Greek and English, translated by Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton 
(Originally published by Samuel Bagster & Sons, Ltd., London, 1851), Hendrickson Publishers. 
41   Actually, what you see circled (on the photocopy) is a word spelled (w$yw.  The “waw” (w) that begins 
this name’s spelling is simply the Hebrew word “And,” which they linguistically tack on to words.  This is 
just a part of Hebrew grammar! 
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E.  But “Yeshua” Was a Common Name!  His Name is Above All Names, Which Must 
Mean it is Unique! 
 
 In the Preface to The Scriptures translation of the Bible, the above logic is employed 
in an attempt to persuade the reader that Yeshua should be eliminated as a possible name 
for the Messiah.  Here is what we read: 
 

“In Philippians 2:9 we read, ‘Elohim, therefore, has highly exalted Him 
and given Him the Name which is above every name.’  The name 
Yeshua belonged to many people and is not ‘above every name.’  Is this 
‘Name above every name’ not the Name of hwhy or its abbreviated 
forms hy or why?”42       

 
According to the publishers of The Scriptures, then, “Yeshua” cannot be the Messiah’s 
name because many people were named “Yeshua,” and this must therefore indicate that 
“Yeshua” is not “above every name.”  Now please don’t get me wrong, here!  I’m not 
trying to say I know the precise interpretation of “name above every name.”  However, I 
believe it is safe to say I know what it does not mean!  I do not believe “name above 
every name” means “a name not shared with any other man,” unless perhaps the 
Messiah’s full name, such as Yahushua ben Yahweh is His name, as no other man can 
rightfully ever dare claim to be the physical son of the Almighty.  Perhaps one might 
consider his “full name” to be Yahushua ha Moshiach (Yahushua the Messiah). 
 
 The fact of the matter is this, however:  The same logic employed to eliminate 
Yeshua as a candidate for the Messiah’s name must also be used to eliminate Yahushua as 
a possibility!  Many men were given the name Yeshua, no question about it.  Josephus, 
the famous Jewish historian, mentions 20 different Yeshuas.  According to Ray 
Ehrenshaft in his article “Why Do We Call Our Messiah Yeshua Rather than Jesus?”, the 
name Yeshua is in a tie for 3rd place for names during the Biblical period of our Savior.43  
However, according to the article “How Yeshu‘a Became Jesus” by Joseph Stallings, 
Yeshua only shares a 5th place tie.44  I’m not prepared to conduct an investigation to 
determine which of these two men is correct, so I’ll just settle for agreeing with both of 
them that Yeshua was indeed a very common name in the first century! 
 
 As common as the name Yeshua was, though, this doesn’t mean it couldn’t have 
been the name given to the Messiah.  If His name is “above every name, “ and if “above 
every name” means “not shared by any other person,” then we must also eliminate the 
form Yahushua, as it was certainly a name borne by more than one person!  Not only is 
this the name given to Joshua son of Nun, but other men also shared this Hebrew name.  
For example, Yahushua is the name of a man from Beth-Shemesh who owned a field in 

                                                 
42   From The Scriptures, published by the Institute For Scripture Research, Republic of South Africa, 
1993 edition, p. x.  Note:  This brief commentary was left out of the 1998 edition. 
43  From “Why Do We Call Our Messiah Yeshua Rather than Jesus?” by Ray (Reuven) Ehrenshaft of 
Kehilat Dvar haShem, found at the following web site: 
http://www.kehilatdvarhashem.org/YeshuaJesus.htm 
44   From “How Yeshu‘a Became Jesus” by Joseph Stallings, The Catholic Digest, January 1991, p. 45. 
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which the ark of the covenant stopped on its return from the Philistines to the people of 
Israel (I Samuel 6:14).  Yahushua is also the name of the reputed governor of Jerusalem 
during the reign of King Josiah (2 Kings 23:8).  According to the book A Catalogue of 
Jewish Ossuaries in the Collections of the State of Israel, an ossuary was found near 
Jerusalem in 1936 (dating to the first century) bearing the inscription ($why.45  Certainly, 
a man named Yahushua was buried in that ossuary.  Additionally, still another Yahushua 
(Joshua) is mentioned in The Anchor Bible Dictionary, a man named Joshua ben 
Hananiah.  He was “a Palestinian rabbinic sage active during the early period of Yavneh 
(Jamnia), from the destruction of the temple in 70 to before the Bar Kokhba rebellion.”46  
With all these men named Yahushua, it seems premature to determine that it is a better 
candidate for the Messiah’s name than Yeshua is, just because “not as many men” were 
given that name! 
 
 We therefore can recognize and understand that the Messiah’s name could very well 
be Yeshua ben Yahweh or Yeshua ha Moshiach. 
 
 The author of the Preface to The Scriptures rightly mentioned that the name Yeshua 
belonged to many people.  In fact, this truth in itself can be used to demonstrate that 
Yeshua may well have been the Messiah’s name!  Consider the following information 
provided by The Anchor Bible Dictionary: 
 

“In Jesus’ own lifetime, his name, since it was common in Israel, called 
for a specifier:  ‘Jesus the Galilean’ (Matt 26:69; cf. 21:11), or, more 
often, ‘Jesus of Nazareth’ or ‘Jesus the Nazarean.’”47 

 
If the Messiah was given a name that is truly unique, not shared by anyone else, then 
there would have been no need to use a “specifier,” such as “Yeshua of Nazareth” when 
making reference to Him.  He would have simply been referred to by His “first name 
only” without a need to add “of Nazareth,” “of Galilee,” etc., to distinguish Him from 
other men so named!  Since other men were also known by this same name, though, it 
became necessary to distinguish the Messiah from others who had the same name, and 
that is how they did it!  Note the following as taken from Easton’s Bible Dictionary: 
 

“To distinguish Him from others so called, He is spoken of as ‘Jesus of 
Nazareth’ (John 18:7) and ‘Jesus the son of Joseph’ (John 6:42).”48 

 
 Again, to conclude this section, if the Messiah had been given a singular name not 
shared by anyone else, there would have been no need for the populace to have referred 
                                                 
45   From A Catalogue of Jewish Ossuaries in the Collections of the State of Israel, by L.Y. Rahmani, The 
Israel Antiquities Authority, Jerusalem, 1994, p. 92.  An enlarged photocopy of the inscription is shown on 
the inside cover of this study. 
46  From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 3, David Noel Freedman, editor-in-chief, Doubleday, 1992, p. 
1,001. 
47   From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 3, David Noel Freedman, editor-in-chief, Doubleday, 1992, p. 
773. 
48  From Easton’s Bible Dictionary, third edition, by M.G. Easton, M.A., D.D., published by Thomas 
Nelson, 1897, item “Jesus.” 

Name of the Messiah:  ($why?  (w$y? 



Stand Taken by the Sacred Name Movement 33

to Him as Yeshua of Nazareth or Yeshua of Galilee.  They used these “specifiers” to 
identify which Yeshua was being referred to.  The controversy surrounding the 
interpretation of Philippians 2:9 is resolved when we understand that “name above every 
name” does not mean the Messiah was given a unique name not shared by any human. 
 
 
F.  But if the Form “Yahushua” Was Also Fairly Common, Then Doesn’t This Mean 
“Yahushua” May Have Been the Messiah’s Name? 
 
 Yes, I believe it does!  The main thing preventing me from leaning more towards 
Yahushua as opposed to Yeshua is the lack of manuscript evidence supporting Yahushua.  
I believe we should keep in mind that the two forms are interchangeable, though, and 
both forms are recognized as “valid” by Yahweh or else He wouldn’t have inspired those 
names to be found within the text of Scripture.   
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V.  Must the Son’s Name Contain the Name of His Father? 

 I
 

n Part III, I displayed some quotations as found in various publications that 
pretty much indicate the stand taken by many members of the Sacred Name 
Movement with regard to the Messiah’s name.  Many point to John 5:43 and 

insist this means that “YAH” must form a part of His name.  Some are so adamant about 
this that they actually condemn those with an opposing view!  Let’s take a quick look at 
John 5:43: 
 

“I have come in My Father’s name, and ye receive Me not; if another 
shall come in his own name, him ye will receive.” 

 
As I have already explained, many Sacred Name groups and individuals regard the above 
verse as a proof text that the Messiah’s name must contain a portion of Yahweh’s name.  
One such source from which I quoted was an article entitled “How the Savior’s Name 
Was Changed.”  Here is that quotation once again:   
 

“The Savior clearly avowed, ‘I am come in my Father’s Name,’ John 
5:43.  This passage means that He carried His Father’s Name.  Its 
meaning is not limited solely to His coming by authority or command 
of the Heavenly Father.” 

 
 Another man wrote me the following:   
 

“Yeshua is a product of the ineffability doctrine!  ... Yeshua is certainly 
better than using the greek/Roman name J.e.s.u.s., but it still is not the 
name of our Messiah nor does it contain the Father’s NAME.  By the 
Messiah’s own testimony, He came in His Father’s name with all its 
power and authority, by YHWH’s permission, if you will.” 

 
 Certainly, the predominant belief among those in the Sacred Name Movement is that 
since the Messiah came IN HIS FATHER’S NAME, His name must contain at least a 
portion of the name Yahweh.  More specifically, according to proponents of this belief, 
His name must contain at least the first three letters of the Tetragrammaton. 
 
 Unfortunately, this argument lacks substance, since coming in the Father’s name 
cannot logically be construed to mean the Father’s name forms a part of His name.  The 
argument is completely shattered when compared with a verse in the book I Samuel, 
chapter 17.  This is the account of David and Goliath.  Observe carefully the words David 
spoke to Goliath in verse 45: 
 

“Then said David to the Philistine, ‘Thou comest to me with a sword, 
and with a spear, and with a shield: but I COME TO THEE IN THE 
NAME OF YAHWEH OF HOSTS, the Mighty One of the armies of 
Israel, Whom thou hast defied!” 
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If we apply the logic employed by many within the Sacred Name Movement, we are left 
to believe that “David” must not be the true name of the King of Israel.  You see, he 
came “in the name of Yahweh.”  Therefore, if we apply their logic, “Yahweh” must have 
formed a part of David’s name; yet neither “Yah” nor “Yahweh” forms any part of 
David’s name! 
 
 Again, David came in Yahweh’s name, but “Yahweh” does not form any part of 
David’s name.  Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that just because the Messiah came 
in His Father’s name, this does NOT mean that “Yah” MUST form a part of His name! 
 
 A man named Daniel Botkin touched on this very subject in a study he authored 
regarding the names Yahshua and Yeshua.  I am displaying his article in its entirety on 
the pages that follow for examination purposes, as I believe it merits our immediate 
attention: 
 
 

 
The Messiah’s Hebrew Name: 

“Yeshua” Or “Yahshua”? 
by Dr. Daniel Botkin 

 
The Messiah’s Hebrew name is usually transliterated as 
either Yeshua or Yahshua. Under normal circumstances I 
would not bother to write an article about something as 
trivial as the difference between the vowel sounds “e” and 
“ah.” There is a need to address the subject, though, 
because some people who use the Yahshua form say untrue 
things about those who use the Yeshua form. The opponents 
of the Yeshua form claim that this pronunciation is the 
result of a Jewish conspiracy to hide the Savior’s true 
name. Those who call the Messiah Yeshua are accused of 
perpetuating a Jewish conspiracy and “denying His name” or 
“degrading Him” by their use of the Yeshua form. If you 
have never read or heard these outlandish accusations, you 
probably will eventually. From time to time I receive 
personal letters to this effect. 
 
The proponents of the Yahshua form claim that the Messiah’s 
name was the same as Joshua’s, written ($why or (w$why 
(Strong’s #3091). The only problem is that neither of these 
Hebrew spellings of Joshua’s name can possibly be 
pronounced “Yahshua.” The third letter in Joshua’s name 
(reading from right to left) is the letter vav (w) and a 
vav cannot be silent. The letter vav must be pronounced as 
either a “v” or an “o” or an “u.” (In the case of Joshua, 
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it takes an “o” sound, giving us “Ye-ho-SHU-a.” Strong’s 
confirms this pronunciation.) For a name to be pronounced 
“Yahshua,” it would have to be spelled ($--hy, and no such 
name exists anywhere in the Hebrew Bible. You don’t have to 
just take my word for it, though. Dr. Danny Ben-Gigi says 
of the Yahshua form that “there is no such name in Hebrew” 
and that “people invented it to fit their theology.” Dr. 
Ben-Gigi is an Israeli and the former head of Hebrew 
programs at Arizona State University. He is the author of 
the book First Steps in Hebrew Prayers, and he designed and 
produced the “Living Israeli Hebrew” language-learning 
course. Dr. David Bivin, a Christian, says that the Yahshua 
form “is rooted in a misunderstanding.” Dr. Bivin is a 
renowned Hebrew scholar and teacher and author of Fluent 
Biblical Hebrew. 
 
I do not know of a single individual that knows Hebrew well 
enough to actually read it and understand it and converse 
in it who uses the Yahshua form. 
 
Please do not misunderstand. A person does not need to know 
Hebrew and Greek linguistics in order to be spiritual. 
However, if a person is going to take it upon himself to 
instruct others about subjects of a linguistic and Hebraic 
nature, he should know the Hebrew language and he should 
know some basics about linguistics. This is especially true 
if he is going to use his Hebrew-based linguistic teachings 
to accuse his brethren of being part of a “Jewish 
conspiracy” to “deny the true name of the Messiah.” 
 
To people who actually know Hebrew – people like Dr. Ben-
Gigi, Dr. Bivin, and others – it is very obvious that those 
who insist on the Yahshua form know very little about the 
Hebrew language. The only Hebrew that most of these self-
appointed scholars know is what they can learn from a 
Strong’s Concordance. Strong’s is a great study tool and a 
fine place to start, but it is not a means by which a 
person can learn the Hebrew language. 
 
The English form Jesus is derived from the New Testament 
Greek name Ihsou=z, pronounced “Yesous.” According to 
Strong’s, Yesous (Strong’s #2424) is “of Hebrew origin” and 
can be traced back to Joshua’s Hebrew name, Yehoshua 
(#3091, ($why). But how do we get the Greek Yesous from the 
Hebrew Yehoshua? Someone armed with nothing more than a 
Strong’s Concordance may have difficulty answering that 
question. Someone who reads the Bible in Hebrew, though, 
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knows that the name Joshua sometimes appears in its 
shortened form, Yeshua ((w$y). In Neh. 8:17 it is apparent 
even in English: “Jeshua the son of Nun.” (The letter J was 
pronounced like a Y in Old English.) Strong does not tell 
the reader that the Greek Yesous is actually transliterated 
from this shortened Hebrew form, Yeshua, and not directly 
from the longer form Yehoshua. The process from “Yehoshua” 
to “Jesus” looks like this: 
 

Hebrew Yehoshua  Hebrew Yeshua 
Hebrew Yeshua  Greek Yesous 
Greek Yesous  English Jesus 

 
There is no “sh” sound in Greek, which accounts for the 
middle “s” sound in Yesous. The “s” at the end of the Greek 
name is a grammatical necessity, to make the word 
declinable. 
 
In Neh. 8:17, Joshua’s name is 100% identical to the name 
which today’s Messianic Jews use for the Messiah, Yeshua 
((w$y). Strong’s confirms this pronunciation, and tells us 
that there were ten Israelites in the Bible who bore this 
name (#3442). Therefore the shortening of Yehoshua to 
Yeshua predates the Christian era by at least 500 years, 
and cannot be the result of a Jewish conspiracy to hide the 
Savior’s true name. To claim that the shortened form Yeshua 
is the result of a Jewish conspiracy is to ignore the facts 
of history and the facts of the Hebrew Scriptures. The form 
Yeshua existed for several hundred years before the Messiah 
was even born. Even in the pre-Christian Septuagint, we see 
the Greek form IHSOUS (Yesous) in the title of the Book of 
Joshua. (This is also proof that Yesous has no connection 
to the pagan god Zeus.) 
 
So where did the transliteration Yahshua come from? This 
form of the name can be traced back to the beginnings of 
the Sacred Name movement, a movement that grew out of the 
Church of God, 7th Day, in the late 1930s. I have in my 
files an article entitled, “A Brief History of the Name 
Movement in America” by L.D. Snow, a Sacred Name believer. 
According to this article, "John Briggs and Paul Penn were 
the FIRST to pronounce and use the name Yahshua” (emphasis 
Snow’s). This was in 1936 and in 1937, the article states. 
No information is given about how Briggs and Penn came up 
with this (mis)translation. 
 
Later Sacred Name literature appeals to the Messiah’s 
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statement in John 5:43 as “proof” of the Yahshua form: “I 
am come in My Father’s name,” He said. In the minds of 
Sacred Name believers, this means that “Yah,” a shortened 
form of Yahweh, must appear in the name of the Son. 
However, the Messiah did not say “My name contains My 
Father’s name” or “My Father’s name must appear inside My 
name” or any such statement. He said absolutely nothing 
here about His own name. The only “name” mentioned here was 
the Father’s name. He said, “I am come in My Father’s 
name,” which simply means that He was coming by His 
Father’s authority, on His Father’s behalf. If we take 
Yeshua’s statement “I am come in My Father’s name” to mean 
that His own name must contain the Father’s name, then we 
ourselves cannot do anything “in the Father’s name” unless 
our own personal name happens to contain the syllable 
“Yah.” The folly of this interpretation is also evident if 
the same line of reasoning is applied to the rest of 
Yeshua’s statement: “…if another shall come in his own 
name, him ye will receive.” If the logic of Sacred Name 
believers is applied to this half of the verse, it would be 
saying “a person’s name must contain his own name,” which 
is meaningless. If, on the other hand, “in his own name” 
means “by his own authority,” then the statement makes 
sense. 
 
Why is the Yahshua form used by no one but Sacred Name 
believers and people who have been influenced by Sacred 
Name believers? Probably because no such name exists in the 
Hebrew Bible and, to my knowledge, no such name exists in 
any extra-Biblical Hebrew literature. It appears that Dr. 
Ben-Gigi is correct when he says that people invented the 
name Yahshua to fit their theology. 
 
I have read a lot of literature from writers who seek to 
expose the “errors” of those who refer to the Messiah as 
Yeshua. The only thing these writers actually expose is 
their lack of knowledge. I could give several examples of 
statements which are absolutely ridiculous. I do not have 
the space in this publication to give all the examples I 
have in my files, and I do not wish to embarrass sincere 
people for their honest but misguided efforts. There are 
some examples, though, that grossly misrepresent the facts, 
and some of these examples need to be exposed. 
 
In one popular booklet published by a well-known Sacred 
Name organization, the anonymous author makes this 
statement: “Most reference works agree with Kittel’s 
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Theological Dictionary of the NT statement on page 284, 
which states that the name Yahoshua was shortened after the 
exile to the short form Yahshua.” This statement makes it 
sound like Kittel uses the forms Yahoshua and Yahshua. I 
went to the library and looked at this page in Kittel’s. 
The words Yahoshua and Yahshua do not appear even one time 
on this page. This can be verified by going to a library 
and looking up this page. (It’s in Volume III.) If your 
library does not have Kittel’s, I can send a photocopy of 
this page to any skeptics. 
 
This same Sacred Name organization which misrepresents 
Kittel’s also misrepresented a Jewish author. In a magazine 
article written by this organization’s main leader, a 
lengthy segment is quoted from a book published by KTAV, a 
Jewish publishing house. When copying this quotation for 
his magazine article, this Sacred Name author freely used 
Yahshua, making it appear that the Jewish author used that 
transliteration in his book. I got the book from the 
library, though, and discovered that “Yahshua” did not 
appear in the book. I wrote to this Sacred Name leader 
asking for an explanation. I told him that unless he had 
some other explanation, I could conclude one of three 
things: either he deliberately misrepresented the facts, or 
he did it accidentally, or the book I got from the library 
was a different version from his, in which case I would owe 
him an apology. My letter was sent September 1, 1997, and I 
am still waiting for a reply. I will not embarrass this man 
by mentioning his name or the name of his ministry. It is 
not my intention to embarrass anyone. 
 
I am not writing this article to persuade people to quit 
saying “Yahshua.” If people want to continue using a 
mistransliteration that was erroneously contrived by early 
Sacred Name pioneers who didn’t know Hebrew, it really 
doesn’t matter to me. I don’t believe the substitution of 
an “ah” sound for an “e” sound matters much to the Lord, 
either. What does matter, though, is the spreading of false 
accusations against Messianic Jews and others who call the 
Messiah “Yeshua.” 
 
Paul warned Timothy about “doting about questions and 
strifes of words, whereof cometh envy, strife, railings, 
evil surmisings [suspicions]” (1 Tim. 6:4). Unfortunately, 
this is an accurate description of what goes on among many 
people in the Sacred Name movement. Personally, I would 
rather fellowship with non-contentious people who call the 
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Messiah “Jesus” than with contentious people who insist 
that everyone call Him “Yahshua.”49 
 
 This concludes the article by Daniel Botkin.  He brings up some key points that need 
to be addressed, but for now, I want to use his article to further accentuate that it is not 
sound reasoning to use John 5:43 as a proof text for believing the Messiah’s name must 
contain the Father’s name.  As he pointed out, if we are to believe the Messiah’s coming 
in Yahweh’s name must mean His name contained the “Yah” prefix, then none of us can 
honestly do anything in Yahweh’s name unless OUR NAMES ALSO CONTAIN THE 
“YAH” PREFIX.  Finally, the Messiah concluded, “... if another comes in his own name, 
him ye will receive.”   
 
 If the Messiah’s coming in His Father’s name means it must contain the “Yah” 
prefix, then His statement “... if another comes in his own name” must be construed to 
mean that the individual’s name must contain his own name!  This, of course, does not 
make any sense, but if we understand that “coming in the Father’s name” means to come 
with the Father’s authority, then we are able to properly understand the meaning and 
intent of this verse. 
 
 And now for a little suspense!  There are, I believe, some untrue statements in 
Daniel Botkin’s article with regard to what he says about people in the Sacred Name 
Movement, but I will address them a little later in this study (Part VII), so please bear 
with me!  I will defend the intelligence of anyone who prefers to use the form Yahshua, 
and I will therefore address what I believe were some inaccurate and unfair comments in 
his article. 
 
 

Another “Proof Text” Cited in Support of the Belief That the Messiah’s 
Name “Ought To” Contain a Portion of the Father’s Name 

 
 There are other reasons listed by Sacred Name advocates in support of the belief that 
the Messiah’s name “must” contain at least a portion of the Father’s Name.  In the 
“Explanatory Notes” section of the translation known as The Scriptures, we read the 
following: 
 

“Deleting the Yeho- from Yehoshua’s name was probably the reason 
our Messiah became known as Yeshua in the Hebrew Shem-Tob text of 
Mattithyahu.  According to Yn. 17:11-12, and Philip. 2:9, the Name 
of hwhy, or at least part of it, ought to be in the Name of ($why!”50   
 

Before officially concluding that the “proof texts” just cited dictate that any part of the 
                                                 
49  From the article “The Messiah’s Hebrew Name:  ‘Yeshua’ or ‘Yahshua’?” by Daniel Botkin.  This 
article can actually be found on the web, but it originally appeared in Volume 5, Number 5 of his bi-
monthly publication Gates of Eden.  His mailing address is:  Gates of Eden, P.O. Box 2257, East Peoria, IL  
61611-0257.     
50    From The Scriptures, published by the Institute For Scripture Research, Republic of South Africa, 
1998, pp. 1,219-1,220. 
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name of Yahweh should form a portion of the Messiah’s name, we should examine them 
very carefully.  As we already covered Philippians 2:9 in Part IV, section E, we will now 
turn our attention to John 17:11-12.  Shown below is John 17:11-12 as it appears in The 
Scriptures translation: 
 

      11 “And I am no more in the world, but these are in the world, and I 
come to You.  Set-apart Father, guard them in Your Name which You 
have given Me, so that they might be one, as We are. 
      12 “When I was with them in the world, I was guarding them in Your 
Name which You have given Me, and I watched over them, and not one 
of them perished except the son of destruction, that the Scripture might 
be filled.” 
 

 As I ponder the wording of this translation, I do not personally understand how 
anyone could be led to justify using it to conclude that the Messiah’s name “ought to” 
contain at least a portion of the Father’s name.  The name of the Father is Yahweh.  If the 
Father gave His name to the Messiah, then the Messiah’s name must more correctly be 
promoted as being Yahweh, not Yahshua or Yahushua.  This would represent a literal 
understanding of John 17:11-12.  If, however, certain individuals wish to insist that the 
proper interpretation of the above passage is that the Messiah’s name ought to contain a 
portion of the Father’s name, then indeed the Father’s name was equally “given” to many 
other individuals, such as Yahchanan, Yahel, IsaYah, YeremiYah, etc.  The name “Yah” 
certainly cannot be construed as having been uniquely given to the Son of Yahweh.  
Nevertheless, I do not see any harm in believing that the Father’s name is woven into the 
Son’s name, so long as our salvation is not dogmatically asserted as hinging on accepting 
and practicing such a belief! 
 
 Interestingly, not all versions of the Bible translate John 17:11-12 the way it is 
presented in The Scriptures.  Consider the rendering of this same passage as presented in 
The Holy Name Bible:51 
 

    11 And now I am no more in the world, but these are in the world, and 
I come to Thee.  Holy Father, take and keep through Thine own Name 
those whom Thou hast given Me, that they may be one, as We are. 
    12 While I was with them in the world, I kept them in Thy Name: 
those that Thou gavest Me I have kept, and none of them is lost, but the 
son of perdition; in fulfillment of the Scripture. 

 
In reading the passage in question, as translated in The Holy Name Version, there is 
nothing that should lead one to even remotely conclude that the Messiah’s name “ought 
to” contain a portion of the Father’s name.  The Holy Name Version’s rendering of this 
passage parallels the reading found in The King James Version.  This also parallels the 
wording as found in The Interlinear Bible.  This Bible provides not only the Greek text 
with a word-for-word English translation, but it also has a column with a literal English 
                                                 
51   The Holy Name Bible, revised by A. B. Traina, The Scripture Research Association, Inc., Brandywine, 
MD, 1983. 
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translation.  Shown below is this literal English translation of John 17:11-12 as it appears 
in The Interlinear Bible: 
 

11 And I no longer am in the world, yet these are in the world; and I 
come to You, Holy Father; keep them in Your name; those whom You 
gave to Me, that they may be one as We are. 
12 While I was with them in the world, I kept them in Your name; I 
guarded those whom You gave to Me, and not one of them was lost, 
except the son of perdition, that the Scripture might be fulfilled. 

 
We can thus observe that The Interlinear Bible clearly supports the reading found in both 
The Holy Name Bible and The King James Version. 
 
 This having been said, it is only fair for me to point out that another Greek text 
actually favors the translation as it appears in The Scriptures!  I don’t mean to add 
confusion to this issue, yet if we are to critically examine all the possibilities, we need to 
examine all the evidence.  I trust all will recognize that if I leave out any evidence it is 
only because I am unaware of its existence!   
 
 The Interlinear Bible’s Greek text is taken from what is commonly known as the 
Received Text.52  Another Greek text frequently cited is known as The Nestle’s Greek 
New Testament.  According to the introduction to The Zondervan Parallel New 
Testament in Greek and English, this Greek rendering is the eclectic result of a scholarly 
comparison of Greek texts performed by Eberhard Nestle nearly a century ago.53   
 
 Notice the literal reading of John 17:11-12 as presented in The Zondervan Parallel 
New Testament in Greek and English: 
 

11 And no longer am I in the world, and they in the world are, and I to 
thee come.  Father holy, keep them in the name of thee which thou hast 
given to me, that they may be one as we.  12 When I was with them, I 
kept them in the name of thee which thou hast given to me, and I 
guarded, and not one of them perished except the son perdition, that the 
scripture might be fulfilled. 

 
If the above Greek text as presented by Eberhard Nestle truly represents the most 
accurate transmission of the Messiah’s words, then indeed this rendering as found in The 
Scriptures and other versions so translated cannot be ignored!  However, as we 
mentioned earlier, “the name of thee which thou hast given to me” would have to more 
logically be considered Yahweh, not Yahushua or Yahshua, for the literal “name of thee” 
is Yahweh!   
 

                                                 
52   This information comes from the first page of the preface to The Interlinear Bible, Jay P. Green, Sr., 
General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1986. 
53   From The Zondervan Parallel New Testament in Greek and English, Zondervan Bible Publishers, 
Grand Rapids, MI, 1982, p. ix. 
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 Furthermore, it is interesting to note that in comparing various commentaries in 
order to examine other views regarding this passage, not one commentary supported the 
belief that the Messiah was making a reference to His name in any way matching His 
Father’s Name!  Shown below is a sampling of commentaries for your review: 
  
 From Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Bible:   
 

“The whole passage should be read thus:  ‘Holy Father, keep them 
through Thy own name which Thou hast given me, that they may be 
one.’  By the name, here, it is evident that the doctrine or knowledge of 
the true God is intended; as if our Lord had said, Keep them in that 
doctrine which Thou hast given Me, that they may be one.  This reading 
is supported by the most ample evidence and indisputable authority.”54 

 
 From The Wycliffe Bible Commentary: 
 
 

“12.  The best attested Greek text reads, I was keeping them in thy name 
which thou gavest to me.  Not only did Jesus keep his own disciples by 
the authority of the Father, but he kept them by the truth and power of 
the nature of God, which he himself revealed.”55 

 
 From The Expositor’s Bible Commentary: 
 

“‘Name’ stands for the power of God manifested in his person (cf. 5:43; 
10:25; 12:28; 17:6, 26), for a name represents authoritatively the person 
it describes.”56 

 
Based on all the above, I am led to believe that it is risky to use John 17:11-12 as a proof 
text in support of a particular rendering of the Messiah’s name.  If one chooses the literal 
interpretation, he or she must conclude that the Messiah’s name is Yahweh.  Such an 
interpretation, however, would go completely against the name that Joseph was 
commanded to name Mary’s son in Matthew 1:21, not to mention other textual enigmas 
that such an interpretation would create, as well as the fact that it defies all available 
manuscript evidence.  On the other hand, if one chooses anything other than a literal 
interpretation, this passage is subject to more than one such interpretation.  I therefore 
urge great caution to anyone bent on using this passage as a proof text for establishing 
doctrine, especially in view of the fact that apparently no one came up with such an 
interpretation until the 20th century CE. 
 
 I do not feel I can properly bring this portion of our study to a close without 

                                                 
54  From Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Holy Bible, by Adam Clarke, Abridged by Ralph Earle, 
Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, Kansas City, MO, 1985 (originally published in 1832), p. 945. 
55   From The Wycliffe Bible Commentary, Edited by Charles F. Pfeiffer (Old Testament) and Everett F. 
Harrison (New Testament), The Southwestern Company, Nashville, TN, 1968, p. 1,112. 
56   From The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, Vol. 9, Frank E. Gaebelein, General Editor, Zondervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1984, p. 164.  
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commenting on yet another statement found in the preface of The Scriptures pertaining to 
their belief that the Messiah’s name must contain the “Yah” prefix of His Father.   We 
read the following: 
 

“The fact of the Messiah being named after the Father is further 
confirmed in Eph. 3:14-15 and in 2 Mosheh 23:21.”57 

 
Before responding to this comment, let’s examine the two verses mentioned above: 
 
Ephesians 3:14-15:   
 

14 For this cause I bow my knees unto the Father of our Master Yeshua 
Messiah,  
15 Of Whom the whole family in heaven and earth is named. 

 
I have read various interpretations of the verse above, and the one I personally used to 
ascribe to was the belief that we are all named “Christians” after the Messiah.  I don’t 
hold to that belief anymore, but somehow I have a difficult time perceiving that this verse 
in any way implies that the Messiah’s name must contain the prefix “Yah” or any portion 
of Yahweh’s name.  For one thing, if we are all part of the same “family,” then by 
employing this reasoning, our names should likewise contain the prefix “Yah.”  Since 
this is obviously not true, I don’t believe this is the intended meaning of Ephesians 3:14-
15.  As is the case with our examination of John 17:11-12, the interpretation offered with 
regard to Ephesians 3:14-15 is of modern origin.  To the best of our knowledge, no pre-
20th century scholars ever embraced the notion that Ephesians 3:14-15 refers to the 
Messiah having been named after His Father, Yahweh.  Furthermore, Bible translations 
such as the New Revised Standard Version and the New International Version omit the 
words “of our Lord Jesus Christ,” opting instead to provide a footnote indicating that 
“other ancient authorities add of our Lord Jesus Christ.”   
 
 As I just mentioned, I have read several interpretations of Ephesians 3:14-15.  
Matthew Henry, in his Commentary on the Whole Bible, favors the understanding that the 
“whole family in heaven and earth” is named Christian.  Although I am not in agreement 
with his understanding of this passage, I offer his interpretation to illustrate the varying 
opinions given by reputable scholars.  The interpretation that I believe makes the most 
sense is that presented by Adam Clarke, in his Commentary on the Bible: 
 

“15.  Of whom the whole family.  Believers in the Lord Jesus Christ on 
earth, the spirits of just men made perfect in a separate state, and all the 
holy angels in heaven make but one family, of which God is the Father 
and Head.  Paul does not say, Of whom the “families,” as if each order 
formed a distinct household; but he says family, because they are all 
one, and of One.  And all this family is named, derives its origin and 
being from God, as children derive their name from him who is the 

                                                 
57  From The Scriptures, published by the Institute For Scripture Research, Republic of South Africa, 
1993 edition, p. x of the Preface.  Note:  This comment is missing from the 1998 edition. 
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father of the family; holy persons in heaven and earth derive their being 
and their holiness from God, and therefore His name is called upon 
them.”58 

 
Differing interpretations as to the intent and meaning of Ephesians 3:14-15 aside, it is 
noteworthy that there is an Aramaic text of the New Testament that leaves us with a 
completely different translation of this passage.  The man who translated this text into 
English, Victor Alexander, claims that the text from which he translated his work is “The 
Ancient Church of the East Ancient Aramaic New Testament,” and that other Aramaic 
versions are themselves translations from Greek texts.59  Here is how Mr. Alexander 
translates this passage in Ephesians chapter three: 
 

14And that I may kneel down on my knees to my Father, our Lord Jesus 
Christ,  15From Whom is celebrated* every parenthood in heaven and 
on earth.60 

 
The asterisk placed after the word “celebrated” is referenced in a footnote at the bottom 
of the page in Mr. Alexander’s translation, where he lists an alternate translation 
possibility:  “Renowned.”  Since the word “named” does not appear in the ancient 
Aramaic text, it is hardly conceivable that the Apostle Paul intended for anyone to glean 
his intention as being to demonstrate the Messiah’s name contains the first three letters of 
the Tetragrammaton. 
 
Now let’s examine 2 Mosheh 23:20-21 (Ex. 23:20-21):  
 

    20 Behold, I send an Angel before thee, to keep thee in the way, and 
to bring thee into the place which I have prepared. 
    21 Beware of him, and obey his voice, provoke him not; for he will 
not pardon your transgressions:  for My name is in him. 

 
Obviously, the author of the Preface to The Scriptures believes this passage in the book 
of Exodus is a reference to the Messiah.  I do not mean to open a new can of worms by 
debating whether or not this is an actual reference to our Savior, so I will simply ask, 
“Does having the Creator’s name ‘in you’ mean part of your name must be ‘Yah’?” 
 
 Should this verse be interpreted as meaning “the Messiah’s name contains a portion 
of Yahweh’s name”?  I believe it is a bit of a stretch to arrive at such a conclusion.  The 
Septuagint and the Peshitta versions both employ the phrase “My name is UPON him” 
instead of “My name is in him.”  Once again, I believe we have a case of misconstruing 
                                                 
58   From Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Holy Bible, by Adam Clarke, Abridged by Ralph Earle, 
Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, Kansas City, MO, 1985 (originally published in 1832), p. 1,177. 
59  From Mr. Alexander’s web site introduction to his work, he writes, “Judging by the thousands of 
idioms that only make complete sense in the Aramaic, there is no doubt as to the origin of the Ancient 
Aramaic New Testament. The Ancient Church of the East Ancient Aramaic New Testament is the original 
Gospel of Jesus Christ. All others are translations.”   His web site is located at the following URL:  
http://www.v-a.com/bible/confession.html.  
60  From Disciples New Testament, translated by Victor Alexander, copyright © 1995 – 2003. 
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the intent behind the use of the word “name” in this verse, which in turn leads to a forced 
interpretation.  Just as is the case in John 5:43, so it is in Exodus 23:21.  Just as “coming 
in the Father’s name” means “coming by His authority,” so it is with the expression “My 
name is upon him.”  The Hebrew word for name (shem) is word #8034 in Strong’s 
Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, and as Strong’s shows, this word by implication can be 
used to designate authority.  Thus, rather than expecting us to believe that the angel of 
Exodus 23 had a name containing a portion of Yahweh’s name, I believe the intent of that 
verse is that the angel had Yahweh’s authority upon him.   
 
 Furthermore, if Exodus 23:21 is truly a valid proof text for establishing that the 
Messiah’s name contains a portion of Yahweh’s name, it is peculiar that no writer of any 
New Testament books picked up on such an interpretation to comment on its relevance 
and/or relationship to the Messiah’s name.  We must be careful when it comes to 
establishing connections based on such esoteric interpretations.   
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VI.  Scholastic Dishonesty? 
 

 A
 

s we read earlier, Daniel Botkin addressed a problem exhibited by a certain 
anonymous Sacred Name author who, when confronted with a mistake he 
made in quoting from a reference entitled Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of 

the New Testament, chose to ignore Mr. Botkin’s letter to him.  Perhaps, as we’re about 
to see, the author Mr. Botkin wrote to is the same man who authored the Preface of The 
Scriptures. 
 
 The last thing I ever want to do is accuse any organization or individual of scholastic 
dishonesty, but I believe what I am about to show you must at the very least be 
considered scholastic irresponsibility.  I have from time to time provided quotations from 
the Preface of The Scriptures.  What I am about to quote from is, once again, taken from 
the Preface of The Scriptures.  The Scriptures is considered by many to be the finest 
Sacred Name version of Yahweh’s Word ever published, and I’m not going to argue with 
them.  No version is perfect, but The Scriptures offers a very accurate translation that 
simultaneously attempts to preserve both the name of the Heavenly Father and His Son. 
 
 If you have a 1998 version of The Scriptures, the page number of the Preface from 
which I am about to quote can be found on page xii.  I have a photocopy of an earlier 
version, though, and this same basic quote, with a few minor changes, is found on page 
ten (Roman numeral “x”).  Note what the author of this Preface wrote to explain the 
translators‘ choice of ($why for the spelling of the Messiah’s name: 
 

“In the same way, the Messiah’s Name in Hebrew ($why, was chosen 
in order to avoid controversy.  All the available authoritative sources 
and references are in agreement and clearly admit that our Messiah’s 
Name was ($why (see for instance Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of 
the New Testament, under Iesous).”61 

 
 Okay, let’s stop there for a moment.  The above remark by the author of The 
Scriptures’ Preface certainly seems authoritative and conclusive, and not only that, he 
provides a very authoritative and respected reference to back up his claim.  Kittel’s 
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament is considered a classic, and it is extensive, 
consisting of many volumes.  Certainly, if Kittel states the Messiah’s name was ($why, 
then it must be true!  How many people will take the time, though, to check out this 
reference to make certain the author of the Preface wasn’t making any false claims? 
 
 Well, Kittel’s section under the item Iesous is too lengthy to quote here in its 
entirety, so let’s just read one sentence from his listing in order to discern whether or not 
the author of the Preface to The Scriptures was responsible in relaying to his reading 

                                                 
61   From The Scriptures, published by the Institute For Scripture Research, Republic of South Africa, p. x.  
This quotation comes from the 1993 edition of The Scriptures, and can be found on p. xii of the 1998 
edition. 
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audience the information found in Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Testament.  
The following is found on page 289: 
 

“4.  According to Mt. and Lk. the name (w$y = Ihsou=z is not 
accidental.  It is given to the child of Mary by virtue of the divine 
promise.”62 

 
Notice what Kittel offers on the following page of his work: 
 

“In any case, the formation of  Ihsou=z for (w$y is centuries older than 
the Christian period.  Early Christianity simply adopts the current Gk. 
form of the Hebrew name (w$y.  It does this quite naturally and with no 
deliberate policy of choosing related and intelligible Gk. names after 
the manner of small Hellenising groups.” 

 
 As you can see, Kittel, contrary to what we read in the Preface to The Scriptures, 
does not in any way, shape or fashion “clearly admit” that the Messiah’s name is or was 
($why.  Indeed, it is quite the opposite!  What I believe the author to the Preface may 
have done is misunderstand the fact that Kittel recognizes (w$y as being descended from 
the original long form, ($why.  The author of the Preface then falsely rationalizes that, 
since the long form came first, this “must” mean it is the name given to the Messiah at 
birth.  This, however, is NOT what Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Testament 
says at all, and the author of the Preface to The Scriptures must either be charged with 
scholastic dishonesty or irresponsible journalism, which in the eyes of folks like Daniel 
Botkin, gives Sacred Name people a BAD NAME.    
 
 The author of the Preface to The Scriptures doesn’t stop there, however!  Let’s go 
back to the Preface and start reading the next paragraph: 
 

“Some prefer the short post-exilic form ‘Yeshua’ because the Shem-
Tob Hebrew text of Mattithyahu renders it as such, as does the Hebrew 
translation of the ‘New Testament’ by Delitzsch.  However, Dr. 
Solomon Zeitlin, The Jewish Quarterly Review, Jan. 1970, p. 195, 
refutes the form ‘Yeshua’ and prefers ($why.”63 

 
 Again, this statement as found in the Preface of The Scriptures seems quite 
authoritative and convincing.  Few individuals will take it upon themselves to locate the 
issue of The Jewish Quarterly Review cited by the author in order to check out the 
validity of his remark.   
 

                                                 
62   From Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Volume III, edited by Gerhard Kittel, Wm. B. 
Eerdman’s Publishing Company, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1965, p. 289. 
63   From The Scriptures, published by the Institute For Scripture Research, Republic of South Africa, p. x.  
This quotation comes from the 1993 edition of The Scriptures, and can be found on p. xii of the 1998 
edition. 
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 The author of the Preface to The Scriptures cites Dr. Solomon Zeitlin, who wrote an 
article entitled “Judaism and Professors of Religion” that appeared in the January 1970 
issue of The Jewish Quarterly Review.  Zeitlin’s article includes a review of a book 
named Jesus, written by David Flusser.  In David Flusser’s book, he offers a 
photographic reproduction of the form (w$y as it appears on an ossuary found near 
Jerusalem.  Under the caption, Flusser wrote, “This is how Jesus wrote his name in 
Hebrew.” 
 
 Dr. Zeitlin responded to Flusser’s caption, and it is in Zeitlin’s response that we find 
his commentary regarding the correct Hebrew spelling of the Messiah’s name. 
 
 Shown on the following page is a photocopy of Dr. Solomon Zeitlin’s actual 
discourse and commentary as it appeared in The Jewish Quarterly Review (p. 194) 
regarding how and why the form ($why (Yahushua) is more correct than the short form 
(w$y: 
 
 First of all, though, let’s examine what Zeitlin wrote on page 193: 
 

“There are a number of illustrations in the book [by Flusser] which 
have no place in a scholarly work on the life and mission of Jesus.  On 
p. 12 is the following illustration:64 

 

 
                                                 
64   Zeitlin, Solomon, of Dropsie University, “Judaism and Professors of Religion,” quoted from The 
Seventy-Fifth Anniversary Volume of the Jewish Quarterly Review, Vol. LX, The Dropsie University, 
Philadelphia, PA, January 1970, pp. 193-194. 
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 And that, my friend, is the extent of Dr. Solomon Zeitlin’s commentary explaining 
why the form ($why is “more correct” than (w$y!  That’s right:  A one-line 
commentary!  If the author of the Preface to The Scriptures considers this his idea of 
“authoritative,” then it appears to me that anyone having the title “Dr.” associated with 
his name must be considered “authoritative” simply by issuing a one-line remark 
expressing his views on anything.   On what basis does Dr. Zeitlin reject the form (w$y?  
We are left to guess. 
 
 Now please don’t get me wrong.  I’m not trying to say, “My ‘Dr.’ is better than your 
‘Dr.’”  Nevertheless, I do have information from other scholars who would dispute 
Solomon Zeitlin’s remark.  I will offer a commentary from one such scholar towards the 
end of this study.  For now, I trust the information I have given you to this point at least 
serves to illustrate the danger in “just accepting” the testimony of any author.   
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VII.  The Validity of the Form Yahshua 
 

 I
 

n Part V of our study I displayed Daniel Botkin’s article entitled “The Messiah’s 
Hebrew Name:  ‘Yeshua’ or ‘Yahshua’?”.  His article addresses some valid 
concerns pertaining to some widely held notions within the Sacred Name 

Movement, especially teachings regarding the Father’s name forming a portion of the 
Messiah’s name, as well as the pronunciation of the form ($why.  As explained by Mr. 
Botkin, the “waw” in ($why must be pronounced, giving us either the form Yehoshua or 
Yahushua.  Hebrew linguistics experts agree that the pronunciation Yahshua does not 
properly reflect the pronunciation of ($why. 
 
 This having been said, Mr. Botkin issues some incorrect information in his study that 
needs to be addressed and hopefully corrected.  Mr. Botkin wrote, “Dr. Danny Ben-Gigi 
says of the Yahshua form that ‘there is no such name in Hebrew’ and that ‘people 
invented it to fit their theology.’ 
 
 The implication is that the people who invented Yahshua are the early pioneers of 
the Sacred Name Movement, especially when we skip ahead to a paragraph later on in 
Mr. Botkin’s study.  He writes,  
 

“So where did the transliteration Yahshua come from?  This form of the 
name can be traced back to the beginnings of the Sacred Name 
movement, a movement that grew out of the Church of God, 7th Day, 
in the late 1930s. I have in my files an article entitled, ‘A Brief History 
of the Name Movement in America’ by L.D. Snow, a Sacred Name 
believer. According to this article, ‘John Briggs and Paul Penn were the 
FIRST to pronounce and use the name Yahshua’ (emphasis Snow’s). 
This was in 1936 and in 1937, the article states. No information is given 
about how Briggs and Penn came up with this (mis)translation.” 

 
 As Mr. Botkin clearly attempts to establish, prior to the inception of the Sacred 
Name Movement, no one ever pronounced the form Yahshua.  Is this true?  No, it is not.  
One of the photocopies included with this study is from a book I mentioned earlier 
entitled Story of the Letters and Figures by Hubert Skinner.  As clearly shown in his 
writing, Mr. Skinner produces the phonetic pronunciation for “Ya’shoo-ah” in a book 
first published in 1905, over thirty years prior to the alleged “first utterance” by John 
Briggs and Paul Penn! 
 
 Thus, either L.D. Snow or Daniel Botkin, or both are mistaken in the notion that the 
form Yahshua was first spoken in 1936.  Not having access to the work by L.D. Snow, I 
can only speculate that Mr. Botkin misunderstood Mr. Snow’s intention, as certainly Mr. 
Snow wouldn’t have believed Sacred Name folk were the first to ever utter the name 
Yahshua, would he?  Sacred Name folk I’ve run into believe that those who use the form 
Yahshua are simply restoring a pronunciation that had either been lost or forgotten.  
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 But let’s not stop with the book mentioned above that was published in 1905!  If you 
have a 1611 King James Bible, you know that it at least does not employ the “J” that is 
now in common use.  Instead, the “Y” pronunciation is retained by its use of the letter 
“I.”  Look up the name of Joshua in the Old Testament of a 1611 King James Version of 
the Bible.  You will note that the son of Nun’s name is NOT spelled J-O-S-H-U-A, but I-
O-S-H-U-A!  And how do we pronounce the word Ioshua?  That’s right, it’s pronounced 
just like Yahshua!  Two photocopies from a 1611 King James Version are included with 
this study for your examination. 
 
 Thus, we know the pronunciation Yahshua can be traced at least as far back as 1611, 
and if this is how the son of Nun’s name was pronounced in 1611, I’m willing to bet 
people were pronouncing his name this same way at least 100 years prior to the 
completion of the King James Version, and who knows how long before that?!  I was 
recently given a photocopy from The Anchor Bible that offers an explanation, though 
somewhat vague, of the transition from the long form, Yehoshua, to the short form 
Yoshua.  Note this Bible’s footnote given for Matthew 1:1: 
 

“Jesus.  The word is the Greek rendering of a well-known Hebrew 
name.  It was Yahoshû first, then by inner Hebrew phonetic change it 
became Yoshua, and by a still later northern dialectal shift, Yeshua.” 

 
If the information provided by The Anchor Bible is correct, then indeed the form Yoshua 
was regularly pronounced even before the form Yeshua became the normative.  This, of 
course, would indicate evidence that this form was not only employed prior to 1611, but 
even prior to the birth of the Messiah!  Perhaps some of you will be able to research 
this further and learn just exactly how far back we can trace documented pronunciations 
of the rendering Yoshua, i.e., Yahshua.   
 
 Does the fact that the pronunciation Yahshua can be traced back at least as early as 
1611 prove that it is the most valid pronunciation of the Messiah’s name?  I do not 
believe it does, yet I believe it is equally wrong for me to dogmatically insist that the 
pronunciation I use is “the only valid one.”  While I appreciate most of the points brought 
out by Daniel Botkin in his study, I do not believe this particular charge against certain 
members of the Sacred Name Movement was fair. 
 
 At the same time, I am very saddened that this man caught leaders within this circle 
of believers (Yahwists) committing what can only be termed scholastic irresponsibility at 
best and scholastic dishonesty at worst.  And when it was pointed out to them, instead of 
responding and admitting their mistakes, they chose to ignore his letter.  This is a very 
poor example for anyone to set, especially for men considered leaders over a flock. 
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VIII. The Validity of the Form Yahushua:   
Prophetic Name of the Messiah? 

 M
    

any folks believe the form Yahushua most accurately reflects the name of 
the Messiah, and I believe their most compelling reason for so believing is 
based upon their interpretation of Zechariah 6:9-13.   

 
 Back in 1999, I participated in a Web forum discussion regarding the Messiah’s 
name.  In fact, I initiated the discussion as a result of some openly expressed hostility 
directed towards those who employ the form Yeshua.  I responded to an individual who 
wrote, “Accordingly, YEH-shua is also an erroneous name used often by Jewish people, 
and is consequently being repeated by some on this Website.  YEH-shua and YAH-shua 
are NOT the same names.”   
 
 During the course of the discussion of the Messiah’s name, one form of reasoning 
was expressed well enough that, if I had nothing else to go on, it would serve to persuade 
me that the Messiah’s name is most correctly spelled “yod, heh, waw, shin, ayin” 
(($why), which is generally pronounced Yahushua.  This form of reasoning stems from 
the belief that the Messiah’s name was “prophesied” in Zechariah chapter 6.  Shown 
below is the explanation for this belief as provided by one of the proponents of the form 
Yahushua: 
 

“Here are some scriptures that show the ‘Branch’ to be the future 
Messiah:  
 
“Jeremiah 33:15 - In those days, and at that time, will I cause the 
BRANCH of righteousness to grow up to David; and he shall execute 
judgment and righteousness in the land.  
16 - In those days shall Judah be saved, and Jerusalem shall dwell in 
safety: and this [is the name] by which she shall be called, Yahweh 
our righteousness. 
 
“Isaiah 11:1 - And there shall come forth a rod out of the stem of 
Jesse, and a BRANCH shall grow out of his roots:  
2 - And the spirit of Yahweh shall rest upon him, (see John 1:32) the 
spirit of wisdom and understanding, the spirit of counsel and might, 
the spirit of knowledge and of the fear of Yahweh;  
3- And shall make him of quick understanding in the fear of Yahweh: 
and he shall not judge after the sight of his eyes, neither reprove after 
the hearing of his ears:  
4- But with righteousness shall he judge the poor, and reprove with 
equity for the meek of the earth: and he shall smite the earth with the 
rod of his mouth, and with the breath of his lips shall he slay the 
wicked.  
5- And righteousness shall be the belt of his loins, and faithfulness the 
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belt of his reins. 
 
“Jeremiah 23:2-  Therefore thus saith Yahweh Elohim of Israel 
against the shepherds that feed my people; Ye have scattered my 
flock, and driven them away, and have not visited them: behold, I will 
visit upon you the evil of your doings, saith Yahweh.  
3- And I will gather the remnant of my flock from all countries where 
I have driven them, and will bring them again to their folds; and they 
shall be fruitful and increase.  
4 - And I will set shepherds over them who shall feed them: and they 
shall fear no more, nor be dismayed, neither shall they be lacking, 
saith Yahweh.  
5 - Behold, the days come, saith Yahweh, that I will raise to David a 
righteous BRANCH, and a King shall reign and prosper, and shall 
execute judgment and justice upon the earth.  
6 - In his days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell in safety: 
and this [is] his name by which he shall be called, YAHWEH OUR 
RIGHTEOUSNESS.  
7 - Therefore, behold, the days come, saith Yahweh, that they shall no 
more say, Yahweh liveth, who brought the children of Israel out of the 
land of Egypt;  
8 - But, Yahweh liveth, who brought and who led the seed of the 
house of Israel out of the north country, and from all countries where I 
have driven them; and they shall dwell in their own land.  
 
“Zechariah 3:8 - Hear now, O Joshua the high priest, thou, and thy 
fellows that sit before thee: for they [are] men wondered at: for, 
behold, I will bring forth my servant the BRANCH. 
 
“Here is Yahushua's name prophesied:  
 
“Zechariah 6:9 - And the word of Yahweh came to me, saying,   
10 - Take of [them of] the captivity, [even] of Heldai, of Tobijah, and 
of Jedaiah, who are come from Babylon, and come thou the same day, 
and go into the house of Josiah the son of Zephaniah;                                                                            
“11 - Then take silver and gold, and make crowns, and set [them] 
upon the head of Joshua the son of Josedech, the high priest; 
 
 “Joshua is pronounced Yahushua in the original Hebrew and in this 
text we have the letters ($why, that is, Yod, He, Waw, Shin, Ayin in 
Hebrew.  This is the same way it is found 194 times in the Hebrew 
Masoretic text all throughout scripture.  This is important to know 
because there is a key thing said about this name in the next verse: 
 
“Zechariah 6:12 - And speak to him, saying, Thus speaketh Yahweh 
of hosts, saying, Behold the man whose name is The BRANCH; and 

Name of the Messiah:  ($why?  (w$y? 



Stand Taken by the Sacred Name Movement 55

he shall grow up out of his place, and he shall build the temple of 
Yahweh: 
 
“So the Scripture is saying: ‘Behold (or look upon) the man 
(Yahushua) whose NAME (($why) is the BRANCH.’  
 
“Therefore, the current High Priest of Judah in the days of Zechariah, 
Joshua (Yahshua), has the name of the ‘BRANCH’ or the coming 
Messiah.” 

 
 The author of the above commentary presented a very compelling argument in favor 
of his position, an argument that I believe is at least worthy of examination.  It is based 
on logic, and I appreciate logic, even if I do not totally agree with it! 
 
In addressing this man’s argument, there are a few things I feel we should all consider: 
 
* If the passage regarding Yahushua son of Josedech represents a prophecy of the 
name of the Messiah, it is curious that no writers of the New Testament were influenced 
to mention such an important and significant prophecy.  Numerous prophecies of the Old 
Testament are cited and explained in the New Testament, yet curiously, this particular 
one, considered so important by those who base their conclusion regarding the 
Messiah’s name on its words, goes unnoticed and unmentioned by the writers of the New 
Testament. 
 
* It must be remembered that the writers of the Old Testament not only referred to 
Yahushua son of Josedech with the long form of this name, but also with the short form 
Yeshua.  Yahushua the son of Josedech is also referred to as Yeshua son of Jozadak in the 
books of Ezra and Nehemiah.  If we are to believe that these two books of Scripture are 
inspired by Yahweh, then it is fitting that we consider it “definitely acceptable” to refer to 
this one man as either “Yahushua” or “Yeshua.”  Both names met Yahweh’s approval, or 
else He would not have inspired them to be placed in the original texts. 
 
* Finally, in spite of the above author’s parenthetical insertion of ($why in his 
commentary, the verse quoted above (Zech. 6:12) does not say, “His name shall be 
YAHUSHUA,” nor does this name even appear in that verse.  Instead, it says, “Behold 
the man whose name is The BRANCH.”  No one that I know of, not even those who 
stand behind this prophecy to justify their belief, is willing to take this as a literal 
prophecy, as no one I know of claims the Messiah’s name as being Tsemakh, which is 
the Hebrew word translated “Branch” in Zechariah 6:12.  This word, xmc, is word #6780 
in Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary.  As members of the Sacred Name 
Movement, we can all agree that names should be transliterated (not translated).  Hence 
this Hebrew word, transliterated, is Tsemakh; as such, if we promote the Messiah’s name 
as being “the Branch,” we must simultaneously refer to Him as Tsemakh, in keeping with 
our understanding of the fact that the pronunciation of names carries over from one 
language to the next.  Certainly no one in the New Testament ever referred to Him with 
such a name, thus leaving us with no precedent to do so ourselves. 
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 Despite my not personally regarding Zechariah chapter 6 as a prophecy pertaining to 
the Hebrew spelling of the Messiah’s name, I nevertheless understand and respect the 
rationale employed by those who do, and I do not wish to dogmatically assert that their 
interpretation of this prophecy is misguided or wrong.  I do urge caution, though, in 
basing a doctrine upon one’s interpretation of a prophecy, especially when there is some 
question as to whether or not this event qualifies as a Messianic prophecy.  As mentioned 
earlier, if this passage in Zechariah represents a prophecy, it is not significant enough to 
merit being quoted by any New Testament writers, yet it IS significant enough in the 
minds of some Sacred Name folk to merit discrediting those who refer to the Messiah as 
Yeshua!  The bottom line assertion I wish to make here is this:  If both forms of this name 
meet the approval of Yahweh, then that is fine with me, but I have a difficult time 
insisting that people accept my interpretation of a prophecy, when the authors of the 
New Testament never even brought it up! 
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IX.  The Testimony of Some Modern Scholars 
 

 One of the scholars many Yahwists turn to in their attempt to persuade others 
of the pronunciation “Yahweh” is Professor Anson F. Rainey, professor of 
ancient Near Eastern Cultures and Semitic linguistics at Tel Aviv University.  

One of the sheets included in this study is a frequently circulated photocopy containing 
Mr. Rainey’s detailed explanation of why the pronunciation Yahweh is correct.  The 
person who sent me this sheet scribbled the following message in the lower right-hand 
corner:  “He has no ax to grind or hang up.  He is speaking strictly from a scholarly point 
of view.” 
 
 In his commentary, Professor Rainey explains how the false form Jehovah came 
into being.  Here is a portion of what he wrote to the editor of Biblical Archaeology 
Review:  
 

“The Anglicized form, Jehovah, is a ‘ghost word’ based on the four 
consonants, YHWH, with the vowels of another word, adonai, meaning 
‘my Lord.’  The Hebrew scribes of the Middle Ages put those vowels 
in to remind the reader to say adonai rather than pronounce the sacred 
Name.  But in the first syllable, they nevertheless put in an “e” rather 
than an “a” so as not to cause anyone to inadvertently blurt out the 
sacred Name!  This is just further proof of the correct first syllable, 
which in any case is confirmed by Greek spellings and the evidence of 
Hebrew linguistics.  So Yahweh is not just some sort of ‘scholarly 
convention.’” 
 

Professor Rainey points out the fact that scribes in the Middle Ages deliberately vowel 
pointed the Tetragrammaton so as to make the first syllable of Yahweh’s name an “eh” 
sound instead of the correct “ah” sound. 
 
 Some folks within the Sacred Name Movement use this as evidence that the first 
syllable of the Messiah’s name must also have an “ah” sound instead of the “eh” sound 
normally associated with the form Yeshua. 
   
 Curious to see exactly how Professor Rainey regards the pronunciation of the 
Messiah’s name, I sent him an e-mail asking for his insights.  His reply is shown below: 
 
 

“The two names are not related. Yahweh is one name, 
Yehoshua'/Yeshua' is another. The latter is actually vocalized with a 
sere, i.e. lengthened "i" vowel. It was apparently a standard variant in the 
second temple period. 
 
But the Septuagint writers used the same Greek spelling for both the 
name of the hero of the book of Joshua and also for some later priests 
mentioned in the Book of Chronicles. You should consult a concordance 
of the Septuagint. 
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Yahweh as a name has nothing to do with Yeshua' or Yehoshua' except 
that the first component of the latter is Yeho, shortened from Yahaw. The 
‘a’ in ‘ya’ became a shewa because the accent on the word moved to the 
end. A short vowel of any kind became shewa in an open syllable.  When 
this shift took place in the Hebrew language is not at all clear. But the 
fact that the Greek transcriptions of the two names are both Iesous 
means that the sere was already pronounced. The eta of the Greek 
(instead of epsilon) proves that. 
 

Therefore, the first vowel in Yeshua' is surely a sere, not a shewa that 
came from ‘a.’”65 

 

 As explained by Mr. Rainey, the pronunciation Yeshua was already in place during 
the time of the Messiah, and represents an accurate pronunciation of the Messiah’s name.  
As he added, “The two names are not related. Yahweh is one name, Yehoshua'/Yeshua' is 
another. The latter is actually vocalized with a sere, i.e. lengthened "i" vowel. It was 
apparently a standard variant in the second temple period.” 
 
 It is helpful to know what a “sere” is in our attempt to learn exactly how Professor 
Rainey believes we should pronounce the Messiah’s name.  If you have a Strong’s 
Concordance, you can turn to the front of the Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, on the 
page where it displays the Hebrew alphabet.  The “sere” is found in section 3 of the 
“Hebrew Articulation” section, where it is identified as a vowel point.  It is actually 
spelled Tserey in Strong’s, and as you will note, it is a vowel pronounced as “e” as they.  
Thus, as Professor Rainey asserts, this gives Yeshua the pronunciation “YAY’shua.” 
 
 Many will protest the use of the sere, insisting that vowel points, including the sere, 
weren’t added until the 7th century CE.  Unfortunately, however, they miss Professor 
Rainey’s “point”!  He is not trying to establish a connection between the post-exilic 
rendering ((w$y) and the vowel pointings that were added centuries later; he is merely 
asserting that Greek transliterations establish that the vowel pointing sere provides an 
accurate Hebrew pronunciation of the short form … a pronunciation that apparently 
existed when the Septuagint was translated.  Repeating Rainey’s words, “... the fact that 
the Greek transcriptions of the two names are both Iesous means that the sere was 
already pronounced.”   In other words, he maintains that the pronunciation was already in 
place that would later be “vowel pointed” with the sere. 
 
 In the e-mail shown below, Professor Rainey repeats that it is the form Yeshua upon 
which the Greek rendering of the Messiah’s name is based: 
 
Subj:  Re: Hebrew Spelling of Messiah's Name 
Date: 1/21/01 11:45:52 AM Central Standard Time 
From: rainey@post.tau.ac.il (Anson Rainey) 
Reply-to: rainey@post.tau.ac.il 
To: Seekutruth@aol.com 
 
Shalom rav! 
 
Any good Bible dictionary should have the details on the personal names in the 
                                                 
65   From an e-mail received from Anson F. Rainey on 01/21/01. 
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Hebrew Bible, namely Yehoshua' and the late periods Yeshua' found in the Books of 
Chronicles.  This later was a later variant of the former. It seems to be that was the 
form that stands behind the Greek spellings in the Septuagint and the New 
Testament. 
 
Other than that, I have no information to offer you. 
 
Faithfully, 
 
Anson F. Rainey66 
 
 As Professor Rainey explains, Yeshua is a variant of Yahushua (or as he puts it, 
Yehoshua).  He maintains that it is the form Yeshua upon which the Greek spellings in the 
New Testament are based.  For those who insist that Yahushua is the more correct 
rendering, I humbly suggest that they take up the matter with Professor Rainey. 
 
 I repeat as I have already stated, that I support use of the forms Yahushua as well as 
Yahshua, in addition to the one that I personally lean towards believing was given to the 
Messiah at birth: Yeshua.  Perhaps my own personal conclusion is in error, yet I believe it 
is based upon sound reasoning.  Moreover, since Yeshua is indeed interchangeable with 
the form Yahushua, I maintain that there is nothing wrong with using either form of the 
Messiah’s name.   
 

Another Scholar’s Input! 
 
 In 1992 a Danish scholar named Kai Kjaer-Hansen authored a study entitled “An 
Introduction to the names:  Yehoshua/Joshua, Yeshua, Jesus and Yeshu.”  Mr. Kjaer-
Hansen earned his Ph.D. from Lund University, Sweden, on Studies in the Name of Jesus 
(1982).  Like Professor Rainey, Mr. Kjaer-Hansen is not a member of the Sacred Name 
Movement, and he freely uses the form Jesus.  Nevertheless, his research is obviously 
extensive, and therefore his insights are worthy of our attention. 
 
 As previously mentioned, some individuals regard the Tol’doth Yeshu as a valid 
reference supporting the Messiah’s name as having originally been the long form, i.e. 
Yehoshua or Yahushua.  Given the malevolent nature of this work, combined with its 
blatant inaccuracies and warped presentation of the Messiah, I expressed my reluctance 
to trust the words of such a hostile witness.  Indeed, many of the Jewish faith down 
through the ages have produced literature refuting the ministry of the One we recognize 
as the Son of Yahweh, and these particular “hostile witnesses” have assigned Him the 
name Yeshua.  Kai Kjaer-Hansen, in his study, comments on this truth: 
 

“This - and other circumstances - lead me to the assertion that today, 
and down through the ages, the Jewish refutation literature has helped 
to preserve, among Jews, the memory that Christianity’s Saviour was 
called Yeshua.  While the polemic literature has primarily used the form 
Yeshu, there has all along been an awareness that this was not Jesus’ 

                                                 
66   From another e-mail received from Anson F. Rainey on 01/21/01. 
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original Hebrew name.  Maimonides appears to have used the form 
Yeshua in several writings, e.g. in his “Epistle to Yemen,” even if the 
tradition of the text also has the form Yeshu, which has to be regarded 
as the secondary form (cp. A.S. Halkin (ed.), Moses Maimonides’ 
Epistle to Yemen, New York, 1952, p. 12).  Subsequent Jewish 
authorities refer specifically to Maimonides and claim that Jesus’ 
original name was Yeshua, and then they go on to explain why they do 
not use it, none the less.  Whatever reservations one might have 
towards J.A. Eisenmenger’s book Entdecktes Judenthum (Konigsberg, 
1711) from the beginning of the 18th century, it cannot be denied that 
he gives a good summary of the reasons why Jews do not use Yeshua 
but have cut off the letter Ayin and call him Yeshu instead.”67    

 
As cited by Kai Kjaer-Hansen, mainstream Judaism recognizes the form Yeshua as 
having originally been the Messiah’s name, even though many nevertheless refer to Him 
as Yeshu.   
 
 Mr. Kjaer-Hansen also makes allusion to the form Yeshu not having originally been 
a negative word.  In his analysis of the book Jesus in Selbstzeugnissen und 
Bilddokumenten by David Flusser, he wrote: 
 

“Flusser says about the name that Jesus is the common Greek form of 
the name Joshua, and that in Jesus’ time the name was pronounced 
Yeshua and so we often find Jesus of Nazareth named in ancient Jewish 
literature.  There he is also often named Yeshu.  That, almost certainly, 
was the Galilean pronunciation.”68 
 

The following excerpt from his study serves to express the conclusion Kai Kjaer-Hansen 
has reached at this point, based on his research: 
 

 “In my judgement we have reason to believe that in New Testament 
times the short form Yeshua replaced the long form Yehoshua.  I dare 
not claim that the long form cannot have been in use as a personal name 
in New Testament times.  In the case of names, never say never.  What 
is safe to say is that inscriptions and discoveries of ossuaries from 
Palestine show that the form Yeshua was a quite common personal 
name, and that this Yeshua corresponds to the Greek ‘Iesous’... Taken 
together, our evidence clearly indicates that the name of Jesus of 
Nazareth was Yeshua and not Yehoshua....”69 
 

Although Mr. Kjaer-Hansen’s research leads him to believe the name given to the 
Messiah is Yeshua, he does add the following disclaimer: 

                                                 
67   From “An Introduction to the Names:  Yehoshua/Joshua, Yeshua, Jesus and Yeshu,” by Kai Kjaer-
Hansen, March 1992, page 4. 
68   Ibid. 
69   Ibid, page 6 . 
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“My own hypothesis is not above criticism.  The issue is far too 
complex for that, and we lack some historical data before we can 
conclude anything with certainty.”70 

 
If only those within the Sacred Name Movement were so willing to concede the 
possibility of being mistaken in their adamant stand regarding the Messiah’s name!  
Instead, many will invariably point to Kjaer-Hansen’s concession of uncertainty as a sign 
of weakness.  I am personally encouraged by those who are willing to examine all 
available evidence and subsequently recognize that evidence as being inconclusive.  
 
 Does Kjaer-Hansen’s commentary shed any new light on what we have already 
covered?  Perhaps not, but by virtue of the extensive research he has done on this subject, 
we can at the very least recognize that getting to the bottom of this issue is no easy task.  
In his study, Mr. Kjaer-Hansen remarked that he had not been able to trace an ossuary 
dating to the first century bearing an inscription of the long form Yehoshua.  Of course, 
the absence of such an ossuary would not prove that the Messiah could not have been 
given that name!  Certainly no one expects to find an ossuary containing the Messiah’s 
bones!  All this information serves to do is validate the fact that the long form was rarely, 
if ever, used during the first century.   
 
 As you hopefully noted from the inside cover of this study, an ossuary bearing the 
long form of the name has indeed been found.  I found this information in L.Y. 
Rahmani’s book A Catalogue of Jewish Ossuaries in the Collections of the State of 
Israel, published in 1994.  Of course the question is whether or not that ossuary dates to 
the first century.  The book does not inform us!  I attempted to contact Rahmani in an 
attempt to find the answer, but was unable to reach him for comment.  I then contacted 
Kai Kjaer-Hansen to see if he could supply any insights.  I e-mailed him in order to share 
what I had found in Rahmani’s book.  Here is a portion of his response: 

 
“1) IF Rahmani thinks that Yehoshua on the ossuary, which you refer 
to, is from the first century - and if this can be proved - my statement 
has been disproved. 
“2) IF my statement is disproved, I think this singular case should be 
viewed of the many first-century testimonies of the occurrence of 
Yeshua; but when you are dealing with names, never say never!  
Therefore I also say:  ‘I have not been able to trace...’”71 
 

As already mentioned, Mr. Kjaer-Hansen’s contribution to the research on this subject 
does not necessarily prove anything, yet it does offer many interesting and fascinating 
insights for us to consider in our own quest for answers.  His research serves to further 
validate that the form Yeshua was much more common than the long form during the 
first century, and as we have demonstrated in this study, the Messiah was given a 
common name. 

                                                 
70   Ibid, page 7. 
71   From an e-mail received from Kai Kjaer-Hansen on 01/21/01. 
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X.  Esoteric Prophetic Interpretation? 

 I
 

n section seven we displayed an individual’s presentation outlining why he 
believes Zechariah chapter 6 represents a prophecy of the Messiah’s name.  
Although I certainly understand and appreciate the logic behind his reasoning, 

and I even respect this interpretation, I do not necessarily share his view, based on the 
reasons I listed in that portion of our study.  
 
 Another individual offered yet another “prophetic interpretation” involving a man 
named Yahushua, an interpretation that I feel is completely esoteric and not based upon 
any sound reasoning.  In a booklet that June and I wrote on this subject a few years ago, 
we responded to his claim, and I am presenting that response to you now as an illustration 
of how we need to be careful in basing a belief on the interpretation of a prophecy, 
especially one as esoteric as the passage mentioned below: 
 
 The Ark of the Covenant had been in the hands of the Philistines for seven months.  
To say this was one of the darkest periods in the history of Yahweh’s people is an 
understatement.  Not only had the Ark been captured seven months before, but 34,000 
men of Israel had been slain in the process.  At the news of its having been captured, Eli 
the high priest fell backwards from his seat and broke his neck.  His daughter-in-law at 
the same time went into premature labor and died during childbirth.  She named her son 
Ichabod, which means “There is no honor.”  She cried, “The honor is departed from 
Israel!” 
 
 Israel had been robbed of the lives of its most valiant men.  Even  more significantly, 
the very symbol of Yahweh’s presence among them had been taken away.  But on this 
day, seven months later, the Israelites were harvesting their wheat crop in Beth-Shemesh, 
doubtlessly thankful that Yahweh had at least seen to it that their food supply had been 
spared.  As they reaped, some men noticed in the distance two oxen approaching, a cart 
rolling along behind them.  There was no man to be seen driving the oxen; they drew 
nearer as if drawn there by some unknown force, finally coming to a halt in the field of 
Yahushua the Beth-shemite.  Why were those oxen pulling that cart and what was in it? 
 
 When those oxen came to a halt at a great stone in the field of Yahushua, so did 
those seven months of shame and indignity, for in that cart was none other than the 
beloved Ark of the Covenant.  The rejoicing must have been spectacular!  Yahweh had 
returned to Israel!  To celebrate its return, they broke up the cart and used its wood to 
offer the oxen as a sacrifice to Yahweh.  What a happy ending to their seven-month 
period of anguish and humiliation at the hands of the Philistines! 
 
 Could this joyous reunion have had a hidden significance?  Could it be that there 
was a reason for those oxen coming to a halt in the field of Yahushua that day?   In 
defense of the Messiah’s name being Yahushua instead of Yeshua, it has been suggested 
that this story demonstrates this very thing — that somehow the Ark of the Covenant 
coming to rest in, of all places, the field of Yahushua corresponds to the “rest” that the 
Messiah gives to us when we come to Him.  There may be additional significance to this 
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story that I have left out, but hopefully you understand the logic behind this belief.  
Certainly the event is quite fascinating, and the slightest hint that it could somehow be 
written for our enlightenment concerning the Messiah’s name is worthy of consideration. 
 
 Nevertheless, there are some ‘negatives’ about this event from the sixth chapter of I 
Samuel that cast a pall over any logic that this incident ties in with the name of the 
Messiah.  Consider the fact that the Ark of the Covenant’s “rest” in the field of Yehoshua 
was very short-lived, as it was hastily removed from that place after Yahweh smote a 
large number of men for looking into the Ark.  It was immediately removed and taken to 
the house of Abinadab in Kiriath-Jearim, where it remained for 20 years.  Thus, this 
makes for a memorable and inspiring account involving the Ark of the Covenant, but this 
is where the significance stops.  Without any substance from this passage to further 
substantiate a belief that the field of Yahushua represents the name later given to the 
Messiah, we are left to dismiss it in favor of more substantial evidence that does not leave 
to chance the possibility that we are reading something into an account that simply is not 
there. 
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XI.  Objections 

 T 
 

he preceding presentation, minus some of the enhancements added later, was 
given on Friday, August 3, 2001 at the seventeenth annual Unity Conference, 
held at the Assembly of Yahweh (Seventh Day) in Cisco, Texas.  During the 

question/answer session that followed, two questions were raised in support of believing 
that the Messiah’s name should contain a portion of the Father’s name (i.e., the first three 
letters of the Tetragrammaton).  In recognition of those questions, I will now paraphrase 
them and respond accordingly. 
 
A.  Revelation 14:1 describes the 144,000 redeemed having the Father’s name on their 
foreheads.  Does it not follow that these redeemed also have the Son’s name on their 
foreheads as well?  And since “Yahushua” has the Father’s name incorporated into it 
already, would this name not inclusively fit the parameters outlined in Revelation 
14:1? 
 
 In response to the above questions, we need to bear in mind that our Heavenly 
Father’s name is not “Yahushua.”  The name “Yahushua,” despite containing the first 
syllable of the name “Yahweh,” is a separate name apart from Yahweh.  According to the 
King James Version’s rendering of Revelation 14:1, only the Father’s name is mentioned.  
It reads,  
 

1 And I looked, and, lo, a Lamb stood on the mount Zion, and with him 
an hundred forty and four thousand, having his Father’s name written 
in their foreheads. 
 

As worded above, this verse plainly states that the redeemed have the name of the 
Lamb’s Father written on their foreheads.  This name, as we understand it, is Yahweh.  
There is no mention, as worded in the King James Version, that the redeemed also have 
the name of the Lamb on their foreheads.  Therefore, as worded in the King James 
Version, I have to state that I believe the words of this verse as they are written, but I 
cannot necessarily believe or otherwise accept as valid the interpretations that people 
may give regarding this verse.  There is nothing in this verse that leads me to believe the 
Father’s name needs to be incorporated into the Son’s name. 
 
 Furthermore, it is only fitting that I address the fact that many translations provide a 
significantly different rendering of Revelation 14:1 than does the King James Version.  
Notice how the New Revised Standard Version translates this verse: 
 

1 Then I looked, and there was the Lamb, standing on Mount Zion!  
And with him were one hundred forty-four thousand who had his name 
and his Father’s name written on their foreheads. 
 

Observe that not only do the redeemed have the Father’s name on their foreheads, but 
they also have the name of the Lamb on their foreheads.  Of course, the Lamb is none 
other than the Messiah, the son of Yahweh.  Since this translation lists His name as being 
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on the foreheads of the redeemed in addition to the name of Yahweh, this most definitely 
demonstrates that Yahweh’s name would by no means “have to” be incorporated into 
the name of the Messiah. 
 
Some may question the validity of this particular translation as found in the New 
Revised Standard Version.  Other versions indicating this rendering include the New 
International Version, the American Standard Version, the Living Bible, the Aramaic 
New Covenant, and the Hebraic-Roots Version “New Testament.” 
 
 Adam Clarke, in his Commentary on the Holy Bible, wrote the following with 
regard to the translation of this verse:   
 

“Almost every MS. of importance, as well as most of the versions and 
many of the fathers, read this clause thus:  ‘Having His name and His 
Father’s name written on their foreheads.’  This is undoubtedly the true 
reading, and is properly received by Griesbach into the text.”72   

 
For there to be a name for the Father and a name for the Son requires that there be 
separate names for both Individuals.  Separate names means not having the same names.  
We thus see that there is absolutely no basis for using Revelation 14:1 as a proof text 
supporting the belief that the Messiah’s name “must” contain a portion of the name 
Yahweh. 
 
 
B.  According to Isaiah 9:6, the Messiah’s name must contain a portion of the 
Father’s name!  In that verse, we are given the prophecy that “unto us a child is born, 
and His name shall be EVERLASTING FATHER.”  Only by incorporating the 
Father’s name into His Son’s name do we fully satisfy the realization of this prophecy. 
 
 Before responding to the above commentary, let’s examine the entire verse in 
question.  Shown below is Isaiah 9:6 as found in the New Revised Standard Version: 
 

6 For a child has been born for us, a son given to us; authority rests 
upon his shoulders; and he is named Wonderful Counselor, Mighty 
God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.” 
 

Please note that this verse not only serves to indicate that the Messiah’s name would be 
Everlasting Father, but ALSO Wonderful Counselor, Mighty El, and Prince of Peace.  
Any individuals insisting that the inclusion Everlasting Father proves that “Yah” must 
form a portion of the Messiah’s name are also bound by the parameters of the other 
“names” listed in Isaiah 9:6.  Somehow, we must “fit” Wonderful Counselor, Mighty El, 
and Prince of Peace into the Messiah’s name as well.  Thus far, those who insist that 
“Everlasting Father” = “Yah” (as in Yahushua) have not demonstrated how the other 
“names” can also be incorporated into the Messiah’s name. 
                                                 
72   From Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Holy Bible, by Adam Clarke, Abridged by Ralph Earle, 
Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, Kansas City, MO, 1985 (originally published in 1832), p. 1,347. 
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 Finally, it is prudent to note that Isaiah 9:6 does not allude to the Messiah’s name 
containing the “Yah” in Yahweh.  The words “Everlasting Father” are Ab-Ad in Hebrew.  
No one that I am aware of has ever insisted that “Ab-Ad” form a portion of the Messiah’s 
name, even though this construction would be far more accurate than the formula 
proposed by those insisting on the interpretation that the appearance of Ab-Ad in Isaiah 
9:6 means Yah must form a portion of the Messiah’s name. 
 

C.  Does Referring to the Messiah as “Yeshua” Constitute a Violation of the Third 
Commandment? 

 
 According to still another objection, those who refer to the Messiah as Yeshua are 
guilty of breaking the Third Commandment.  Notice the comment forwarded to us from a 
fellow Yahwist, sent in response to having read my initial presentation.  The following 
quotation is not only intended as a response to that presentation, but it was also 
incorporated into a booklet offered by the organization that its author represents: 
 

“A few Messianic Jewish groups still spell the Savior’s name as 
‘Yeshua’ instead of the scholarly ‘Yahshua,’ perhaps to placate those 
who strive to conceal even the short form ‘Yah!’  We disagree with the 
wrong spelling ‘Yeshua’ (instead of Yahshua) as it breaks the Third 
Commandment by replacing the short form YAH (as found in 
HalleluYAH), with the ‘yeh’ prefix.  Who would ever say, 
‘HalleluYeh’?  Whenever we attempt to cover up or set aside, or do 
away with Yahweh’s name we are breaking the Third Commandment.  
Yahshua boldly proclaimed Yahweh’s name, Psalm 22:22, John 17:6, 
26.”73 

  
 Before addressing the rationale used by the author to arrive at his conclusion, I 
believe it is necessary to point out the persuasive style he employs.  Notice that 
“Yahshua” is referred to as “scholarly,” whereas “Yeshua” is referred to as “the wrong 
spelling,” even though he offers no explanation to justify his biased remark.  Not offering 
his readers the benefit of an explanation as to how Yahshua is “scholarly,” but Yeshua is 
“wrong,” I am left to believe he was merely expressing his opinion.  Above all, notice 
that the author presumes that those who spell the Messiah’s name as Yeshua do so “to 
placate those who strive to conceal even the short form ‘Yah!’”  Of course, when he 
introduces this reasoning, he mentions that perhaps it is to placate those who strive to 
conceal the short form Yah.  He thus introduces a possibility as to why some individuals 
spell the Messiah’s name Yeshua.  Not only does he fail to quote or otherwise reference 
any sources explaining how or why his conjecture has any merit, but he then proceeds to 
                                                 
73  In keeping with the rationale I gave back in Chapter III, I have chosen to not list the source from which 
I obtained this quotation.  As I explained, “I normally try to document any quotations I provide, but out of 
my desire that we focus more on edification than pointing fingers, I will not identify the origin of any of the 
quotations that follow.”  The quotations listed in Chapter III were all shown as being prejudicial against 
those who do not pronounce the Messiah’s name “their way,” a characteristic that also applies to this 
quotation.  My intention in refuting this quotation is simply to arrive at the truth of the matter, not to 
embarrass the author.  Anyone who feels it is essential that they know the source of this quotation is invited 
to contact me. 
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operate on this presumption as though it were factual.  It is poor journalism, of course, to 
introduce a “perhaps” clause, and then proceed as though it were a “definite” clause.  
Upon presenting the possibility that people may use the Yeshua form in an attempt to 
conceal Yah, he promptly accuses these same people of breaking the Third 
Commandment!  As I hope to sufficiently demonstrate, the author’s presumption is 
incorrect.  Thus operating from a faulty premise, he arrives at an ill-advised, flawed 
conclusion. 
 
 As we analyze this man’s commentary, there is one very important aspect that I feel 
should not be overlooked:  Lack of documentation.  He offered no footnotes, no guidance 
to any references substantiating his claims.  His claims are apparently very significant, 
insofar as he obviously believes failure to heed his counsel will result in disobedience to 
the Third Commandment, yet he apparently did not feel his claims merited any scholarly 
research on his part or the need to fully demonstrate that his belief is valid.   
 
 Let us first turn to Scripture itself to determine if this man’s words carry any weight.  
Is it true that those who refer to the Messiah as Yeshua do so in an attempt to conceal 
Yah?  The name “Yehoshua / Yahushua” first appears in Numbers 13:16, in what is 
known as the account of Moses changing Hoshea’s name to Joshua.  This, of course, is 
the same Joshua who led the Israelites into the Promised Land, and as we have already 
covered, his name is more correctly rendered “Yahushua” or “Yehoshua.”  This name is 
listed as word #3091 in Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary.  According to the 
pronunciation listed in Strong’s, it is pronounced Yehoshua.   
 
 Before Joshua’s name was changed, as I have just mentioned, his name was Hoshea.  
This name is spelled ($wh, and is word #1954 in Strong’s.  Few people are aware that 
when Moses changed this man’s name, all he did was add a yod (y)to it!  Thus, the name 
($wh (Hoshea) became ($why (Yehoshua).  Observe, if you will, that Moses did not add 
“YAHU” (why) to the name Hoshea!  All he added was a yod, which by itself represents 
the name Yahweh.  This sufficiently demonstrates that the “yod” is and was considered 
the “initial” of Yahweh’s name.   
 
 We hopefully all know that the name Hoshea means “salvation.”74  Simply by 
tacking on the Hebrew letter “yod” (y) to that name, we form a name meaning “Yahweh 
is salvation.”  Thus, we have just demonstrated that a name containing the yod prefix can 
be said to simultaneously contain the initial of Yahweh’s name.  The chart on the 
following page vividly illustrates this point: 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
74   For references substantiating that Hoshea means “salvation,” please consult Cruden’s Complete 
Concordance, The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-English Lexicon and The Expositor‘s 
Bible Commentary, Vol. 2, Frank E. Gæbelein, Gen. Editor, Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 
MI, 1990, p. 806.  Other references list such meanings as “help” and “deliverer.” 
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 NAME MEANING 
Name Without the “Yod”           →     ($wh Salvation 

Name With the “Yod” Added     → ($why Yahweh is 
Salvation 

 
 
As demonstrated above, all it took to incorporate the name of the Father into the name 
($wh was the addition of a single letter – the yod – the first letter of the Tetragrammaton.  
That’s all it took. 
 
 Men who apparently feel they have a better understanding of Hebrew than did James 
Strong, the author of Strong’s Concordance, attempt to persuade others that Yehoshua is 
not correct, as it needs to be Yahushua (or a pronunciation containing the Yah sound).  As 
alluded to earlier, in Daniel Botkin’s article, Mr. Botkin sufficiently addresses the points 
presented by individuals who attempt to refute Strong’s: 
 

“I have read a lot of literature from writers 
who seek to expose the ‘errors’ of those who 
refer to the Messiah as Yeshua. The only thing 
these writers actually expose is their lack of 
knowledge. I could give several examples of 
statements which are absolutely ridiculous. I do 
not have the space in this publication to give 
all the examples I have in my files, and I do 
not wish to embarrass sincere people for their 
honest but misguided efforts. There are some 
examples, though, that grossly misrepresent the 
facts, and some of these examples need to be 
exposed.75 

 
Accusing anyone who refers to the Messiah as Yeshua as being guilty of breaking the 
Third Commandment is one of the examples of writings that “grossly misrepresent the 
facts,” and this unfair accusation needs to be exposed.  As previously summarized by 
Professor Anson F. Rainey, the “Yeh” prefix was already in place during the earthly 
ministry of the Messiah, demonstrating that the pronunciations Yehoshua and Yeshua 
were employed by the early believers.  Just because a word or a name has the “yod” 

                                                 
75  From the article “The Messiah’s Hebrew Name:  ‘Yeshua’ or ‘Yahshua’?” by Daniel Botkin.  This 
article can actually be found on the web, but it originally appeared in Volume 5, Number 5 of his bi-
monthly publication Gates of Eden.  His mailing address is:  Gates of Eden, P.O. Box 2257, East Peoria, IL  
61611-0257. 
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prefix does not mean the word must begin with a “Yah” sound.  The Greek theologian 
Clement of Alexandria, for example, made reference to the Tetragrammaton’s 
pronunciation as being Iaoue (pronounced “Yahweh”).76  Clearly, the first prefix of this 
name is attested to as being “Yah.”  Nevertheless, the Greeks pronounce Joshua’s name 
with the “Yeh” prefix.  This whole dispute, of course, centers around the fact that the 
Hebrew language does not contain vowels.  Thus, with the development of vowel points 
in the Middle Ages, some individuals question the time differential, maintaining that as 
the centuries went by, the language underwent some pronunciation changes, to the extent 
that we cannot trust the vowel points added by the Masoretes.  Nevertheless, the vowel 
points they added to the prefix of the Messiah’s name coincide with the Greek 
pronunciation of that same prefix.  Thus, the Greeks recognized the transliteration of 
YHWH as being pronounced with a “Yah” prefix, but they did not carry across the same 
pronunciation in the prefix of the Messiah’s name, as it contains the “Yeh” sound.  
Instead of accusing the Greeks of concealing the Father’s name, though, it seems more 
appropriate to recognize the probability that they were merely transliterating the first 
syllable of the Messiah’s name from the Hebrew. 
 
 Sadly, it appears that the author of the quotation in question wrote his commentary 
from the perspective that there is only one acceptable Hebrew spelling of the Messiah’s 
name.  As we have already successfully demonstrated in this study, there are at least two 
“acceptable Hebrew spellings.”  The one apparently recognized by the author is ($why 
(which he feels is correctly transliterated as Yahshua).  However, the form supported by 
all available manuscript evidence, including the Peshitta text of the New Testament, is 
the spelling (w$y, which, as explained by such experts as Professor Anson F. Rainey and 
Kai Kjaer-Hansen, is pronounced Yeshua.  If the form (w$y represents an attempt to 
subvert or otherwise remove Yah from the Messiah’s name, then it would never have 
been employed as an acceptable spelling for Joshua’s name (Nehemiah 8:17), nor would 
it have been employed as an acceptable form for Joshua the High Priest in the books of 
Ezra and Nehemiah.  Since this is the only documented Hebrew spelling of the Messiah’s 
name, and since the experts present solid evidence that this name is pronounced Yeshua, I 
can only conclude that the author of the commentary quoted earlier unjustly accuses 
those who employ this pronunciation of breaking the Third Commandment.  The fact that 
the author chose to not document any of his remarks validates that his own conclusion is 
“unscholarly.” 
 
 Finally, we have successfully demonstrated that the Hebrew letter yod, when placed 
at the beginning of a name, can properly serve as the initial of Yahweh’s name, as it 
certainly changed the meaning of Hoshea’s name from “salvation” to “Yahweh is 
salvation.”  For anyone to dogmatically assert or otherwise  imply that additional Hebrew 
letters are required, or that those who employ the form Yeshua remove “Yah” from the 
Messiah’s name, is to plainly misrepresent the facts. 

                                                 
76  For a commentary on Clement of Alexandria’s remark, please refer to the “Queries & Comments” 
section of the Sept/Oct. 1994 issue of Biblical Archaeology Review, p. 18.  This section contains a letter / 
editorial contributed by Anson F. Rainey, professor of ancient Near Eastern cultures and Semitic linguistics 
at Tel Aviv University.  A photocopy of this page can be found at the back of this study. 
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 Conclusion 
 
 Although I have reached the end of the pages offered in this present study, this by no 
means should serve to indicate an end to my search.  I hope to gather more evidence as 
time marches on, and as it comes in I intend to expand this study.  While I admit I have 
attempted to present a case in defense of the position I hold regarding the Messiah’s 
name, I hope I have likewise made it clear that I do not and will not intentionally direct 
any negative criticism towards those who adopt a different position, especially in light of 
the established fact that the Hebrew spellings of the Messiah’s name are interchangeable.  
I hope we can all work together as we strive to achieve a spirit of unity on this topic.  Let 
us continue to study the evidence and pour through Scripture, not only to enhance our 
knowledge, understanding and reverence of the Messiah’s name, but also to learn how we 
can better serve Him as we simultaneously deal with those who do not share our views.  
Let us continue to pursue scholarly inquiry and the respectful sharing of ideas and beliefs.   
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XII.  Update - Two Years Later 

 I
 
 

t has been over two years since I presented this study at the Unity Conference.  I 
am thankful that many have looked into this issue a little more carefully than 
they did at first and have written some very encouraging and heartwarming 

letters indicating a change from the position they once held as being true.  Nevertheless, 
the bias against the form (w$y, and especially the pronunciation Yeshua, remains very 
strong, despite a very significant archaeological find reported in the November/December 
2002 issue of Biblical Archæology Review.  In an article entitled “Burial Box of James 
the Brother of Jesus,” renowned epigrapher André Lemaire describes the discovery of a 
first-century ossuary bearing the Aramaic inscription “Ya’aqob son of Yosef, brother of 
Yeshua.”   
 
 I was first informed of the breaking news of this discovery while attending a Feast of 
Tabernacles celebration near Cisco, Texas in October 2002.  The gentleman sharing the 
news with me is a self-avowed supporter of the form Yahshua over and above the form 
Yeshua.  I have received some very biased letters from him in which he outright 
denounces the form Yeshua as being used by those who reject the name Yahweh, 
although he has since mellowed out very nicely, having openly expressed equal support 
for both forms in a recent newsletter.  When he broke the news of the ossuary discovery, 
however, he plainly announced that the name found on the burial box was “Yahushua.”  
My reaction was to state, “Well, that would certainly lend support for believing that the 
Messiah was given the long form of that name, then!”   
 
 It was only upon returning home from the Tabernacles celebration that I was able to 
read the official reports pertaining to the discovery, and to my amazement, the name on 
the ossuary was not the long form ($why (commonly pronounced Yahushua), but the 
short form (w$y, commonly pronounced Yeshua.  I don’t mean to point a finger at the 
gentleman who broke the news to me and accuse him of subverting the truth.  However, 
when I announced to him that the news he reported lent support to the long form, he did 
nothing to persuade  me to believe otherwise. 
 
 For some strange reason, I believed that once the news came out about the short 
form being on the ossuary, many Yahwists would come out and at least renounce their 
previously held biases against that form.  Indeed, I am aware that a few individuals have 
done this.  However, many others have not, and I continue to receive literature and e-
mails from individuals expressing disagreement with my position.  In fact, despite my 
pleas for the “spiritual intolerance” to stop, two individuals have come forward to accuse 
me of being the one who is “spiritually intolerant” of those who employ the long form! 
 
 One man recently sent me a letter in which he wrote, “It’s kind of ironic that if we 
put our findings in print we are intolerant, but when you publish your works, picking 
apart others who write on the name, who is the intolerant one?  Should I say, How 
bizarre?”   
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 The individual quoted above had written an article on the Messiah’s name in which 
he bluntly remarked, “The name cannot be Jesus or Yeshua by true definition, only the 
name Yahushua is defined as Yahweh is Salvation.”  His reaction as quoted above was in 
response to my pointing out the spiritual intolerance reflected in his article. 
 
 The other man wrote me a letter in response to an article I wrote addressing spiritual 
intolerance as it relates to the Messiah’s name.  Here is what he wrote: 
 

“According to your letter in ‘Search the Scriptures’ you proclaim that 
because you use the name ‘Yeshua’ to address the Messiah you assume 
that some brethren have shown ‘signs of spiritual intolerance’ to your 
view.  That may be so.  However, is it possible it is because you are 
‘intolerant’ to their view?  While I was reading your study I got the 
feeling that you are upset because they refuse to accept your view.  So 
please, before you castigate those that do not agree with you with 
‘spiritual intolerance,’ be so kind and display: ‘a spirit of understanding 
towards those who don’t spell or pronounce the Messiah’s name the 
way’ you do as well.” 

 
It is ironic that in spite of how adamantly one can try to express his or her position, there 
is often someone there to try to “turn the tables.”  In this case, although I have laid it out 
in no uncertain terms to both of the men quoted above that I have no problem with using 
either the long form or the short form, my effort was apparently in vain.  In the case of 
the man quoted above, I decided to go ahead and produce the testimony of two witnesses 
who are willing to testify that, indeed, I am supportive of those who choose to refer to the 
Messiah with the long form.  Both witnesses, by the way, prefer to use the long form, 
whereas I prefer the short form.  Although it is uncertain as to whether or not the 
testimony of two unbiased witnesses will serve to convince this man, at least I know I 
tried! 
 
 Both of the men quoted above sent their letters in early 2003, well after the news of 
the ossuary discovery.  Clearly, then, this discovery has had little, if any, impact on the 
name they believe was given to the Messiah.   
 
 As quoted by the man in the paragraph above, I wrote a study that appeared in a 
newsletter called Search the Scriptures, published by a man named Frank Brown, who 
himself has modified his position with regard to the Messiah’s name.  While he still 
prefers the form Yahshua, he is kind in coming forward to express agreement that the 
form Yeshua is also acceptable.  In so doing, he asked me to submit a study to his 
newsletter in an attempt to use his forum to share my position and address the spiritual 
intolerance that pervades the Sacred Name Movement, directed against those who 
employ the short form of the Messiah‘s name.  
 
 In that article, I explain how some Yahwists, upon learning the spelling of the 
Messiah’s name as found on the ossuary, attempted to either downplay the discovery or 
else outright discredit it.  Author André Lemaire, however, demonstrated that after all the 
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examinations and tests performed on the ossuary, the conclusion is that it is authentic and 
that it dates to at least 70 CE.   
 
 In spite of the conclusion of Lemaire and his team of experts as reported in Biblical 
Archaeology Review, negative sentiments directed against the short form of the Messiah’s 
name continue to abide.  One Sacred Name author dealt specifically with the news of the 
ossuary discovery.  However, on the one hand he upholds the validity of the discovery, 
while on the other hand discrediting it!  Notice first the acclaim he gives to the ossuary 
discovery: 
 

“This amazing find written in stone is Bible prophecy come true.  It 
agrees with the oldest New Testament manuscript known to man, 
known as the Aramaic Peshitta Text.” 

 
In the above quote, the reader is led to believe that the Messiah’s name as found on the 
ossuary ((w$y) is not only correct, but that it is also “Bible prophecy come true.”  
However, notice what the author writes elsewhere in the same article: 
 

“According to the world‘s best sources, the difference is this:  Yeshua 
‘(w$y’ = ‘he is saved’ and Yahushua ‘($why’ = Yahweh is salvation.  
It is Almighty Yahweh that offers Salvation through His Son, (w$why 
Yahushua. Therefore, the Savior’s name, ($why or 
(ww$why (Yahushua), should be spoken and an extra effort should be 
made to do so out of respect for Almighty Yahweh.” 

 
Please observe that the spelling found on the ossuary ((w$y) is, in the above instance, 
summarily dismissed by the author.  In fact, towards the end of his article, he writes, 
“That name cannot be Jesus or Yeshua by true definition, only the name Yahushua is 
defined as Yahweh is Salvation.”  In other words, the reader is now expected to believe 
that the spelling as found on the ossuary is wrong. 
 
 The above examples are only a sampling of the spiritual intolerance that is still out 
there.  I could cite example after example of spiritual intolerance directed against those 
who pronounce the Messiah’s name as Yeshua.  Since the majority of them simply parrot 
the oft-expressed belief that those who use Yeshua either hide or deny the Father’s name, 
I will instead focus on one of the more blatant verbal slams directed against those of my 
persuasion: 
 

“This is why TRUE BELIEVERS who do not want to identify with the 
mockers of our Messiah, REFUSE AND SHOULD REFUSE THE 
BLASPHEMOUS TALMUDIC MONIKER OF YESHU OR 
YESHUA.  It is not the Aramaic contraction it is the devil’s contraction 
and the name of mockery TO THIS DAY by unbelieving Judah! 
 
“Let them write their magazine articles as they resound sillier and fall 
on the ears of a band of decreasing followers.  But the facts remain.  
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When we pronounce Messiah Name as Yeshua, we identify (like it or 
not) with the lies of the TOLDOT YESHU.  Lets stick to Yahshua the 
name that is incorrupted in the Hebrew.” 

 
The author of the above commentary has one thing in common with all the other authors I 
have quoted in this study who demonstrated spiritual intolerance:  A failure to provide 
documentation to substantiate his claims.  If we find ourselves making claims that fall 
within the parameters of controversy, we must defend those claims with documentation 
from credible, unbiased sources. 
 
 I appreciate the scholarship of those who back up their claims with evidence from 
credible references and I enjoy the fellowship of folks who do not “just accept” the 
testimony of authors who make unsubstantiated claims.  With this in mind, I will close 
my update with a suggestion that you, the reader, consider doing the same.  I believe this 
is what the Apostle Paul had in mind when he instructed the Thessalonian believers to 
“prove all things.”  As I prepared to close this update, I decided to take a peek at the 
conclusion that I wrote for this study back in 2001 … just in case I needed to make any 
changes.  I can think of nothing that needs to be added.  In fact, I hope you don’t mind if I 
close by quoting the last portion of that concluding paragraph:  I hope we can all work 
together as we strive to achieve a spirit of unity on this topic.  Let us continue to study 
the evidence and pour through Scripture, not only to enhance our knowledge, 
understanding and reverence of the Messiah’s name, but also to learn how we can better 
serve Him as we simultaneously deal with those who do not share our views.  Let us 
continue to pursue scholarly inquiry and the respectful sharing of ideas and beliefs. 
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