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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 ñspiritual intoleranceò directed against 

those who do not pronounce the Messiahôs 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? 

 

 I subtitled my presentation ñAn Appeal for Mutual Understanding and Acceptance of Those With Differing 

Ideas.ò  For the most part, my appeal seems to have been ignored.  Thankfully, I was able to reach a few 

individuals who had once been vehemently opposed to referring to the Messiah by any name other than Yahshua or 

Yahushua. Some folks have suggested that we change the name of our study even further, explaining that we 

confuse people with the Hebrew spellings.  For those who arenôt already familiar with the Hebrew spellings ˰̅ˣˢ˧ 

and ˰ˣ̅˧, I will  here explain that ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧ is generally pronounced Yahshua or Yahushua by members of what is 

known as the ñSacred Name Movement.ò  The Hebrew spelling ˰ˣ̅˧ is generally transliterated Yeshua.  I prefer to 

leave the Hebrew spellings in the title because, to be quite frank, June and I are not fully persuaded that the 

generally accepted pronunciations of those spellings are correct.  When we first became persuaded that the actual 

Hebrew spelling of the Messiahôs name is not necessarily the same spelling that the Sacred Name Movement 

upholds, our only aim was that of pointing out the Hebrew spelling that is evident in virtually all the ancient 

writings (˰ˣ̅˧).  The opposition subsequently elected to shift the focus from the Hebrew spelling to the 

pronunciation.  We have decided to not evade their counterpoints, while simultaneously seeking to retain the focus 

on the original Hebrew spelling of the Messiahôs name.  Ironically, in the face of what currently appears to be a 

mounting dogmatic position of the Sacred Name Movement, June and I choose to not be overly assertive with 

regard to either the spelling or the pronunciation of the Messiahôs name.  Indeed, as we will see in this study, some 

members of the Sacred Name Movement are even condemning of those who donôt pronounce the Messiahôs name 

the way they do.  

 

 June and I are dogmatic about some issues, so we do not object to those who are adamant about the way they 

believe the Messiahôs name should be spelled or pronounced.  The question is, ñIs their cause justified?ò  This, 

then, may serve to explain our original sub-title, which truly was (and is) an appeal for acceptance and 

understanding of other views.  We do not always encourage acceptance of differing views, but in this case we are 

willing to make an exception, and we hope you will see and understand why by the time you finish reading this 

study.   

 

 In conducting this type of research, it is virtually impossible to not ñleanò towards a certain view, but that 

doesnôt mean we need to assert our position in rigid fashion while ñslammingò another one, 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 

offered His life, not only for an example of how we should walk before our Creator, but also 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 once thought we found it, only to have yet 

another ñcurveò 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 June and I, together, 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 
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other perspectives.  After giving my lengthy presentation at the 2001 Unity Conference, a few individuals 

approached me to make sure I knew they appreciated it, despite its length, because it had given them something to 

think about -- another angle from which to consider the name we employ in reference to the Messiah.  Others were 

not so appreciative.  One individual, a well-known leader of a Sacred Name assembly, was convinced that I have an 

underlying ñagendaò -- that I am in fact really out to promote the form of the name I personally believe was given 

to the Messiah while subverting the name of the Father -- and Iôm not sure if I ever succeeded in persuading him 

otherwise.  Still other individuals expressed downright angry opposition to the name I presented as being my 

ñpersonal preference.ò  (They didnôt mention whether or not they support my plea for acceptance and understanding 

of other positions, so I presume they do not).  Of course, many others have not shared their reactions at all, positive 

or negative.  That is their right! 

 

 One of the more puzzling reactions to our having written this study is that of pointing the finger back at us and 

stating that we are the ones causing the problem.  One individual, upon reading our study, wrote, ñConcerning the 

study on the Name which you included with your letter I would like to say thank you.  I welcome dialogue.  It was 

interesting.  However, to see someone go to such extremes to make something so plain and simple into something 

so difficult and complicated makes me wonder if they themselves are not part of the óconspiracyô?ò
1
 

 

 We welcome feedback regarding the contents and overall accuracy of our study, but informing us that we 

turned something ñplain and simpleò into something difficult and complicated doesnôt help us.  Moreover, since he 

has yet to respond to our answers to his questions, weôre unsure of the sincerity of his statement that he welcomes 

dialogue.  The above gentleman did not provide details of how we made this issue ñdifficult and complicated,ò and 

we are still waiting for his clarification.  Indeed, the spelling we promote is the same spelling found in the most 

ancient of documents.  Its pronunciation is practically undisputed.  It seems to us that we make the issue more 

complicated when we teach others that the spelling found in the most ancient of documents is a fabrication ï 

without providing evidence of the same.  This is the approach that we have found to be used by many within the 

Sacred Name Movement. 

 

 Regardless of where you stand on this issue, we want you to know that we do welcome your constructive 

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 our findings.  

                                                 
1
 Excerpt from a letter we received from a man named Douglas, dated 12/29/2002.  
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1.  The Case for Joshua 
 

here are some very touchy subjects within the Sacred Name Movement, but few are as sensitive as 

this one:  the name of the Messiah.  Letôs face it:  How we pronounce His name is important!  

Hopefully, we are all trying to correctly pronounce the name of the Man Who gave His life for us, 

and Who has also given us the hope of a new life beyond this one.  As serious as this topic is, when the 

topic of the Messiahôs name arises, I am reminded of a humorous anecdote on His name during an 

episode of the TV show The King of Queens.  During one segment of the show, the father, while looking 

at his daughterôs refrigerator, turned to her with a bewildered look and said, ñAccording to a note on your 

refrigerator, Jesus is coming tomorrow at 11:00.ò 

 

 His daughter gave him a startled glance, then quickly replied, ñOh, thatôs Jes¼s, the furnace guy!ò 

 

 In the area where we live, we are acquainted with several Hispanics, and Iôve met several who go by 

the name Jesús (pronounced hey-SOOS).  In our culture, how that particular name is pronounced can 

make a huge difference.  If itôs pronounced GEEZ-us, itôs a reference to the Messiah.  When itôs 

pronounced Hey-SOOS, itôs often a reference to an Hispanic male.  One thing any of us can quickly verify 

with just a small amount of research is that the Messiahôs name was never pronounced with either of the 

above pronunciation options!  Verifying how the Messiahôs name isnôt pronounced, then, is the easy part.  

Once we overcome that hurdle, it gets a bit more challenging, for determining how His name is 

pronounced is controversial.  Not only is there a debate as to how His name is pronounced, but there is 

also disagreement with regard to how it is spelled.  June and I address both controversies in this study. 

 

 When June and I first became involved with the Yahwist Movement, our primary focus was on the 

name of our Heavenly Father.  The Messiahôs 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 ñJò is of 

relatively modern contrivance, having originally been pronounced as a ñY,ò 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 ñYAHò + ñSHUA,ò Yah representing the prefix 

of our Heavenly Fatherôs name and shua representing the Hebrew word for ñsalvation.ò   

 

 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.   

T 
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 The idea of the Messiah being the instrument of Yahwehôs 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: 

 
ñJesus is the Greek form of Joshua, which means the LORD saves.ò 

 

Please bear in mind that when I quote from various references, such as the one above, I am compelled to 

quote verbatim, which must include the way they render both our Creatorôs name and the Messiahôs 

name.  I hope there isnôt 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.2  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 Versionôs footnote: 

 

 We (June and I) knew Jesus never was the Messiahôs name, or we at least understood that 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 Messiahôs 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 

didnôt carry the ñJò sound until relatively recently, then His name would have been pronounced Yoshua.  

Knowing that their rendering of ñthe LORD savesò should have been ñYahweh saves,ò 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 Laymanôs Bible Encyclopedia:  ñThe personal name of Christ.  The name means óYahweh 

(Jehovah) is salvationô and was a common name in New Testament times.ò3 

 

 From Adam Clarkeôs Commentary on the Bible:  ñJesus.  The same as Joshua, Yehoshua, from yasha, 

óhe saved, delivered, put to a state of safety.ôò4 

 

 From The Expositorôs Bible Commentary:  ñóJesusô (IǛsous) is the Greek form of óJoshuaô (cf. Gr. of 

Acts 7:45, Heb. 4:8), which, whether in the long form y
e
h¹ġuaԂ (óYahweh is salvation,ô Exod 24:13) or in 

one of the short forms, e.g., yǛġ¾aԂ (ñYahweh saves,ô Neh. 7:7), identifies Maryôs Son as the one who 

                                                 
2
 For an in-depth review of why we do not refer to the Almighty as either ñthe LORDò or ñGod,ò please read our study titled 

ñSticks and Stones May Break My Bones, But Names Will Never Hurt Me!"  It is available online at the following URL:  

http://ponderscripture.org/PDF%20Files/Sticks_and_Stones.pdf.  
3
 From The Laymanôs Bible Encyclopedia, by William C. Martin, M.A., B.D., The Southwestern Company, Nashville, TN, 

1964, p. 393. 
4
 From Adam Clarkeôs Commentary on the Bible, Abridged by Ralph Earle, Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, Kansas City, 

MO, 1985 (originally published in 1832), p. 766. 

http://ponderscripture.org/PDF%20Files/Sticks_and_Stones.pdf
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brings Yahwehôs promised eschatological salvation.ò5 

 

 From Matthew Henryôs Commentary on the Whole Bible:  ñJesus is the same name with Joshua, the 

termination only being changed, for the sake of conforming it to the Greek.ò6 

 

 From the New Bible Dictionary:  ñThe 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 óJoshuaô, i.e. óYahweh is salvation.ôò7 

 

 From All the Divine Names and Titles in the Bible:  ñJesus is the Greek form of Joshua, which itself 

is a contraction of Jehoshua.ò8 

 

 From the Encyclopedia International:  ñThe name Jesus is the Greek form of the Hebrew name 

Joshua, which means óYahweh is Salvation.ôò9 

 

 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.  Hereôs what he wrote:  ñYod 

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 Yaôshoo-

ah, and was agreeable to the ear.ò10 

 

 The above quote is quite an admission, coming from an unbiased scholar who penned those words 

over 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 Messiahôs 

name either as Yahshua, Yahushua, or perhaps even Yehoshua. 

                                                 
5
 From The Expositorôs Bible Commentary, Vol. 8, Frank E. Gaebelein, General Editor, Zondervan Publishing House, Grand 

Rapids, MI, 1984, p. 76. 
6
 From Commentary on the Whole Bible, (New One Volume Edition), by Matthew Henry, Port City Bible Company, Tulsa, 

OK, p. 1,205. 
7
 From the New Bible Dictionary, 2nd edition, J.D. Douglas, Organizing Editor, Tyndale House Publishers, Inc., Wheaton, IL, 

1982, p. 584. 
8
 From All the Divine Names and Titles in the Bible, by Herbert Lockyer, D.D., Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 

MI, 1975, p. 174. 
9
 From the Encyclopedia International, Vol. 10, Grolier, Incorporated, New York, NY, 1972, p. 9. 

10
 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 (see scanned copy of this page in the Appendix). 



 

 

2.  Where Do Scholars Obtain Their Information?  
 

 

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 Messiahôs 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 Messiahôs 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 

Messiahôs name, we really have no way of knowing whether or not their claims are valid.  It is one thing 

to say, ñJesus is the same name with Joshua,ò 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 Messiahôs name was in 

fact pronounced the same as Joshuaôs, 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:  ñOf all names none is more precious in Christian ears 

than the name óJesus.ô  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 Ƚɖůɞɡɠ, which was used for the Hebrew Jeshua, a shortened form of Jehoshua 

(Joshua), óHe whose salvation is Yahwehô, or, more briefly, óGodôs salvation.ôò11 

 

 From the book The Gospel According to Matthew by Leon Morris:  ñJesus is the Latin form of the 

name = Ƚɖůɞɡɠ, the Greek form of the Hebrew Jeshua, a shorter form of Jehoshua, which means óYahweh 

is salvation.ôò12 

 

 From Responses to 101 Questions About Jesus, by Michael L. Cook:  ñIn any event, Jesus was a 

relatively common name at that time.  It comes from the Hebrew for Joshua (YehoġuaԂ, later shortened to 

Yeġua and Yeġu.  It may have originally meant óYahweh helpsô but was later interpreted in popular usage 

as óYahweh saves.ô  Thus, the angel says to Joseph:  ó... you are to name him Jesus, for he will save his 

people from their sinsò (Mt 1:21).  Historically, Jesus would have been known as Yeġu bar Yosef = Jesus 

son of Joseph.ò13 

                         

 From the book Jesus by David Flusser:  ñJesus is the common Greek form of the name Joshua.  In 

Jesusô time the name was pronounced óJeshuaô; and so, we often find Jesus of Nazareth named in ancient 

Jewish literature.  That, almost certainly, was the Galilean pronunciation.ò14 

 

 Thus, as the above references inform us, the Messiahôs name is not really pronounced as ñYahshua,ò 

but as ñYeshuaò or ñYeshu.ò  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 ñYahshuaò (as in Joshua).  

According to the other set of references, His name is pronounced ñYeshuaò or ñYeshu.ò  Unfortunately, 

                                                 
11

 From The Names of Jesus, by Vincent Taylor, St. Martinôs Press, Inc., New York, 1953, p. 5. 
12

 From The Gospel According to Matthew, by Leon Morris, William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand Rapids, MI, 

1992, p. 19. 
13

 From Responses to 101 Questions About Jesus, by Michael L. Cook, S.J. Paulist Press, New York, 1993, p. 24. 
14

 From Jesus, by David Flusser, Translated by Ronald Walls, Herder and Herder New York, 1969, p. 13.  

 I 
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neither set of references comes forward with any evidence to support their claims.  How can we know if 

either set of references is correct?   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

3. Stand Taken by the Sacred Name Movement 
 

 

 

e found in our previous chapter that none of the scholarly references we reviewed offer 

evidence of either the original spelling or pronunciation of the Messiahôs name.  Nevertheless, 

as we are about to see, 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 Messiahôs name ñtheir way.ò  This extreme bias is primarily based on the belief that the 

form Yeshua (represented by the Hebrew spelling˰ˣ̅˧ ) is the result of a Jewish scheme to remove the 

Fatherôs name from the Sonôs name.  In other words, with any name containing the ñYahò prefix, there is 

a perceived danger that you might slip and pronounce the Creatorôs name.  To reduce or eliminate any 

possibility of pronouncing the Name, Judaism changed the A (in names beginning with ñYahò) to an E, or 

so it is taught by many Sacred Name Movement members.  Thus, it is held that the Messiahôs true name, 

Yahshua, was deliberately changed to Yehshua or Yeshua.    
 

 There are actually two contentions being disseminated by the Sacred Name Movement regarding this 

ñscheme,ò both of which are easily and quickly refuted.  The first contention is an allegation regarding 

name-tampering with any Hebrew name beginning with the first three letters of the Tetragrammaton 

(ˢˣˢ˧).   Hebrew, of course, is read from right to left, and the first letter, the ñyodò ()˧ is left alone, but the 

next two letters (x )s are ñdropped.ò  Thus, as alleged by many Sacred Name Movement members, the 

Hebrew spelling (˰ ̅ˣˢ˧) was changed to (˰ˣ̅˧) in a deliberate attempt to change the Hebrew 

pronunciation from ñYahò to ñYeh.ò  Donôt get us wrong, weôre not denying that the change in spelling 

took place any more than weôre not denying that my own name, Larry, ñevolvedò from an original 

ñLawrence.ò  The question is, was (˰̅ˣˢ˧) changed to (˰ ˣ̅˧) in an attempt to hide the Creatorôs name? 
 

 If you ask the majority of Sacred Name Movement members, they will answer yes to the above 

question.  However, if you carefully review the inside cover of our study, you will notice historical 

evidence from an ancient ossuary which, in and of itself, disproves this contention.  You can see for 

yourself how, if there was a scheme to hide the Creatorôs name from Hebrew names beginning with the 

letters x ˢ˧, the ancient Hebrews didnôt seem to catch on to it.  One of the ossuaries (burial boxes) that was 

discovered in ancient Jerusalem is labeled ñYahuda, son of Yeshuaò (˰ˣ̅˧ ˭˟ ˢˡˣˢ˧).  The one name 

contains the letters x ˢ˧, whereas the other name is the name that Sacred Name Movement folks are 

making such a fuss about ï the name ˰ ˣ̅˧, which is recognized as being the short form of the longer 

˰̅ˣˢ˧.  If Jews deliberately changed the spelling of the name ˰̅ˣˢ˧ to ˰ˣ̅˧, then why didnôt they 

likewise tamper with the name Yehuda (or as some would prefer, Yahuda)?  Notice that Yahuda (ˢˡˣˢ˧) 

begins with the first three letters of the Tetragrammaton.  If there was a scheme to remove the first three 

letters of the Tetragrammaton from any name that had such a prefix (ˣˢ˧), then why wasnôt this done with 

the name Yehuda?  Keep in mind that the form pronounced Yeshua (˰ˣ̅˧) was already in place hundreds 

of years before the Messiahôs birth. 
 

 The second contention being circulated by Sacred Name Movement members is that Greeks changed 

the pronunciations of Hebrew names, including Yahshua, to Iesous to help promote their worship of Zeus.  

We will see, later in our study, that this allegation is simply not true, at least not in the case of the form 

Iesous (and certainly not in the form Yeshua).  For now, since we told you we would quickly disprove this 

W 
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contention, please ask yourself why Greeks such as Clement of Alexandria
15

, Theodoret
16

 and 

Epiphanius
17

 all explained that the Tetragrammaton is pronounced Iaue (or Iabe) in the Greek language?  

If they were so intent on changing the pronunciations of words so as to conform to the names of the idols 

they worshipped, why didnôt they change that first syllable from Yah to Yeh? 
 

 We thus see that there are some holes in the theory that the form Yeshua came about as a 

consequence to the ñineffable nameò doctrine.  Nevertheless, as we are about to see, this is the primary 

charge brought against those who, like June and me, refer to the Messiah as Yeshua. 
 

 In the course of our research in this area, we have encountered a significant number of statements 

designed to influence others to believe that certain spellings and/or pronunciations of the Messiahôs name 

are not only erroneous, but also may have a bearing on our very salvation.  Weôre about to provide 

quotations from various Sacred Name organizations and individuals in order to demonstrate the general 

mentality exhibited by various members of the Sacred Name Movement with regard to the Messiahôs 

name.  When I composed my original presentation back in 2001, I knew I would be delivering it to a 

hostile audience consisting of many authors of the very material from which I would be quoting.  Rather 

than risk making the audience any more uneasy than I knew they would be, I decided at that time to 

simply list the quotations as my examples, while omitting the authorsô names and/or revealing publication 

names from my presentation.   
 

 Iôm not sure if that strategy worked or not.  From that point on, June and I were never really treated 

the same by some of the folks whom we had previously considered close friends.  Perhaps if I would have 

listed the authorsô names, they would have tarred and feathered me afterwards ï so that would have been 

worse, I suppose.  Nearly ten years later, weôve decided to add a little more substance to this study by at 

least listing the names of the publications we cite and the first names of the authors.  This should not be 

misunderstood as an attempt to expose and otherwise attack those who are at odds with our view; rather, it 

is simply honoring the basic journalistic principle of not only documenting your sources, but also 

revealing who they are.  While we are somewhat compromising that principle by not providing last 

names, hopefully the reader will understand that the purpose behind our intentions is preserving the 

integrity of others over and above journalistic accountability.  
 

 Since that memorable Unity Conference, June and I have lost touch with many of the authors whose 

remarks I cited in my presentation.  Our disassociation is not necessarily due to the issue involving the 

Messiahôs name.  For example, we have had some fundamental disagreements with many Sacred Name 

groups, one of the more serious of which, ironically, is over the issue of whether or not we honor the 

                                                 
15

 According to Clement of Alexandria (c.150 - c. 215) in The Stromata, Book V, ch. 6:34-35: "... Further, the mystic name of 

four letters which was affixed to those alone to whom the adytum was accessible, is called Jave [Iaou, or Iaoue], which is 

interpreted, 'Who is and shall be.' The name of God, too [i.e., ɗŮ ɠ], among the Greeks contains four letters." 
16

 According to Theodoret of Cyrus (393 ï 457 CE), ñThis name was also inscribed on a plate of gold worn on the forehead of 

the high priest and bound to his head with a fillet. The Samaritans call it óIabe,ô the Jews óIa.ôò  Cf., The Questions on the 

Pentateuch, Vol. 1, ñThe Questions on Exodus,ò Question XV, English translation by Robert C. Hill, The Catholic University 

of America Press, Washington, D.C., 2007, pp. 250-251. 
17

 Epiphanius of Salamis, who lived from circa 320 ï 403 CE, wrote, ñóJahvehô means, óHe who was and is, He who forever is,ô 

as he translates for Moses, ó He who isô hath sent me, shalt thou say unto them.ò Cf., The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, 

Book I (Sects 1-46), Anacephalaeosis III, 40. Against Archontics, 5.8 ï 5.10, 2
nd

 ed., Translated by Frank Williams, 

Koninklijke Brill NV, Leiden, The Netherlands, 2009, p. 288. 
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Almighty by referring to Him as ñour God.ò
18

   We say no, they say yes.  Nevertheless, the pronunciation 

of the Messiahôs name remains a huge issue within what is known as ñthe Sacred Name Movement.ò  

Through it all, June and I are pleased to report that, as a result of my presentation, many folks have indeed 

come away with a new perspective.   
 

 One of the more heartwarming responses came from a gentleman named Scott Leys.  At first, I was 

only going to incorporate an excerpt from the e-mail he sent me; however, upon further reflection, I find 

that the entire body of his commentary is worthy of dissemination: 
 

Larry, 

 I received your Unity Conference presentation on our Saviorôs name in the mail yesterday.  I 

read it last evening. 

 I want to commend you, and thank Yahweh for an excellent, well-balanced paper.  You 

accomplished something that I have rarely seen in Sacred Name Movement writings ï 

intellectual honesty. 

 Like you, I was introduced to the Saviorôs name as ñYahshuaò many (about 25) years ago.  

Iôve taught my children that name since we had our first child 17 years ago.  I definitely have 

some kind of emotional attachment to ñYahshua.ò  Having said all of that, Iôve had to come to 

the conclusion in the past few years that I canôt be sure of the true pronunciation of His Name.  I 

think ñYahushua,ò ñYahoshua,ò or ñYeshuaò are all likely candidates. 

 As I mentioned in a previous e-mail, our fellowship is evenly divided on the issue, but it 

doesnôt divide us.  As a matter of fact, I am having lunch this afternoon with one of the brothers 

from our fellowship who is a proponent of ñYeshua.ò  I intend to pass your presentation to him.   

 I hope your presentation receives wide circulation within the SN brotherhood.  It deserves that 

kind of attention. 

 Thank you for your hard work and scholarship. 

 Yahweh bless you and June as you continue to bring unity and harmony to the Body.
19 

 

 Needless to say, June and I were very humbled by the e-mail we received from Mr. Leys.  We are 

only incorporating it here in our 2010 revision because we feel the time has come to establish that there 

really are folks out there who will take the time to study this entire issue.  We will see later that many 

believers, to this day, are not willing to ñhear us out.ò  Scott, by the way, is a believer who lives over 

1,000 miles from us, and is a believer with whom we have only visited (in person) twice. 
 

 Part of the reason we decided to update our study in 2010 is because of another e-mail we received 

just prior to our revision that was very similar to the one that Scott sent us.  The e-mails were sent over 

eight years apart from individuals with whom we arenôt really even acquainted.  What follows is the e-

mail that we received from a believer whom we had never heard from before, nor have we heard from him 

since: 
 

Greetings, 
          I just finished reading your article on the Messiahõs Name and wanted to tell 
you that I really enjoyed it.   You did a good job putting on paper thoughts and 
questions I have entertained for years.   Many Sacred Name people are really 
dogmatic about a number of issues that have no, or very little, conclusive scriptural 

                                                 
18

 For an in-depth study into this matter, we invite you to read our study Godôs Identity According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars, 

which may be accessed at the following URL: www.ponderscripture.org/nameYHWH.html.   
19

 This is the full text of the e-mail we received from Scott Leys on 08/28/2001. 

http://www.ponderscripture.org/nameYHWH.html
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evidence.  It is a shame that so many times there is division over these issues.  
          Again, let me say, great job 20

 
 

 It is clear that our study has reached and influenced more than a few people, and we pray the 

influence has been with Yahwehôs blessing and motivated by His Spirit. 

 

Reevaluating and Reconsidering Spiritual Intolerance of the Form Yeshua 

 

 One gentleman, more than any we are aware of, has exhibited a more open understanding and 

acceptance of our position as a result of my presentation.  He hasnôt changed his preference, yet he is one 

of the very few to agree that we all need to be more accepting ï and understanding ï of other views on 

this topic.  His name?  Frank Brown.  Before gaining a better handle on our perspective, Frank was one of 

those who exhibited what I would term a ñspiritual intoleranceò directed at those who referred to the 

Messiah as ñYeshua.ò  Frank is from Clarksville, Arkansas and publishes a monthly newsletter titled 

Search the Scriptures.  As you will see very shortly, some of the articles that Frank incorporated into his 

newsletter over the years have been very critical ï to the point of intolerant ï of the form ˰ ˣ̅˧, which is 

the Hebrew rendering of the name Yeshua.  Frank was among those who practically insisted that unless 

you referred to the Messiah with the ñlong formò of the Hebrew (˰̅ˣˢ˧), commonly rendered Yahshua or 

Yahushua by members of the Sacred Name Movement, you were guilty of participating in a Jewish 

conspiracy to remove the Fatherôs name (Yah) from the Sonôs name.   

 

 Frank Brown, however, unlike many with whom weôve attempted to discuss this matter over the 

years, gradually expressed a willingness to consider our position.  Frank attended my Unity Conference 

presentation, but he didnôt seem to grasp the substance of my message until I brought some ñspiritually 

intolerantò portions of articles from his newsletter to his attention.  At length, he seemed to understand 

that by publishing articles contributed by authors who are spiritually intolerant of the form Yeshua, he was 

simultaneously placing his stamp of approval on such active displays of spiritual intolerance.  As a show 

of his understanding of the need for us to come together instead of putting each other down, Frank even 

published a study we wrote entitled ñThe Messiahôs Name and Spiritual Intoleranceò in his monthly 

newsletter.
21

  Not only did he include our study in his newsletter, but, for brief time, he posted it on his 

web site.   

 

 I could provide many examples of the ñspiritually intolerantò articles that appeared on Frankôs 

newsletter, and I will incorporate a few here, not only because they serve as prime examples of the same 

intolerant view that still exists within the Sacred Name Movement, but also because they are examples of 

what this one man wrote ï then later repented of.  As you read the excerpts from Mr. Brownôs newsletter, 

we hope you keep in the back of your mind the fact that he no longer views the Messiahôs name the way 

he did when he published the articles. With that in mind, here are some examples of the spiritual 

intolerance exhibited by various members of the Sacred Name Movement, directed against those who 

donôt pronounce the Messiahôs name the way they do: 

 

 Frank, in his Search the Scriptures newsletter, once published an article titled ñThe Mysterious 

                                                 
20

 This is the full text of the e-mail we received from L. Lawhorn on 06/03/2010. 
21

 Our study, titled ñThe Messiahôs Name and Spiritual Intolerance,ò appeared in the Jan. ï Feb. 2003 issue of Frankôs Search 

the Scriptures newsletter. 
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Hybrid Christian,ò which had been sent to him by an anonymous reader.  Apparently, the anonymous 

reader was fairly new to Torah observance and had stumbled across an article that poked fun at those who 

practiced such ñJewishò customs as Sabbath observance, avoidance of Christmas celebrations, etc.  

Presumably, this anonymous reader was confused by the article he had read and asked Frank to publish it 

in his newsletter while providing his commentary in response to the various points raised by the author.  

Frank agreed to this arrangement and provided his own commentary in bold italics within brackets.  

Admittedly, the author of ñThe Mysterious Hybrid Christianò has his share of differences, not only with 

the Sacred Name Movement in general, but with June and me as well.  However, June and I essentially 

agree with that authorôs commentary regarding the Sacred Name Movementôs perpetual bickering over 

the Messiahôs name.  Here is what he wrote: 
 

I doubt if the Lord minds being called Yeshua (many groups actually differ over the Name, 

claiming it to be either Yeshua, Yehoshua, Yahshua, or Yeshu).  But what purpose, exactly, 

does this serve?
22

 
 

 The author of the above commentary, Charlie Read, pretty much summarized the position that June 

and I have held since 1997, when we reached the conclusion that the form we had been semi-brainwashed 

to use by the Sacred Name Movement, Yahshua, doesnôt have the solid backing that we had been taught 

that it has.  Each of the forms presented above by Mr. Read, in our humble opinion, represents a valid, 

legitimate attempt at transliterating the Messiahôs name.  Weôll deal with that part later in this study.  For 

now, though, letôs see how Frank Brown responded to Mr. Readôs commentary: 
 

 The purpose, exactly, that it [the Messiahôs name] serves, is this:  Acts 4:12 ï Neither is 

there salvation in any other:  for there is none other name under heaven given among men, 

whereby we must be saved.  I canôt think of a better reason. 

 Our Savior had the same Name as Joshua, the Old Testament general who succeeded 

Moses and led the Israelites into the Promised Land.  There is no letter ñJò or ñJò sound in 

either the Hebrew or Greek languages.  All the Biblical names of people and places that start 

with ñJò actually have the ñYò sound.  Thus, John is Yachanan; James is YaԂakob, etc., in 

Hebrew. 

 The Jews and some others refer to Him as Yeshua to get around the prohibition the Jews 

have against using the Holy Name, which begins with ñYah.ò  The true name of the Savior, 

Yahshua, means ñthe salvation of Yah,ò or ñYahôs Salvation.ò  That is why the angel told 

Joseph in Matthew 1:21, ñyou shall call His Name Yahshua (Yah-Shua) FOR HE SHALL 

SAVE HIS PEOPLE FROM THEIR SINS.ò
23

 
 

 We highlighted in yellow the portion of Mr. Brownôs response that concerned us enough to publish in 

this study.  Is it true, as Frank reported, that the Jews refer to the Messiah as ñYeshuaò to ñget around the 

prohibition against using Yahò?  If this statement from Frank is true, then there would indeed appear to a 

legitimate problem with the form Yeshua.  On the other hand, if Frankôs remark was unfounded, he had 

just provided his reading audience with false information.  Since Frank chose to not validate his comment 

anywhere within his newsletter, the reader was left to either believe his remark is true or else prove 

otherwise to himself or herself. 
 

                                                 
22

 Charlie Read, ñThe Mysterious Hybrid Christian,ò originally appearing in the April 1999 issue of The New Jerusalem Times 

newsletter, Parkersburg, WV, and reprinted with commentary by Frank in his May 1999 issue of Search the Scriptures, 

Clarksville, AR, p. 4. 
23

 Frank, commenting on the article ñThe Mysterious Hybrid Christian,ò Search the Scriptures newsletter, May 1999, pp. 4-5. 
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 Frank Brownôs bias against the form Yeshua certainly did not originate with the May 1999 issue of his 

newsletter.  The previous monthôs issue contained an article authored by a fellow Sacred Name member 

named Michael.  Here is what Michael had to say regarding the Messiah:  
 

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 óhe who saves,ô one of many ñsavior men of historyò).
24

 
 

 Note that the author of the above statement, in keeping with the approach exhibited above by Frank 

Brown, did not provide documentation to prove that those who prefer the pronunciation Yeshua ñtry to 

degrade Him.ò  Do authors such as Frank and Michael provide their reading audience with facts that do 

not need validation or are they feeding us propaganda?
25

 

 

 As we will see, the answer is ñfeeding us propaganda.ò  For years, June and I were fed this same 

propaganda ï and we accepted it ï until we accidentally stumbled across the evidence unmasking the truth 

that these authors had left hidden behind their biased words.  

 

 As we have already stated, Frank no longer exhibits the disdain that he once had for the form Yeshua. 

This bears repeating because itôs difficult to imagine that the author of the comments below would later 

change his mind.  In the Nov. ï Dec. 2000 issue of his Search the Scriptures newsletter, Frank supplied 

his readers with a ñFeast of Tabernacles 2000 Report,ò which was a summary of the events and 

experiences that he and his wife shared with others at a Feast of Tabernacles gathering in Missouri.  In his 

report, Frank described a Bible study that was held one night, and he posted the questions that were 

covered during that study, as well as a summary of the answers to those questions.  One of the questions 

addressed the Messiahôs name: 
 

 Q. ñThe Jews prefer óYeshuaô over Yahshua.  Why?ò 

A.  Because they will not pronounce Yahwehôs Name, and since ñYahò in Yahshua is part of 

His Name, they have subverted the first syllable to the ñYehò sound.
26

 
 

 If we follow Frankôs answer to its logical conclusion, anyone who refers to the Messiah as Yeshua is 

accepting and following the lead of those who have subverted His name.  What does this say about 

Frankôs regard for the intelligence of those who, like June and me, refer to the Messiah as Yeshua?  At 

best, we would have to be considered dumb sheep following the blind leaders into the proverbial ditch.  

Again, we are glad to report that Frank no longer agrees with the answer he gave to the above question.  

However, in terms of Sacred Name adherents, we regret to inform you that Frank is in the minority.   

 

 

                                                 
24

 Michael Mastropaolo, ñHear, O Israel ï ˢˣˢ˧ is One!ò published in Search the Scriptures newsletter, Clarksville, AR, March-

April 1999, p. 3. 
25

 While we cannot speak for Michael Mastropaolo, we are pleased to report that Frank Brown has since privately expressed 

agreement with our plea for mutual acceptance of other views regarding the spelling and pronunciation of the Messiahôs name.  

For example, hereôs an excerpt from an e-mail he sent me on 12/04/2002: ñI did get a copy [of your study] at the conference; I 

also read your previous comments several years ago when you took me to task for the same thing [spiritual intolerance of the 

form Yeshua]. It was a really short answer to a question I had been asked. I used it for a space filler and did not elaborate. And 

to that point, I thought it was correct. You pointed out your conclusions, and I have not argued or disagreed with it since.ò 
26

  Frank Brown, ñFeast of Tabernacles 2000 Report,ò Search the Scriptures newsletter, Number 48, Nov. ï Dec. 2000, p. 3. 
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The Official Position of the Sacred Name Movement 
 

 Back in 1998, when June and I composed the forerunner for my Unity Conference presentation, we 

already knew that there was, in general, plenty of negative sentiment directed by the Sacred Name 

Movement against the pronunciation Yeshua.  We had only recently cast aside our own prejudice against 

this form, so we knew what we were up against and we understood that prejudice, once formed, is not 

easily shaken.  We knew from experience that persuading others of our view would be difficult, and as 

Frank will attest, becoming persuaded was no easy task.  Frank is one of the few whom we were able to 

reach.
27

  However, twelve years later, we see that relatively little has changed.  While the quotes we are 

citing here are taken from the time when our study was composed, they could just as well be taken from 

any Sacred Name publication today.   

 

 For example, here is what a Sacred Name believer named Tamar recently sent us in response to 

visiting our web site: 
 

Okayé..here is what my husband said to give youé 
 

Yeshua  He is salvation 

Yahshua  Yahweh is salvation 

Yahushua  Yahweh will be salvation 
 

Soéthere are minor differencesé.but, heyéthat may be the difference in ñbeing sealedò 

during tribulation or noté
28

 
 

 Does the pronunciation matter?  According to Tamar, it does, and the form she uses in her own 

writings is ñYahshua.ò 
 

 Back in the days when we composed our original study, we retained articles consisting of prejudiced 

remarks against the form Yeshua.  These days, we more or less just shrug our shoulders.  This is why 

many of the quotes youôll read are the ones found in our original study.  They may be old quotes, but 

theyôre certainly not outdated.  Nevertheless, weôve kept a few of the studies pertaining to the Messiahôs 

name that weôve received since my presentation, and it seems that the overall mentality has not changed 

over the years.  Sadly, it seems that virtually every major Sacred Name group weôve heard of has 

exhibited some level of spiritual intolerance against the form Yeshua.  Of course, we will delve into 

whether or not this spiritual intolerance is justified later in our study, but for now, I believe we need to 

produce examples displaying the low regard the Sacred Name Movement in general has for the name 

Yeshua. 

 

 The following example is taken from The Faith magazine: 

 
    Therefore, since the Son has the name of the Father Yahweh, and since His name is the same 

as that of the successor of Moses, the Son of Nun, that name, YHUSHUA (and its shorter form 

YôSHUA must have the name of Yahweh in it.  Furthermore, since it is by speaking it rather 

than by writing it that we call on a name, when we call on the name of Yahweh for salvation 

through calling on the name of the Son, YôSHUA, the sound of Yahwehôs name must be in it in 

                                                 
27

 It bears repeating here that although Frank no longer exhibits a bias against the form Yeshua, he prefers to use the form 

Yahshua.  
28

 From an e-mail we received from Tamar on 12/01/2009 at 7:37:21 A.M. Central Standard Time. 
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some form.  But this can only be so if the vowel assigned to it is sounded as ñahò, as in 

ñYashuaò or ñYahshuaò, rather than ñehò, as in ñYeshuaò or ñYehshuaò.  To say that the name 

of the Father is implied in the term ñYeshuaò is to ignore the fact that it is the sound of that 

name, not just something indicated, or implied, in the written form, that is used to give Him 

honor and praise.
29

 

 

 Here we see the authorôs expressed view that the first syllable of the Messiahôs name must contain the 

ñahò sound, and that those who say ñYeshuaò ignore the ñfactò that the sound of the Messiahôs name that 

is used to give Him honor and praise. 

 

 When I read those words, I had to do a ñdouble-take.ò  What was the author saying?  Think about his 

words for a moment and consider how utterly biased ï and mistakenly so ï those words are.  He is saying 

that those of us who refer to the Messiah as Yeshua ignore the fact that itôs the sound of His name is used 

to give Him honor and praise.  In other words, since June and I refer to the Messiah as Yeshua, we ignore 

that fact that it is the sound of the Messiahôs name that is used to give Him praise.   

 

 We address such unfounded, biased remarks as the above statement in subsequent chapters of this 

study; for now, however, we believe a brief commentary/response is in order.  The above authorôs 

teaching doesnôt really make any sense, and hereôs why:  If I believe a manôs name is ñMike,ò but he tells 

me he prefers to be called ñMichael,ò this would not take anything away from any nice, praiseworthy 

things I had previously said about him while referring to him as ñMike.ò  In fact, a man at work recently 

told me he prefers to be called ñMichaelò instead of ñMike,ò but he wasnôt about to infer that when I had 

been referring to him as ñMike,ò I was ignoring the fact that the sound of his correct name is used to give 

him praise (when praise is due, of course).  Thatôs just not how things work in the real world, and 

something tells me that Yahweh provided a pattern in this world to let us catch a glimpse of how things 

are spiritually. 

 

 Now that I know my friend prefers to be called ñMichael,ò I am careful to respect that choice.  June 

and I try to follow this same pattern with the Messiahôs name.  If we can be shown that He would prefer 

to be called Yahshua or Yahushua, we will stop referring to Him as Yeshua immediately.  As we hope you 

can see, we are persuaded that Yeshua is very likely the pronunciation that the Messiah was known by.  If 

thatôs the name He was called, then it hardly makes sense to believe that those first-century believers who 

called Him Yeshua were ñignoring the fact that it is the sound of that name that is used to give Him honor 

and praise.ò   

 

 Of course, the same is true today.  We emphasize that our scenario is only true if  Yeshua is the name 

He was called during the first century.  Whether or not that is how His name was pronounced during that 

time period is what this discussion is all about, and to this point, those who write such biased statements 

in opposition to the form Yeshua have not demonstrated that this is not how His name was either written 

or spelled during the first century.  Their reasoning that Jews intentionally removed the ñahò sound from 

the Saviorôs name just doesnôt hold up when put under close scrutiny, as we will see later in this study. 

 

 Weôve already produced several quotes from Frank Brownôs Search the Scriptures newsletter and The 

                                                 
29

  Robert W. Young, ñThe Saviorôs True Name,ò The Faith magazine, Vol. 69, No. 4, published by Assembly of Yahweh, 

Eaton Rapids, MI, 10/12/2005, p. 10. 
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Faith magazine, demonstrating the intense spiritual intolerance for the form Yeshua as exhibited by 

members of the Sacred Name Movement.  As we are about to see, virtually every major Sacred Name 

group exhibits this same intolerance and belittling of the intelligence of those who refer to the Messiah as 

Yeshua.  On a more ñminorò level, hereôs an example of intolerance from a small group named Truth 

Restoration Ministries.  This group appears to have disappeared.  Back in 2002, I printed an article titled 

ñThe Name of the Mashiach Was Never Yeshua and the Teachings of David Sternò by an author named 

Daron of Truth Restoration Ministries.  I conducted an internet search to see if that article is still available 

on the Internet; not only is it gone, but I am now unable to locate any group by the name of Truth 

Restoration Ministries.
30

  Maybe Daron has changed his mind about some of the comments he made in his 

article.  We certainly hope so.  Here, then, is an excerpt from a now-defunct group known as ñTruth 

Restoration Ministriesò in which more of the same spiritual intolerance against the form Yeshua is 

exhibited: 

 
The name Jeshua {and Jesus} is a common name and even, ten Israelites, had this name.  

This name was also used for the name of a place in Palestine:  This means that the name 

Yeshua identifies 10 Yisraeliôs and a town in Palestine.  However, the scriptures teach that 

the name of the Mashiach is above every name.  This means that the name Yeshua {Jesus} 

is not the name of the Mashiach, because this would make the Mashiachôs name equal with 

their names and not above their names.  The Rabbis would not stand for somebody using the 

name YHWH for their name, right?  Nor would Christian leaders stand for 10 people in each 

Church that have the name ñJesus/Yeshua.ò  Is Jesus coming to Church today?  No, he is out 

sick today!  LOL!!  Even the Spanish culture has a tradition of naming their children the 

common name of Jesus and it is spelt with English letter as ñJesus.ò  Simple common sense 

and scripture proves that the names of Yeshua and Jesus is a great error, and are not for the 

name of the Mashiach of Yisrael!
31

 

 

 We will address the reasoning that Yeshua cannot be the Messiahôs name due to its being ñtoo 

commonò later in our study.  For now, we will only focus on the authorôs remark that ñsimple common 

senseò proves that the form Yeshua is a ñgreat error.ò  It should be clear that the author believes that folks 

like June and me lack ñsimple common sense.ò 

 

 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 ñYeshuaò comes from the Syriac or Aramaic language, not the 

Hebrew.
32

 
 

                                                 
30

  We should point out that we did find a group named ñTruth Restoration Ministries,ò but we highly doubt itôs the same one 

we found back in 2002.  The ñTruth Restoration Ministriesò that is currently (2010) found on the Internet has the following 

slogan:  "Where God is Rebuilding and Restoring Lives." 
31

  Author who only identifies himself as Daron, ñThe Name of the Mashiach Was Never Yeshua and the Teachings of David 

Sternò Truth Restoration Ministries, pp. 2-3, accessed on 12/21/2002 at the following (now-defunct) web site:  

http://www.truthrestorationministry.net/trm/messages/52/530.html. 
32

  Jerry Healan, ñIs His Name Yahshua or Yeshua,ò YEA Newsletter, Atlanta, TX , Jan. ï Feb. 1999, p. 7.  The author goes on 

to write, ñThat óYahshuaô (so written as to remove all ambiguity of pronunciation and to better show its connection with the 

Fatherôs name in written form) is the correct sound of the Saviorôs name is clear according to the Biblical evidence (some of 

which we have considered).  And this pronunciation of this common Hebrew name, which was given to our Savior at His birth 

as the ultimate óSalvation of Yahô, is confirmed by other findings as well.ò 

http://www.truthrestorationministry.net/trm/messages/52/530.html
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 The obvious intent behind the above remark concerns us more than the accuracy.  His 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 ñheavenly language,ò this manôs statement 

was intended to evoke a very negative perception of the pronunciation ñYeshua.ò  Surely no true believer, 

knowing that the pronunciation ñYeshuaò is of ñnon-Hebrew origin,ò 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 authorôs remark is invalid, and although the name Yeshua was apparently not 

used until after the Babylonian exile, it is 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 Messiahôs time here on earth.  According to The New Ungerôs Bible 

Dictionary, ñBy the time of Jesus, Aramaic was the vernacular in Palestine.ò33  George Lamsa, who  

translated the Aramaic version of Scripture called The Peshitta into English, wrote, ñJesus 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.ò34  Was the Messiahôs 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.   
 

 The authors we have cited thus far have exhibited relatively mild anti-sentiment against the form 

Yeshua.  Other authors, as we are about to see, are 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.
35

 
 

 Not only does this author distinguish one name as being the Saviorôs true name as opposed to the 

other oneôs 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 an article titled ñThe Name Yahushua ˰̅ˣˢ˧ò:  
 

It is interesting to note here that those who are calling Him Yeshua leave out the part in 

Yahwehôs name which tells us who He is that saves.
36

 

                                                 
33

 From The New Ungerôs Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, 1988, item ñLanguages,ò p. 755. 
34

 From the Introduction to The Holy Bible From the Ancient Eastern Text:  George Lamsaôs Translations From the Aramaic of 

the Peshitta, HarperSanFrancisco; originally published in 1933 by A.J. Holman Co.; p. xi. 
35

 From a study titled ñThe Name of the Saviour is Yahoshua, Not Jesus,ò authored by J. David Klopfenstein, Kendallville, IN, 

p. 10. The study is not dated, but the author personally gave us a copy in 1991. 
36

 From the article, ñThe Name Yahushua ˰̅ˣˢ˧ò authored by Dennis Bitterman, published by the Evangelistic Assembly of 

Yahweh, Fulton, MO, January/February 2003, p. 10.  Dennis has promoted his understanding in other articles, such as ñThe 
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 The author of the above remark doesnôt actually condemn those who refer to the Messiah as Yeshua, 

but he certainly leaves open the question as to why anyone would want to ñleave outò the part of His 

name that saves.  The implication is that if we want salvation, then we will insist upon incorporating Yah 

into the Messiahôs name.  Conversely, as the reasoning goes, those who donôt want salvation, wonôt. 
 

 From a study entitled ñHow the Saviorôs Name Was Changed,ò written in 1999:   
 

The Savior clearly avowed, ñI am come in my Fatherôs Name,ò John 5:43.  This passage 

means that He carried His Fatherôs Name.  Its meaning is not limited solely to His coming 

by authority or command of the Heavenly Father.
37

 

 

 The two quotations above convey a popular belief among Sacred name people that the Messiahôs 

name MUST contain the ñYahò of Yahwehôs 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 ñAnother Look at the Name Yahshua/Yahushua. 

Again, óHave We Been Dupedô?ò  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 óvowel dissimilationô 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)
38

 
 

 This womanôs 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 donôt 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 groupôs Web site.  This same group presents, virtually word for word, the same commentary in the 

preface of a Bible translation that they produce.  Thus, it is clear that the woman, 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 author Gail Melvin, who wrote the following in her book titled Yahweh 

Yahshua & You:   
 

Unfortunately, the term Yôshua, like Yeshua, does not contain Yahwehôs name, thereby 

                                                                                                                                                                            
Saviorôs Name in Aramaic, ˰ˣ̅˧,ò p. 4: ñSalvation is written, s ˰ˣ̅˧; the Saviorôs name is written, ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧.ò The Saviorôs name 

in Hebrew has salvation incorporated into its meaning, but not so in Aramaic.ò 
37

 YNCA (Yahwehôs New Covenant Assembly), ñHow the Saviorôs Name Was Changedò (authorôs name not provided), April 

1999.  The article was accessed online at the following URL:  http://www.ynca.com/howthesa.htm, but was later moved to this 

site:  http://www.yaiy.org/literature/HowTheSaviorNameChanged.html.  It can also be found on this site (with changes, such as 

converting the Messiahôs name from Yahshua to Yahshuah): 

www.loveshalomministry.com/How%20The%20Saviors%20Name%20Was%20Changed.pdf.    
38

 Posting submitted on 06/23/2001 at 11:03 AM to the EliYahôs Forumôs discussion forum at www.eliyah.com by an 

anonymous contributor (pseudonym ñwife of Yahylò).  The forum thread was titled ñAnother Look at the Name 

Yahshua/Yahushua. Again, óHave We Been Dupedô?ò 

http://www.ynca.com/howthesa.htm
http://www.yaiy.org/literature/HowTheSaviorNameChanged.html
http://www.loveshalomministry.com/How%20The%20Saviors%20Name%20Was%20Changed.pdf
http://www.eliyah.com/


Stand Taken By the Sacred Name Movement 

 

 

 

 

Name of the Messiah:  ˰̅ˣˢ˧?  ˰ ˣ̅˧? 

23 

rendering it useless as a means of salvation.  Jewish Believers today who embrace the Messiah 

Yeshua or Yôshua unknowingly put their trust in tradition born out of rebellion by trusting in a 

name that never identified Yahwehôs only Son.
39

 
 

 Elsewhere in her book, the same author refers to the form Yeshua as an ñillegitimate word.ò
40

 

According to her reasoning, the Jews employed the form Yeshua to illustrate how they rejected Him as 

Messiah:   
 

Removing Yahwehôs name from the Sonôs 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 

Yahwehôs association with this man and, thereby, be justified in rejecting Him as their 

Messiah.
41

 
 

 Gail 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 Yeshuað the same name used today in place of His 

perfect, divinely-given name.
42

 
 

 The author of the above commentary goes on to state that Yeshu, a still shorter form of Yeshua, is an 

acronym meaning ñYimach shômo vôzikhrono (óMay his name and memory be blotted outô),ò 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.
43

 
 

 We will further address the teaching that Yeshu is an acronym for such a derogatory meaning of the 

Messiahôs 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 Messiahôs name into disrepute, would convert His name into a 

derogatory acronym meaning ñMay his name and memory be blotted out.ò  This same hostile act, 

however, can be done to virtually anyoneôs name.  To illustrate what I mean, letôs 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 ñYod, he, waw, shin, 

ayinò (˰̅ˣˢ˧).  By taking each letter of this name, we can indeed form a derogatory acronym:   ˧= yeda 

(make known, #3046), s = heres (destruction, #2041),  x= vazar (guilty, #2054),  ̅= shav (false, #7723), 

 ˰= ashowq (oppressor, #6216).
44

  By stringing together the words we have just formed from the letters of 

                                                 
39

 Gail Melvin, Yahweh Yahshua & You, Jubilee Publications, Panama City, FL, 1998, p. 165.  
40

 Ibid, p. 167. 
41

 Ibid, p. 167. 
42

 Ibid, p. 167. 
43

 Ibid, p. 169.   
44

 Word numbers for each of these words are keyed to Strongôs numbering system. 
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the name ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧, we come up with the phrase ñMake known the destruction of the guilty, false 

oppressor.ò  It is sad that the minds of men will construct such acronyms out of a personôs 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 Messiahôs 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 (or persuaded) by those who employ the ñderogatory acronymò 

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 

remainð unchanged, unaltered, unadulteratedðforever.  Unfortunately, neither His name nor 

His Sonôs 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.
45

 
 

 As shown above, author Gail Melvin lumps Yeshua in with the ñunacceptable substitutions or 

flagrantly false names.ò  Without question, she believes that Yeshua is a false, ñillegitimateò rendering of 

the Messiahôs name and is ñuseless as a means of salvation.ò  Indeed, Ms. Melvin 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 even 

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 Yahwehôs Name, 

Yeshua.
46

 
 

 Clearly, these individuals have established their position with regard to the Messiahôs name.  

Furthermore, as I have shown, in the view of some folks within the Sacred Name Movement, unless one 

pronounces the Messiahôs 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 individualsô view is, I know there are people 

who believe that because June and I donôt pronounce the Messiahôs name the same way they do, we are 

headed for the Lake of Fire. 
 

 Also noteworthy from many of the remarks cited here is the expressed belief that the Messiahôs name 

MUST contain at least a portion of the Fatherôs name.  We will address that particular teaching later in 

                                                 
45

 Gail Melvin, Yahweh Yahshua & You, Jubilee Publications, Panama City, FL, 1998, p. 171. 
46

 From a letter we received from a prisoner whom we will only identify here as Douglas, dated 12/29/02. 
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this study.  Right now our 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 Messiahôs name 

Yeshua. 
 

 Finally, letôs backtrack to the remark made by the woman who posted her commentary on the web 

forum.  As quoted earlier, she wrote, ñWith the use of óvowel dissimilationô 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.ò  I need to point 

out that she obviously intended to cite Acts 4:12 instead of Acts 12.  According to Acts 4:12, ñThere is no 

salvation by any other man; for there is no other name under heaven given among men whereby we must 

be saved.ò 
 

 Many folks within the Sacred Name Movement, including the authors heretofore cited, use Acts 4:12 

to dogmatically promote their particular pronunciation of the Messiahôs 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, ñThere is no other name 

under heaven given among men whereby we must be savedò 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 Peterôs point.  Peter was 

identifying the Man Who offers us salvation, not exhorting us to pronounce it correctly (or else).   
 

 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 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 didnôt have as much access to the truth as 

we do today, and who earnestly and fervently referred to the Messiah as ñJesus,ò are no more removed 

from the Kingdom than those of us who know that He was never addressed or referred to as ñJesusò 

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 ñerroneously ignorant.ò  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 ñerroneously ignorant.ò  

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 Messiahôs 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 Messiahôs 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 Messiahôs name, 
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author Jerry 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.
47

 
 

 I concur with Jerryôs 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 

otherôs 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.  Jerryôs 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 

donôt like to use Yahshua because that contains a form of the ñineffable nameò 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 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.
48

 
 

 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 ñout there,ò and you can see that 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 ñpick on themò 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. 

 

 Some may question whether the Sacred Name Movement in general really takes a stand against the 

                                                 
47

 From ñIs His Name Yeshua ï Yahshua ï Yahushua?ò authored by editor Jerry Healan in his YEA Newsletter, Atlanta, TX, 

Jul.-Aug. 2000, p. 5. 
48

 We are pleased to report that Jerry was later able to see and recognize the conflicting viewpoint as expressed in his e-mail, 

and he recognized that he had reverted back to expressing a view that some folks within the Sacred Name Movement program 

others to believe. As we will see shortly, Jerry corrected his ñconflicting viewpointò in a subsequent newsletter. 
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form ñYeshua.ò  To be sure, leaders such as Frank Brown and Jerry Healan, after butting heads with me a 

few times, came to agree that, even though they prefer the form Yahshua, the form Yeshua is also 

legitimate.  However, as we are about to see, they are definitely in the minority.  One of the most widely-

known Sacred Name groups is the Assemblies of Yahweh, located in Bethel, Pennsylvania.  June and I 

have some major doctrinal issues with this organization, not the least of which is the issue of the 

Messiahôs name.  What follows is a statement found in their study ñWhat is the Messiahôs Name?  

˰̅ˣˢ˧ò: 

 
ñYeshuaò is late Hebrew or Aramaic.  It is from the time when the Jews began to suppress the 

use of the tetragrammaton in mundane usage.  They began to distort the pronunciation of the 

NAME ñYAH,ò pronouncing it ñYe.ò  They are still doing this in our day.  Again allow us to 

emphasize the fact that the Saviorôs Name is recognized as being YAHSHUA in Hebrew, and 

not Yeshua or Jesus!
49

 
 

 The above author, Jacob O. Meyer, not only regards the ñYeò as being a distortion, but in his view, 

the form Yeshua shouldnôt even be up for consideration as a possible name for the Messiah.  It goes 

without saying that Mr. Meyer expressed an intolerance for the form Yeshua. 

 

 Another organization, Yahwehôs Assembly in Messiah, mirrors the understanding promulgated by the 

above group: 

 
ñYeshuaò is the translatorôs transliteration of the Aramaic or the modern Hebrew.  As stated 

previously, the e in the Name ñYeshuaò as well as the e in the word ñJehovahò is a product of 

the substitution of the vowels of ñAdonaiò so as to hide the correct pronunciation of His Holy 

Name, less it be blasphemed.  So they purposefully hid the Name by inserting false vowel points 

so that the Gentiles would not know how to pronounce the Sacred Name correctly.
50

 
  

 The above author emphatically drives home his point that the form Yeshua is the product of an 

elaborate Jewish scheme to subvert the Creatorôs name.  We do not question the fact that the Masoretes 

vowel-pointed the Tetragrammaton so as to not pronounce it as it is spelled.  However, this is no 

conspiracy, since the Jews admit that this is what their ancestors did ï and that this tradition is continued 

today.  Is this what the Jews also did to the Messiahôs name?  Weôll read more about this charge later in 

our study.  In the meantime, suffice it to say that the above author believes that anyone who refers to the 

Messiah as Yeshua either willingly or unwittingly participates in a scheme to hide the true pronunciation 

of both His name and that of His Father.  We thus see yet another clear demonstration of intolerance with 

regard to the form Yeshua. 

 

 Another Sacred Name group, the Assembly of Yahweh (7
th
 Day), has also demonstrated spiritual 

intolerance of the form Yeshua.  The following commentary is taken from a study titled ñThe Saviorôs 

Nameò: 

 
Through the centuries the Hebrew people developed a taboo against pronouncing the Fatherôs 

                                                 
49

 From the study ñWhat is the Messiahôs Name?  ˰̅ˣˢ˧ò by Jacob O. Meyer, a publication of Assemblies of Yahweh, Bethel, 

PA, copyright 1973, 1983. 
50

 From The Heavenly Fatherôs Great Name, anonymous author, published by Yahwehôs Assembly in Messiah, Rocheport, 

MO, no date available (we obtained this booklet in 1986), p. 24. 
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Name.  Even so, they still wished to use these ancient and beloved names which had in them the 

short form of the Sacred Name, Yah.  They did this by changing the A (in Yah) to an E.  This is, 

evidently, the reason for the spelling Jeshua, or Jehshua (with an E).  As the centuries passed, 

this spelling became more popular as the taboo about The Name became stronger.  This can be 

noticed in Scripture.  Before the 70 years spent in Babylon, there seems to have been only two 

men mentioned in Scripture with the spelling Jeshua (1 Chr. 24:11, 2Chr. 31:15).  During and 

after the captivity there were many with this spelling.
51

 
 

 What we find to be especially interesting about the above commentary is the fact that the author 

admits that the form Jeshua (which we know is more accurately transliterated Yeshu) came into use after 

the Babylonian Captivity.  In other words, this name was certainly in use prior to the Messiahôs birth.  

Does this mean He could have been given this name?  Not according to the general understanding 

promoted by the Sacred Name Movement.  We will discuss this reasoning later in our study.  For now, we 

can see that the author conveys the same view as the author we previously cited.  According to this view, 

those who use the form Yeshua are unwitting victims of the taboo against speaking the Creatorôs name. 

The author thus perpetrates the negative sentiment against those who refer to the Messiah as Yeshua. 

 

 The above author, in spite of his intolerance of the form Yeshua, represents one of the most respectful 

intolerances that we have encountered.  In contrast, the following Sacred Name leader depicts those who 

refer to the Messiah as Yeshua as breaking the Third Commandment: 

 
A few Messianic Jewish groups still spell the Saviorôs name as ñYeshuaò instead of the 

scholarly ñYahshua,ò perhaps to placate those who strive to conceal even the short form ñYah!ò  

We disagree with the wrong spelling ñYeshuaò (instead of Yahshua) as it breaks the Third 

Commandment by replacing the short form YAH (as found in HalleluYAH), with the ñyehò 

prefix.  Who would ever say, ñHalleluYehò?  Whenever we attempt to cover up or set aside, or 

do away with Yahwehôs name we are breaking the Third Commandment.  Yahshua boldly 

proclaimed Yahwehôs name, Psalm 22:22, John 17:6, 26.
52

 

 

 According to the view expressed above, Yeshua is ñthe wrong spelling.ò  Not only does the above 

author fail to quote or otherwise reference any sources explaining how or why his conclusion has any 

merit, but he then proceeds to operate on this presumption as though it were factual.  It is poor journalism, 

of course, to introduce a ñperhapsò clause, and then proceed as though it were a ñdefiniteò 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 we hope to sufficiently demonstrate 

later in our study, the authorôs presumption is incorrect.  Thus operating from a faulty premise, he arrives 

at what we believe is an ill-advised, flawed conclusion. 

 

 We incorporated this manôs commentary into our study to not only demonstrate the extreme negative 

regard that some hold for the form Yeshua, but there is also a very important aspect of his writing 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 disobeying 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 
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claim is valid.  In the meantime, his reading audience is subconsciously guided in the direction of spiritual 

intolerance of the form Yeshua. 

 

 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 Messiahôs name 

as Yeshua.  While the majority of them simply parrot the oft-expressed belief that those who use Yeshua 

either hide or deny the Fatherôs name, some authors, as the one above, portray those who refer to the 

Messiah as Yeshua as violating the Third Commandment.  Others, like the one whose commentary 

follows, refer to the form Yeshua as ñblasphemousò: 
 

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 devilôs 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.  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.
53

 
 

 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. 

 

 June and 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 ñjust acceptò the testimony of authors who make 

unsubstantiated claims.  We can only suggest that you, the reader, consider doing the same.  We believe 

this is what the Apostle Paul had in mind when he instructed the Thessalonian believers to ñprove all 

thingsò (I Thess. 5:21).   

 

 Sadly, much of the correspondence that we have received from dissenters, like the above commentary, 

emanates from believers who choose to withhold the needed evidence that would disprove our personal 

conviction that the Messiahôs name is most likely pronounced Yeshua.  For example, in a November 2010 

phone conversation, a dissenter named Worley made it plain that I ñshot myself in the footò in our 

original study by acknowledging that Joshua son of Nun was given the long form of the name (˰̅ˣˢ˧).  

We cover this particular argument later in our study, but for now, suffice it to say that we do indeed agree 

that Joshua was originally given the long form (˰ ̅ˣˢ˧) instead of the short form (˰ˣ̅˧). Of course, 

Worleyôs belief is that since the son of Nun and the Messiah had the same name, this can only mean that 

the correct form for both the son of Nun and the Messiah is the long form (˰̅ˣˢ˧), and even though 

Joshua was later referred to with the short form after the Babylonian Captivity, this fact is irrelevant to 

Worleyôs pre-determined conclusion ï and this doesnôt even take into consideration the additional fact 

that the existing Hebrew New Testament manuscripts refer to the Messiah with this same short form 

(˰ˣ̅˧), which is pronounced Yeshua.  During our phone conversation, Worley added that, in our original 

                                                 
53

 From an editorial titled ñWhat Did Yahshua Call His Father?ò by author Moshe Koniuchowsky, from an e-mail sent to 

[YourArmsToIsraelNews] distribution list on 06/21/01, p. 2. 



Stand Taken By the Sacred Name Movement 

 

 
 

 

Name of the Messiah:  ˰̅ˣˢ˧?  ˰ ˣ̅˧? 

30 

study, I contradicted myself in several places.  I repeatedly asked Worley to produce quotes validating my 

alleged contradictions, but he was unable to do so (nor did he exhibit a desire to produce the same).  It is 

difficult for me to correct alleged contradictions when the accusing party is unable to produce the 

necessary quotes.  I mentioned to Worley that I had already updated our original study, but that I would 

be glad to add any comments or insights that he had to offer.  He only offered one quote that seems quite 

fitting for the tone of dissenters in this chapter:  ñThe name Yeshua is an abomination!ò
54

   

 

 We need to emphasize that our purpose in addressing this topic is not necessarily to influence you to 

choose one pronunciation over another.  In fact, we urge you to think very carefully before dogmatically 

informing others that ñtheirò pronunciation is not as correct as yours, especially so if you are not prepared 

to defend your position.  Furthermore, we believe we should apply this principle to our Heavenly Fatherôs 

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 ñpronunciation of choiceò is more correct than the one in question, 

ñYeshua,ò unless we should consider the text of John 5:43 to be a valid ñproof textò 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 Messiahôs name is not ñJesus,ò 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 peoplesô 

views, then our quest for truth, not to mention our quest for unity, has just come to a screeching halt.   

 

 

Who Are the ñRealò Intolerant Ones? 

 

 When addressing any controversial topic, the opposing party is often known to try to ñturn the tablesò 

on the other party.  I am reminded of the extended lunar Sabbath discussion that I was involved in a few 

years ago.  On many occasions during that discussion, various lunar sabbatarians attempted to portray me 

as putting the historical record above Scripture.  Certainly, if I were to accept the record of history over 

and above Scripture, anything else I might write in defense of the continuously-repeating weekly Sabbath 

is automatically invalidated.  In the case of the Messiahôs name, I have repeatedly made it clear that Iôm 

not trying to dictate to anyone which spelling or pronunciation they should accept as being the most 

accurate and true.  Thatôs why we subtitled our study ñAn Appeal for Mutual Understanding and 

Acceptance of Those With Differing Ideas.ò 

 

 As it was with the lunar sabbath discussion, so it is with the discussion pertaining to the Messiahôs 

name.  Of course, our appeal for understanding must be accompanied by a defense of why we lean the 

way we do.  Yes, it is possible to argue in defense of a certain view while simultaneously requesting that 

we all respect each otherôs views as possible. 

 

 Nevertheless, here are some examples of how June and I are presented as ñthe intolerant onesò: 

 
Itôs kind of ironic that if we put our findings in print we are intolerant, but when you publish 
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your works, picking apart others who write on the name, who is the intolerant one?  Should I 

say, How bizarre?
55

 

 

 To best grasp the above authorôs perspective of his view regarding the form Yeshua, we cited his 

commentary earlier.  Heôs the one who wrote, ñIt is interesting to note here that those who are calling Him 

Yeshua leave out the part in Yahwehôs name which tells us who He is that saves.ò  Letôs think about 

this manôs charge inference that I am the one who is actually intolerant.  Am I the one who presents those 

who use the ñotherò spelling/pronunciation as intentionally leaving out or otherwise denying the Creatorôs 

name with the name we believe is most accurate? 

 

 Another author whose writings we have cited in this chapter, Jerry Healan, had the following charge 

to bring against me: 

 
 Your booklet presents Yahshua and Yeshua.  From the point of view from your booklet the 

preferred spelling and pronunciation is Yeshua.  The very words of your mouth reveal this, 

because you continually pronounce the name as Yeshua now rather than Yahshua.  Thus, even 

though you say that you still accept those who want to write and pronounce the name as 

Yahshua, you no longer do so.  Like it or not, this relegates those who utilize the form Yahshua 

to a second place status as well.  You see, our own biases and preferences do tend to relegate 

others to second place status.
56

  

 

 Do you see how Jerry and Dennis both attempt to ñturn the tablesò on June and me?  The implication 

from Dennis is that I  am the ñintolerant one.ò  According to Jerry, June and I relegate those who 

pronounce the Messiahôs name as Yahshua to ñsecond place status.ò 

 

 Another individual who attempted to ñturn the tablesò on June and me is a gentleman who read our 

study, ñThe Messiahôs Name and Spiritual Intolerance,ò that Frank Brown published in his Search the 

Scriptures newsletter.  Here is what he wrote: 

 
According to your letter in ñSearch the Scripturesò you proclaim that because you use the name 

ñYeshuaò to address the Messiah you assume that some brethren have shown ósigns of spiritual 

intoleranceô to your view.  That may be so.  However, is it possible it is because you are 

ñintolerantò 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 ñspiritual intolerance,ò be so kind and display: ña spirit of understanding towards 

those who donôt spell or pronounce the Messiahôs name the wayò you do as well.
57

 

 

 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 ñturn the tables.ò  In this case, although I laid it out in no uncertain terms to both 

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.  
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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! 

 

 In their attempt to portray June and me as the ñintolerant ones,ò what are the above individuals 

missing?  They are missing our purpose for writing this study in the first place ï to appeal for acceptance 

and understanding.  We donôt mind anyone defending why they believe the form Yahshua or Yahushua 

(˰̅ˣˢ˧) is more accurate than the form Yeshua (˰ˣ̅˧).  However, when they present those of our 

persuasion as being either willing or unwitting participants in a scheme to subvert the Creatorôs name é 

of ñleaving out the part in Yahwehôs name which tells us who He is that savesò é they arenôt being fair.  

Since these charges are never accompanied by actual evidence supporting their position, they do promote 

intolerance. When we tell others that those who use a certain form of the Messiahôs name cannot be in a 

covenant relationship with either the Father or His Son, this is intolerance. 

 

 Is it possible to defend why we believe a certain way while simultaneously encouraging acceptance of 

the other view?  In certain cases, such as this one, we believe the answer is yes.  In our defense of why we 

believe the evidence supports the form Yeshua, June and I have not attempted to present those who 

support the forms Yahshua or Yahushua as heretics or otherwise victims of a grand scheme to subvert the 

Almightyôs name.  Can the other side say the same about the way they treat those of our persuasion?  Can 

they produce inflammatory remarks from those of the ñYeshuaò persuasion directed at those of the 

ñYahshuaò persuasion?  Have we ever belittled anyone for using the form Yahshua? 

 

 If so, it was unintentional, and we apologize.  Unlike those who have portrayed June and me as 

ignorant at best and heretics at worst, June and I have no problem with the forms Yahshua, Yahushua or 

Yahoshua.  This doesnôt mean we necessarily believe that any of these pronunciations is as accurate as 

Yeshua, but that doesnôt mean be believe theyôre necessarily wrong, either. 

 

 Thankfully, folks like Frank Brown eventually understood the harm being perpetrated by those who 

portray the ñYeshuaò folks as heretics.  We thought that Jerry did as well é until he wrote the following: 

 
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 Jesus.
58 

 

 As long as the other party regards June and me as duped heretics, there will be no acceptance and 

certainly no understanding.  As long as weôre treated as duped victims of a grand Jewish conspiracy to 

subvert the Fatherôs name in the Sonôs name, no progress will be made. 
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 Here we have it, then:  The Stand Taken by the Sacred Name Movement.  I believe weôve cited 

enough sources to establish why June and I cannot currently identify with what is known as the ñSacred 

Name Movement.ò  Sadly, groups such as the The Assemblies of Yahweh, Yahwehôs Assembly in Messiah, 

Assembly of Yahweh (7
th
 Day), Yahwehôs New Covenant Assembly é virtually every major group 

considered a part of the ñSacred Name Movementò é has produced ñofficialò writings that establish their 

ñofficialò intolerance of the form Yeshua.  We have waited for ten years for even one of the above groups 

to extend an olive branch of acceptance towards those who refer to the Messiah as Yeshua. Sadly, only 

two leaders have produced the olive branch, but they do not represent any of the groups mentioned above.  

One, of those leaders is Frank Brown, whom we have previously identified as the editor of the Search the 

Scriptures newsletter; the other is Jerry Healan, who represents Yahwehôs Evangelical Assembly. 

 

 Will others follow the lead of these two gentlemen or will the Sacred Name Movement continue its 

policy of intolerance while presenting June and me as the ones with the problem? 

 



 

 

4.  Evidence for the Messiahôs Name:  We Have to Dig for It!  
 

 

 

A.  Can We Agree to Disagree Agreeably?  
 

s we consider evidence for the Messiahôs name, please bear in mind that all sides believe they 

have sufficient evidence to prove their particular spelling or pronunciation of the Messiahôs 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 canôt have unity, though, perhaps we can at least achieve mutual understanding.  That was 

my goal when I gave my presentation at the 2001 Unity Conference.  Sadly, I have come to realize that 

my goal will not be realized at the leadership level of individual assemblies.  It is through individuals such 

as Scott, whose letter I transcribed in chapter 3, that eventual unity may be achieved.  If enough people 

grasp the harm caused by spiritual intolerance of the form Yeshua and approach the leadership of these 

assemblies, some leaders may give this issue the serious attention that it deserves.   
 

 Even top Bible scholars offer differing viewpoints with regard to the actual Hebrew spelling and 

pronunciation of the Messiahôs 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, ñAre the negative sentiments so regularly aimed at 

those who refer to the Messiah as Yeshua justified?ò   
 

 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 Messiahôs name when they refer to 

Him as Yeshua, then I will have achieved my goal.  Iôm not going to ask or expect you to change your 

mind regarding the Hebrew spelling and pronunciation of the Messiahôs name, but I am going to ask you 

to try to be understanding of other views. 

A 
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B.  Historical Evidence for the form ñYahushuaò 
 

 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 ñFather of Church History,ò offered the following testimony regarding the 

Messiahôs name: 
 

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.
59

 
 

 Indeed, if we are to accept the above testimony of Eusebius as valid, we would be led to believe the 

Messiahôs 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 manôs name was pronounced Yehoshua, many within the 

Sacred Name Movement lean more towards the pronunciation Yahushua in an attempt to incorporate 

ñYahò into this name.  Usually rendered ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧ in Hebrew, it is singled out as representing the Hebrew 

spelling of Joshuaôs name on all but one occasion, Nehemiah 8:17, as previously mentioned.  Equipped 

with this understanding, including the fact that Eusebius recognized the Messiahôs name as matching 

Joshuaôs name, it is only reasonable to deduce that the Messiahôs name must likewise be spelled ˰̅ˣˢ˧ 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 Messiahôs 

name does not end with the testimony of Eusebius.   
 

 Even Eusebius was not clear on the Messiahôs name.  The above quotation represents an English 

translation of his Greek text.  As I do not have access to the Greek text of Eusebiusô writing, a question 

arises in my mind as to what ñformò of Joshuaôs 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.  Notice 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).
60

 

 

 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 
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reference Eusebius really leaves us is the Torah itself, where we know the son of Nun was indeed given 

the name ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧ 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 Messiahôs 

name as being a match with the name of the son of Nun.  If Eusebiusô testimony is valid, that name would 

likely be ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧.  This name, as understood by scholars and even the 1st century Jewish philosopher 

Philo, means ñthe salvation of Yahweh.ò61   

 

 We find it interesting that many individuals within the Sacred Name Movement lay such a heavy 

emphasis on the historical form of the Messiahôs name that they keep going é and going é and going 

through the passage of time in order to find it.  In fact, they go well over 500 years in advance of the time 

frame during which the Messiah was born to find the ñoriginal historical name.ò  This, they contend, is 

the only name that could have been given to the Messiah at birth.  While this ñenergizer bunnyò approach 

may seem to be a legitimate search method on the surface, it does not take into consideration the fact that 

names in all cultures go through an evolutionary process.  This is how names like ñElizabethò produce 

spin-offs such as ñEliza,ò ñLiza,ò ñLisa,ò ñLiz,ò ñBettyò and ñBeth.ò  Like it or not, this is what happens 

to names, whether it be in English or in Hebrew.   

 

 Many of the Sacred Name folks who hold to the form Yahushua as being the ñonly true name of the 

Saviorò reject any notion that the Hebrew name ˰̅ˣˢ˧ could have legitimately evolved into a shorter 

form such as ˰ ˣ̅˧.  In fact, some individuals claim that the form ˰ˣ̅˧ isnôt even a Hebrew name at all.  

Sacred Name author Tom Martincic, who hosts the EliYah.com web site and often goes by the 

pseudonym ñEliYah,ò is among those who claim that the form ˰ˣ̅˧ is not a Hebrew name.  According to 

Mr. Martincic, the form ˰ ˣ̅˧ is Aramaic, not Hebrew.  Of course, that would be like saying, ñJoseph isnôt 

a Hebrew name, itôs English!ò  Those who check out the origin of the name Joseph understand that, yes, 

the way it is pronounced bears the results of English influence, but it really is a Hebrew name.  In the 

same way, ñJoey,ò which is derived from ñJoseph,ò only reflects the influence of the English language on 

a name that is of Hebrew origin.  The argument that ˰ˣ̅˧ is not a Hebrew name, then, is simply 

unfounded. 

 

 Tom Martincic authored a study on the topic of the Messiahôs name, which he simply titles ñWhy 

Yahushua?ò  In his study, Mr. Martincic goes to a lot of effort to validate his conclusion that the original 

form of the Messiahôs name is pronounced Yahushua.  Without going into a lot of detail, I will say that 

his premise may be correct, yet I am at complete odds with his conclusion that this is the same form that 

the Messiah was given at birth.  Going all the way back to the 5th century BCE, Tom builds a case for his 

belief that the original pronunciation of ˰̅ˣˢ˧ is Yahushua (as opposed to Yehoshua), and he therefore 

concludes that this can only mean that Yahushua is the correct pronunciation of the name that was given 

to the Son of Yahweh at birth.  Since I wasnôt present in the 5th century BCE to hear whether the vowel 

sound in the first syllable of that name has an ñahò versus an ñehò sound, I have no choice but to 
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 Philo wrote, ñBut, 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, ówhat sort of person is this?ô but Joshua means óthe 

salvation of the Lord,ô being the name of the most excellent possible character.ò  This quotation comes from The Works of 

Philo, by Philo of Alexandria, ñOn the Change of Names,ò ch. XXI (122), translated by C. D. Yonge, Hendrickson Publishers, 

Peabody, MA, 1993, p. 351. 
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acknowledge that Tomôs findings about the original pronunciation of the form Yehoshua may possibly be 

correct.  Nevertheless, regardless of how correct Tomôs conclusion about the ñoriginal pronunciationò is, I 

must report that this premise is completely irrelevant to the discussion of how to pronounce the Messiahôs 

name because there is no rule requiring the form of the Messiahôs name that He was given at birth to 

precisely match the original form of that same name.  Here is what Tom wrote: 

 
The Murashu texts, dated 5th century BCE and written on clay tablets in 

cuneiform script, lists the names of about 70 Jewish settlers in Persia.  In these 

tablets, vowels are used. The Hebrew names which begin with ˣs˧  (Yod Heh 

Waw) are all written "Yahu-" and never "Yeho".  
 

"In the cuneiform texts Yeho [YHW], Yo [YW] and Yah [YH] are written Yahu, 

as for example in the names Jehu (Yahu-a), Jehoahaz (Yahu-khazi) and Hezekiah 

(Khazaqi-yahu)" A. H. Sayce in "Higher Criticism" notes on p. 87   
 

Notice that not only were names beginning with "Yeho" written as "Yahu", but 

also names beginning with "Yo" such as "Yochanan" (John) and "Yoel" (Joel) 

were written as "Yahu". This indicates John and Joel were originally pronounced 

"Yahuchanan" and "Yahuel".
62

  

 

 Tom goes on to write: 
 

With all the evidence, it becomes clear that the name was never originally 

pronounced "Yehoshua". Rather "Yahushua" is more correct and there is no 

reason to mispronounce the Heavenly Father's name when speaking the name of 

His Son. Just as names which end with a reference to Yahweh correctly convey 

the Father's name ("ZecharYah/ZecharYahu"), so do the names which begin with 

it.
63

 

 

 On the surface, Tomôs claim that we should pronounce the Messiahôs name Yahushua because thatôs 

the way that name was originally vocalized seems reasonable.  I say this even though Mr. Martincic 

doesn't explain how it is possible to determine what cuneiform vowels are, much less how to recognize 

the difference between a cuneiform ñehò sound symbol and a cuneiform ñahò sound symbol (how does a 

linguist point to a certain symbol and say with confidence, ñThat's an óahô soundò?).  I checked out Tomôs 

reference and it was not helpful in answering my question.   

 

 The book is actually titled The "Higher Criticism" and the Verdict of the Monuments by A. H. Sayce. 

I personally question Tomôs decision to only offer his reading audience that one lone sentence from 

Sayceôs book; however, I can see why, due to his biased approach, he omitted supplying his readers with 

the full context.  You see, according to the author of The "Higher Criticism" and the Verdict of the 

Monuments, those ñcuneiform vowelsò reveal a different pronunciation of the Creatorôs name than the one 

promoted by Tom Martincic.  Mr. Martincic fully supports referring to the Creator with the name 

pronounced Yahweh.
64

  I concur with the pronunciation Yahweh, but if we go by A. H. Sayceôs report, 
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 Thomas Martincicôs study, ñWhy Yahushua?ò can be accessed online at the following URL: 

http://www.eliyah.com/yahushua.html.  
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 Ibid. 
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 Cf., Thomas Martincicôs article titled ñWhy the Heavenly Father's name is pronounced, óYahweh.ôò This article may be read 

in its entirety by accessing the following URL:  http://www.eliyah.com/proof.htm. 

http://www.eliyah.com/yahushua.html
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which is presumably based on the same ñcuneiform vowelsò that Tom promotes in his article, then we 

should refer to the Creator as YahŁvah.  In other words, Tom employs a double standard when he uses 

Sayceôs book to justify using the first-syllable pronunciation Yah for the Messiahôs name, yet he ignores 

Sayceôs book when it comes to vocalizing the final syllable of the Creatorôs name.  Letôs examine the 

entire paragraph from A. H. Sayceôs book so we can view the writing in full context (and see what Tom 

chooses to ignore): 

 
The name of Yahveh, which is united with Elohim in the second account of the 

creation in Genesis, and by which the national God of the Hebrews was 

distinguished from the gods of the heathen, is a name upon which oriental 

archæology has as yet shed but little light.  Even its meaning and origin are 

obscure, though we now know that the full form Yahveh, or rather YahŁvah, and 

the shorter form Yeho, Yô, or rather Yahu, existed side by side from an early 

date.  In the cuneiform texts Yeho, Yô, and Yah are written Yahu, as for example 

in the names of Jehu (Yahu-a), Jehoahaz (Yahu-khazi), and Hezekiah (Khazaqi-

yahu).  But there are also contract-tablets found in Babylonia on which the names 

of Jews occur, and these names are compounded, not with Yahu, but with 

Ya(h)ava(h).  This was first pointed out by Dr. Pinches, we have Gamar-Yaôava 

or Gemariah, and Yaôava-natanu or Jonathan.
65

 

 

 Upon reading the full quotation from Sayceôs book, the obvious question is, ñWhy does Tom 

Martincic believe A. H. Sayceôs report that the first syllable of names beginning with ˣs˧  in Hebrew was 

anciently pronounced óYahu,ô yet he ignores Sayceôs additional report that the Tetragrammaton was 

anciently vocalized YahŁvah?ò  This, of course, is an example of selective citation, whereby an author 

selects the portion of a reference that seems to offer support for his view while ignoring the portion that, 

by applying the same rule, would require him to alter his view on something else.  In this instance, the 

very same ñcuneiform vowelsò that might appear to validate Mr. Martincicôs view about the first syllable 

of the Messiahôs name simultaneously invalidate his view about the final syllable of the Creatorôs name. 

 

 In spite of the awkward situation in which Mr. Martincic has placed himself, letôs say that the experts 

in Semitic linguistics are indeed able to accurately determine how ancient words were pronounced by 

looking at ñcuneiform vowels,ò and letôs say that they confirm that, anciently, the Messiahôs name was 

pronounced Yahushua.   Do we really need to go back 500 years prior to the birth of the Messiah to 

determine how His name was pronounced?  Should our goal be to pronounce the Messiahôs name in that 

name's most original form or should it be to pronounce it with the form by which He was actually named 

at birth?  Of course, Tom believes that he achieves both goals with the form Yahushua (˰̅ˣˢ˧).  

However, the existing historical evidence supports believing that the Messiah was given the name Yeshua 

(˰ˣ̅˧).  Mr. Martincic ignores the historical evidence (which he feels was mishandled), instead citing his 

interpretation of a passage in Zechariah as evidence of the ñprophetic name.ò 

 

 Why doesnôt Tom put any stock in the existing historical documents attesting to the form ˰ˣ̅˧?  He 

answered that question during a 1999 forum discussion about this very topic.  In response to my comment 

that he apparently finds archaeological evidence to be ñwrong,ò Tom wrote the following: 
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I hear you saying by the above statement that you hold the belief that I regard the 

archaeological evidence as ówrongô. I do not regard it to be wrong at all in the 

sense that I deny its existence. What I disagree with is the interpretation of the 

said evidences. The interpretation that I hear you setting forth is that since the 

short form was used in the said evidence, that this proves it had to have been the 

short form originally. I take a more skeptical position based on my understanding 

of Zechariah 6 as well as the knowledge of the óineffable nameô doctrine being 

well seated in mainstream christianity at least as soon as the early half of the 2nd 

Century C.E. This is evidenced by the writings of Justin Martyr who stated:  
 

For no one can utter the name of the ineffable deity(theos); and if 

any one dare to say that there is a name, he raves with a hopeless 

madness. (I Apol.,61) 
 

Therefore, to sum it up, I believe that we both acknowledge the ñevidenceò. One 

of us believes it is a reliable witness for the original name, the other sees it as 

unreliable evidence for such. If we want to go on evidence, look at all the 

evidence for ñIesousò? Yet, we both view it as an unreliable source for the 

original name and for very good reasons.  
 

The second reason I view it as an unreliable witness for the original name is that 

there is no way to prove that those who put ñYeshuaò in the various places didnôt 

think it mattered. They may have believed it was ok to shorten the Messiahôs 

name from ñYahushuaò to ñYeshuaò. For these reasons, I do not rely on these 

evidences to verify the Messiah's true name. It would be one thing if we were 

discussing whether or not it is óokayô to shorten the Messiah's name to begin 

with. It is quite another when we are discussing that the óshortened formô was the 

Messiahôs original name.
66

  

 

 What the above commentary essentially amounts to is Tom disagreeing with the ñinterpretationò of 

the only existing historical evidence supporting the name given to the Messiah at birth in favor of his 

interpretation of the prophecy found in Zechariah chapter 6.
67

  During the discussion, I cited 

archaeological evidence supportive of the short form ˰ ˣ̅˧, and since that discussion additional 

archaeological evidence has been found.
68

  Nevertheless, our primary source of historical evidence comes 
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 From a posting that Thomas Martincic submitted under the screen name ñEliYahò on his EliYahôs Forums web site on 12-

08-1999 at 12:26 AM.  The name of the forum topic was ñName of Our Messiah,ò which may be accessed at the following 

URL:  http://www.eliyah.com/forum2/Forum1/HTML/001600-4.html. 
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 For a more in-depth treatment of Tomôs interpretation of this chapter, please see chapter 8, ñThe Validity of the Form 

Yahushua: Prophetic Name of the Messiah?ò 
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 See our inside cover, where we provide information about the inscription ñYahuda, son of Yeshuaò found on an ossuary near 

Jerusalem.  This ossuary, bearing the Hebrew ˣs˧  (ñYahò) in conjunction with the name ñYeshua,ò effectively disproves the 

contention that the form ñYeshuaò is the result of a Jewish conspiracy to remove ñYahò from the Messiahôs name. More 

recently, another ossuary bearing the inscription ñYaôaqob, son of Yoseph (Joseph), brother of Yeshuaò was brought to global 

attention (cf., the Nov./Dec. issue of Biblical Archaeology Review).  Did this ossuary once contain the bones of James, the son 

of Joseph, the brother of the Messiah?  This ossuary and the questions it raises have been the center of great controversy, and 

you can be certain that Sacred Name Movement supporters of the form Yahushua are counted among those who consider the 

inscription to be a modern forgery. Hershel Shanks, the editor of Biblical Archaeology Review, along with a number of experts, 

including epigrapher André Lemaire, contends that the ossuary inscription is authentic. The Israeli Antiquities Society, 

consisting of Jews who would certainly be biased against the genuineness of the inscription, ruled that it is a modern forgery 

made sometime after the year 2000. Later, however, a photograph of the ossuary, including the inscription, which was taken in 
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from textual evidence, including all existing copies of the Hebrew gospel of Matthew.  We will examine 

this evidence later in our study.  For now, suffice it to say that it is the short form ˰ˣ̅˧ that appears in 

these documents.  While Sacred Name Movement representatives, including Tom Martincic, agree that it 

is the short form that is found in these documents, they are quick to point out that since the Creatorôs 

name (the Tetragrammaton) is not found in those same documents, this points to the likelihood that those 

who removed the name Yahweh from the existing Hebrew versions of the gospel of Matthew also 

changed the spelling of the Messiahôs name from ˰̅ˣˢ˧ to ˰ ˣ̅˧.  Here is what Tom wrote: 
 
There are also no traces of historical documents or manuscripts specifically 

showing the name ñYahwehò in the NT. Yet, we know it was there originally 

based on what scripture says. If one was changed, the other could have been 

changed as well. It doesn't seem unlikely that both would have been changed at 

the same time.
69

 

 

 In other words, according to Tom Martincic, it is likely that those who removed the name ˢˣˢ˧ from 

Hebrew versions of the gospel of Matthew also changed the spelling of the Messiahôs name from the 

ñlong formò to the ñshort form.ò  This assumptive reasoning fails to rationalize how the Almighty, 

knowing that His Son would one day be born in Bethlehem, would allow the name ˰̅ˣˢ˧, which was 

understood as being the name of Joshua son of Nun, to be rendered ˰ˣ̅˧ in two inspired books of 

Scripture.  This ñname change,ò which obviously was not met with Yahwehôs wrath and indignation, 

should not be expected to be regarded differently by Yahweh with the naming of His Son. 

 

 If the Messiahôs given name at birth is ˰ˣ̅˧, which is considered the ñshort formò of the longer form 

˰̅ˣˢ˧, then it only makes sense that we refer to Him with that shorter form.  For anyone to maintain that 

we should refer to Him with the long form ñbecause it's the original formò would be the same as saying 

we should pronounce Jennyôs name as ñJenniferò because thatôs the original form of the name ñJenny.ò  

Never mind the fact that ñJennyò is what appears on her birth certificate!  It would be like saying we 

should pronounce Mikeôs name as ñMichaelò because thatôs the original form of the name ñMike.ò  

Again, never mind that ñMikeò is the name on his birth certificate!  In my own case, it would be like 

referring to me as ñLawrence,ò even though ñLarryò is on my birth certificate.  Iôve actually been called 

ñLawrenceò on quite a few occasions, and itôs never bothered me; however, that doesnôt mean itôs my 

name!  What would be most helpful in the case of the Messiahôs name would be to see the name that is on 

His birth certificate.  Since He didnôt have a birth certificate for us to examine, the only viable option is to 

find the name that is found within the existing written records.  Texts such as the Hebrew Matthew 

validate that His name was spelled yod, shin, waw, ayin (˰ˣ̅˧).  Please note that this is not the spelling 

advocated by many within the Sacred Name Movement, including Thomas.  They insist that we should 

refer to Him with the long form (˰̅ˣˢ˧), which is vocalized Yahushua. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                            
1976, surfaced. As Lior Beringer, attorney for the ossuaryôs owner, stated, ñIt is unreasonable that someone would forge an 

inscription like this in the 70s and suddenly decide to come out with it in 2002.ò For a summary of this controversy please see 

the Wikipedia article ñJames Ossuary.ò  It can be accessed online at the following URL:  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_Ossuary.  
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 As we have already seen, this is not the spelling advocated by many within the Sacred Name 

Movement, including Tom, who, as we pointed out above, claims that the long form was in the original 

text, but was later subverted by impious Jews.  The primary difficulties that Mr. Martincic does not 

resolve are (1) providing any evidence, apart from his interpretation of the Bible, that the Messiah was 

given the long form as His name at birth and (2) explaining why the short form is allowed in the inspired 

canon of the Bible if it truly represents an attempt to remove the Fatherôs name from the long form.  Later 

in this study we will see that, in fact, the Fatherôs name is not removed from the form ˰ ˣ̅˧. 

 

 Therefore, as noble as Tomôs intentions may be, they are based on flawed reasoning.  Our focus 

should be on what name was actually given to the Son of Yahweh, not on what the original form of that 

name is. 
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C.  Historical Evidence for the form ñYeshuaò 
 

 We have previously addressed the fact that, according to Eusebius, the Messiah was given the same 

name that Moses gave to Joshua son of Nun.  Despite Eusebiusô testimony, a couple of factors need to be 

addressed:  1)  Although Moses gave Joshua the ñlong formò of the name ˰̅ˣˢ˧, it is a matter of record 

that Joshua was also known by the ñshort formò of this name, ˰ˣ̅˧, a name commonly recognized as 

having the pronunciation Yeshua.  Joshua was referred to by this ñshort formò name on only one occasion, 

yet this one occasion is sufficient to demonstrate an important fact: ˰̅ˣˢ˧ and ˰ ˣ̅˧ are interchangeable 

names.  Not only this, but as we will see, a high priest known as Joshua (˰̅ˣˢ˧) was also referred to as 

Jeshua (˰ˣ̅˧).  2)  Eusebius himself, while recognizing the Messiahôs name as matching the name of the 

son of Nun, certainly did not himself employ the ñlong formò 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-Tobôs 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 would hardly have attempted to beautify and enhance the 

text of Matthew at the same time he refuted it.  The textôs literary niceties appear to come from 

the hand of a believer, not a hostile polemist.
70

 
 

 Shown on the following page is a photocopy from Matthew chapter one, reflecting the Hebrew 

spelling of the Messiahôs name as found in the Shem-Tob version.  As you can see, His name is spelled 

ˣ̅˧˽˰  (yod, shin, waw, ayin), as opposed to the form commonly recognized by members of the Sacred 

Name Movement ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧ -- yod, heh, waw, shin, ayin). 
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 From Hebrew Gospel of Matthew by George Howard, Mercer University Press, Macon, GA, 1995, p. 184. 
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71
 

 

 The Messiahôs name is actually most often spelled  ̅˧˽x (Yeshu) in the Shem-Tob version, which 

many, including the author cited in our previous chapter, consider to be the culminating result of a Jewish 

conspiracy to dishonor and subvert the Messiahôs name.  In fact, some compare Yeshua/Yeshu to a Jewish 

writing known as the Tolôdoth Yeshu.  The Tolôdoth Yeshu is a Jewish medieval writing, which is a 

parody on the account of the Messiah, aimed at discrediting Him.  Tolôdoth Yeshu, by the way, means 

ñGenerations of Yeshu.ò According to Professor Howard, ñIn brief, the Tolôdoth 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.ò72 
 

 Howard adds the following:                
 

According to the Tolôdoth Yeshu, Jesusô original name was Yehoshua (˰̅ˣˢ˧).  Later, when he 

became a heretic, his name was changed to Yeshu (ˣ̅˧).  The explanation given for this change 

is that ˣ̅˧ stands for ˣ˶˩ˤˣ ˣˬ̅  ˢˬ˧(Yimmah shemo wôzichro), meaning:  ñmay his name and 

memory be blotted out.ò
73

 

 

 A personal note regarding use of the Tolôdoth Yeshu to prove anything regarding the Messiahôs 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 

Tolôdoth 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 Tolôdoth Yeshu, ñThis name later deteriorated to Yeshu.ò   
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 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.
74

   
 

 Certainly, if walking in front of sages with oneôs head uncovered is an act of ñshameful disrespect,ò 

we should expect to find some allusion to this alleged ñfactò 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 Tolôdoth Yeshu, the man claiming to be the Messiah was able to perform miracles 

by virtue of having written the Creatorôs 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 ñsecret,ò 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. 
 

 According to the Tolôdoth Yeshu, the Messiah lied when asked his name:  ñAsked 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.ò 
 

 According to the Tolôdoth Yeshu, it was Queen Helene who played a role in the burial of the 

Messiahôs body.  According to the Bible, it was Pontius Pilate.  Pontius Pilate is not even mentioned in 

the Tolôdoth 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 

Pilateôs coins.75 
 

 There are those who urge me to be cautious before actually rejecting such a ñhostile witnessò as the 

Tolôdoth 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 ñhostile witnessò account 

outlining Moabite King Meshaôs victory over Israel.  It was written to give honor to their deity Chemosh 

while mocking the Israelitesô deity Yahweh!  Nevertheless, this ñhostile witnessò 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 
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 This quotation, as well as subsequent information relevant to the Tolôdoth Yeshu, was obtained from a Web site hosted by the 

University of Pennsylvania.  In offering readers the ñToledoth Yeshu,ò we are told, ñThis is a derogatory version of the life of 
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395-396. 
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supports the authenticity of Scripture, it is a useful ñhostile witness,ò even though it was written to 

discredit those who worship Yahweh.76  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 Tolôdoth Yeshu, 

however, which in turn reveals the clear unethical intent behind such a maliciously written document, I 

would be quite reluctant to use the Tolôdoth Yeshu to prove ANY point, including the original spelling of 

the Messiahôs name. 
 

 In considering our case regarding the Messiahôs 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, as we have already pointed out on several occasions, that many 

within the Sacred Name Movement consider the Hebrew spelling of the Messiahôs name as it appears in 

those three versions to be the result of a deliberate conspiracy to remove and subvert the Messiahôs actual 

name.   Letôs 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 óyodsô (The Semitic Origin of the New Testament p. 37 [footnote]).
77

 
 

 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 Fatherôs name to óYod Yodô or something 

else.  Why would one believe they would not fear taking the Fatherôs name out of the Sonôs?
78

 
 

 As we consider the validity of the above remarks, we need to reinforce the fact 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, Jerry Healan, later attempted to demonstrate that the books of 

Scripture containing the form Yeshua were ñnot books necessarily of inspiration.ò
79

  This is precisely 

where this discussion will go when we take the aversion for the form Yeshua to its furthest extreme. 
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 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:  ñAnd Chemosh said to me:  óGo, take Nebo against Israel.ô  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.ò  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 ñMoabite Stone,ò p. 509. 
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 Excerpt from a letter sent by Jerry Healan, dated March 10, 1998, pp. 2-3. 
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 From a posting submitted on 12-02-1999 at 04:44 PM EST in the forum thread titled ñName of Our Messiah.ò  This posting 

was submitted by forum board owner Tom Martincic, who prefers to go by the pseudonym ñEliYah.ò  The entire forum 

discussion by be read online by accessing the following URL:  http://www.eliyah.com/forum2/Forum1/HTML/001600.html. 
79

 From an e-mail that Jerry Healan sent me dated 02/22/1999.  His exact words are, ñOnly in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah 

is the form yod, shin, waw, ayin utilized. And if he did write the books of Chronicles as tradition dictates, then he wrote the 

name as yod, heh, waw, shin, ayin in one place speaking of the son of Nun. Now, this is my observation, but it appears that the 

books of Ezra and Nehemiah are historical books and not books necessarily of inspiration. I havenôt found a place in those 

books where he received instruction from Yahweh by saying, óThe word of Yahweh came unto me.ô But again, his 

contemporary Zechariah, who did receive inspiration was led to spell the name yod, heh, waw, shin, ayin.ò 
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 The other individual, although not going so far as to question the inspiration of the books Ezra and 

Nehemiah, nevertheless attempted to discredit anything written in Aramaic.  He wrote, ñLarry, 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.ò
80

   
  

 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 ñbooks of inspiration.ò  

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 Messiahôs name suddenly develops into 

more than just a ñside issue.ò  The very inspiration of Scripture is suddenly put to the test. 
 

 Jerry Healan based his rejection of Yeshua as it appears in the Hebrew Matthew on the fact that 

Yahwehôs name does not actually appear in any of the extant Hebrew Matthews.  His premise seems to 

be, ñSince Yahwehôs name was obviously removed, we can be certain the Messiahôs name was also 

corrupted.ò  Perhaps he is correct.  Perhaps the scribes DID corrupt the Messiahôs name.  But before 

taking the ñguilty until proven innocentò approach, letôs consider ALL the possibilities.  Is it also possible 

they left the Messiahôs name intact?  Yes, it is. 

 

 What incentive would Jews have to tamper with the Messiahôs name?  Presumably, it was to remove 

the Fatherôs name.  If this is true, then for the sake of consistency one should expect them to have 

removed the Fatherôs name every time it forms a part of another manôs name, for presumably their 

mission is to prevent others from saying ñYah.ò  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 Jehoshaphatôs name match the first three letters of the Tetragrammaton, as does the name 

Yahushua.  Jehoshaphatôs name is spelled ˦˲˷ˣˢ˧ in Hebrew.  If the Jews were so intent on removing the 

Fatherôs name from the Messiahôs name, why did they stop with His name?  Why not remove it from 

Jehoshaphatôs name, too? 
 

 Letôs go a step further.  If the Jews were so intent on removing the Creatorôs name from the Messiahôs 

name, why do they continue to refer to the son of Nun as ñJoshuaò?  All one has to do is restore the ñYò 

sound where it belongs and voil¨!  You have the pronunciation ñYoshua,ò i.e., ñYahshua.ò  If, as is so 

often claimed, Jews are guilty of subverting the ñahò sound to make it an ñehò sound, then why do they 

consistently refer to the son of Nun as ñJoshuaò in their writings?  Why donôt they refer to him as 

ñJeshuaò 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  ˧to Hosheaôs name, so that his name 

would begin with the letters of Godôs name [ˢ˘˧].  The Hebrew name Yehoshua means, God 
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 From a posting submitted on posted 12-15-1999 at 07:58 PM EST in the forum thread titled ñName of Our Messiah.ò  This 

posting was submitted by forum board owner Tom Martincic, who prefers to go by the pseudonym ñEliYah.ò  The entire forum 
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save or God will save, which signifies that Moses prayed, óMay God save you [Joshua] from the 

conspiracy of the spiesô (Rashi).
81

 
 

 It is interesting to note that not only do Jews regularly employ the form ñJoshuaò in reference to the 

son of Nun in spite of the fact that this pronunciation carries the ñahò sound, but also noteworthy is the 

fact that, while Jews openly teach against speaking the name ñYahweh,ò nowhere do they teach against 

speaking names that contain the ñYahò sound.  One case in point is the former Israeli prime minister 

named Benjamin Netanyahu.   

 

 For those who may not fully grasp why so many within the Sacred Name Movement are so adamant 

that the pronunciation Yeshua is the result of the Jewsô determination to acknowledge the Fatherôs name 

in the Sonôs name, Sacred Name Movement evangelist Jerry Healan offered us a concise summary: 

 
Many times today people will go to a Rabbi to ask the correct spelling of the Saviorôs name, not 

realizing if he told you Yahshua, he would be breaking a major tradition in Judaism of not 

pronouncing the Heavenly Fatherôs name.  Also in recognizing this spelling he would be 

honoring a person who said He is the Meshi-Yah to say nothing of being Elohim and Master.  

The name Jesus is the result of this lack of revelation.  In coming through the Greek, the name 

Yeshu lost the ñshò sound since there is no ñhò in the Greek.  The ñsò was added because of 

Greek grammar.  This is also true of the name Moses (correctly Mosheh in the original).  Then 

the Latin form of Yeshu is Iesus because the ñiò represents the ñyò sound in the Greek and 

Latin.  The original King James version 1611 edition spells the name this way.  In 1630 the ñjò 

was added to the English alphabet to represent the ñyò sound and the ñiò would represent the 

long ñiò sound.  The French perverted the sound of the ñjò to the ñdzò sound we have for the ñjò 

today.  The ñyò was later added to represent the ñyò sound in ñyesò in our language.  We can see 

how this erroneous spelling of our Saviorôs name denies His Meshi-Yahship, Rulership, and 

Mightiness.
82

 
 

 As we demonstrated earlier, although Jerry Healanôs explanation represents the summary position of 

the Sacred Name Movement in general, it just doesnôt ñhold water.ò  Not only does it fail to satisfactorily 

explain why Jews ñsettleò for the name ñJoshua,ò knowing that that ñahò sound in that name comes 

extremely close to the ñYahò pronunciation, but we havenôt addressed several other words in their 

vocabulary that start with the ñYahò sound.  One easy example is that of the city Jahzah, more correctly 

pronounced Yahzah.  This city is mentioned in I Chronicles 6:78 (I Chronicles 6:63 in the Jewish Tanakh 

ï The Holy Scriptures).  The name of this city is spelled s˴ ˢ˧ in Hebrew (word #3096 in Strongôs Hebrew 

and Chaldee Dictionary).  Why didnôt Judaism cover up the ñYahò sound so as to pronounce this cityôs 

name Yehzah? 

 

 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 ñfalse teacher.ò  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 ñbad guyò 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, 
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 From The Chumash:  The Torah:  Haftaros and Five Megillos With a Commentary Anthologized From the Rabbinic 
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82

 Excerpt from a letter we received from Jerry Healan in March 1998. 



Evidence for the Messiahôs Name:  We Have to Dig for It! 

 

 
 

 

Name of the Messiah:  ˰̅ˣˢ˧?  ˰ ˣ̅˧? 

48 

1978 coerced his followers to drink Flavor-Aid
83

 laced with cyanide, whose name would you give me?  

Many are familiar with this historical event and know the manôs name was Jim Jones.  In our attempt to 

discredit Jonesô 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. Jonesô 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 Messiahôs 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 ñreallyò 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 Yahwehôs name as adonai 

out of their ñreverenceò for the sanctity of His name and the belief that it is ñtoo sacred to pronounce.ò  

They admit to this substitution of the Creatorôs 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 Messiahôs 

name, I can only conclude that they have had no desire, let alone motive, to change His name. 
 

 Thus, it is quite possible that ñYeshuaò 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 Joshuaôs name.  Not only this, but if the Hebrew scribes did indeed remove 

Yahwehôs name from the Messiahôs name, then why didnôt they do the same with Jehoshaphatôs name? 
 

 As we consider ALL the possibilities, though, we do need to acknowledge the possibility that, indeed, 

Jewish scribes DID tamper with the Messiahôs name.  Even Professor George Howard recognizes this 

possibility.  In his book Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, he writes: 
 

Shem-Tobôs 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.
84

 
 

 Professor Howard further acknowledged the possibility that the Messiahôs name may have been 

corrupted in an article he authored entitled ñA Primitive Hebrew Gospel of Matthew and the TolôDoth 

Yeshu,ò 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 Jesusô name, from Yeshua to Yeshu, it is inconceivable that a Jewish 
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Christian, composing the Hebrew Matthew at an early date, would have introduced such a 

discrepancy in the spelling of Jesusô name.  It is likely, on the other hand, given the nature of the 

Tolôdoth 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 Jesusô 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 

Messiahôs 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 ñYeshuaò to ñYeshu.ò  He 

does not mention a change from ñYahushuaò to ñYeshua.ò  Nor does he mention any negative attributes 

associated with ñYeshuaò -- he only mentions the possibility that the form ñYeshuò may have been 

employed as an insult to the Messiah. 
 

 Notice also Professor Howardôs 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 Messiahôs 

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.85  The odds of Jewish 

scribes so thoroughly and completely changing New Testament texts so as to alter the name Yahushua 

(˰̅ˣˢ˧) to Yeshua (˰ˣ̅˧) 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 the Shem-Tob Hebrew 

Matthew.  There are those who adopt the view that the Messiahôs name was originally spelled 

ñyod, heh, waw, shin, ayin,ò but that it was changed to óyod, shin, waw, ayinô by impious 

scribes.  Would you be able to help me with any insight or evidence? 
 

 Here is Professor Howardôs 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 ñmay his name and 

memory be blotted outò.  I offer an explanation for this in my book (second edition, p. 207).
86
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 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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 From an e-mail received from George Howard on 2/3/99.  
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 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 Messiahôs name. 
 

 In spite of Professor Howardôs claim that Yeshua was changed to Yeshu by impious scribes, other 

sources assert that there never was anything ñnegativeò 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.  ˰ˣ̅˧: A contraction of ˰̅ˣˢ˧ [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 ˣ̅˧ [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, YeshuaᾸ, 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).ò
87

 
 

When I brought this quotation to Professor Howardôs attention, he agreed that in its original form, there 

may have been nothing negative associated with the form ñYeshu,ò 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: 
 

I cannot answer your question with finality.  My feeling is that the change of Jesusô 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 Tolôdoth Yeshu that there was a literary relationship 

between Tolôdoth Yeshu and Hebrew Matthew.  In Tolôdoth Yeshu it is definitely the case that 

Jesusô 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.
88

 
 

 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. 
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D.  Donôt New Testament Passages Acts 7:45 and Hebrews 4:8 Prove the Messiahôs 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 --  ñOur ancestors in turn brought it (the tent of testimony) in with Joshua when they 

dispossessed the nations that Yahweh drove out before our ancestors.ò 
 

Hebrews 4:8 -- ñFor if Joshua had given them rest, Yahweh would not speak later about another 

day.ò 
 

 These two verses are well known for representing classic mistranslations in the King James Version.  

Since both Joshuaôs name (Yahushua) and the Messiahôs name are given the same, exact spelling in 

Greek, the translators of the King James Version goofed and rendered both ñJoshuasò as ñJesus.ò   Many 

regard the fact that both names are spelled the same in Greek (Ƚɖůɞɡɠ) as proof that the Messiahôs name 

ñmustò be spelled exactly the same as the long form of Joshuaôs name.  In other words, Ƚɖůɞɡɠ= 

Yahushua, but Ƚɖůɞɡɠ 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:  
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 As we review the contents of the preceding pages, letôs start with the Greek New Testament.89  We can 

see from such passages as Matthew 9:4 that the Messiahôs name is rendered Ƚɖůɞɡɠ 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 Ƚɖůɞɡɠin Greek.  If we were to stop there, we might conclude that whenever we see the Greek 

name Ƚɖůɞɡɠ, it can only represent the Greek rendering of the Hebrew form ˰̅ˣˢ˧.  However, when we 

examine the ensuing pages, we see another perspective begin to unfold.   
 

 The next page we display shows the Hebrew text of Joshua 5:13 as it appears in The Interlinear 

Bible.90  Note how Joshuaôs name is spelled in the Hebrew (˰̅ˣˢ˧).  This is what is termed ñthe long 

formò of the name in question, spelled ñyod, he, waw, shin, ayinò in Hebrew.  On the lower half of the 

page is this same passage as it appears in the Greek Septuagint91.  As we can see, once again, Joshuaôs 

name is rendered Ƚɖůɞɡɠ in Greek.  We can thus discern that the Hebrew ˰̅ˣˢ˧ is indeed considered 

equivalent to the Greek Ƚɖůɞɡɠ. 
 

 Again, if we stop right here, one might prematurely conclude that Ƚɖůɞɡɠ can only be considered the 

Greek form of Yahushua, NOT Yeshua.  Now letôs examine our final inserted page where we can see 

without a doubt that, indeed, the form Yeshua is ALSO rendered Ƚɖůɞɡɠ 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 ˰ˣ̅˧.92 
 

   And now, note how ñJeshuaò 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 Ƚɖůɞɡɠ in Greek!   
 

 Once we examine this evidence, we can see that it is not accurate to state that the Messiahôs name 

ñmustò be Yahushua because of the fact that Yahushua is rendered Ƚɖůɞɡɠ in Greek.  Yeshua, as we have 

just shown, is also rendered Ƚɖůɞɡɠ in Greek! 
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  The texts photocopied for each of these three inserted sheets, both Greek New Testament and Hebrew Interlinear, are all 

taken from The Interlinear Bible, Jay P. Green, Sr., General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 
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 From The Interlinear Bible:  Hebrew-Greek-English, Jay P. Green, Sr., General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson 

Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1985. 
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  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. 
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 Actually, what you see circled (on the photocopy) is a word spelled   .˰ˣ̅˧ˣThe ñwawò ()x that begins this nameôs spelling is 

simply the Hebrew word ñAnd,ò which they linguistically tack on to words.  This is just a part of Hebrew grammar. 
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E.  But ñYeshuaò 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 reasoning 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, óElohim, therefore, has highly exalted Him and given Him the Name 

which is above every name.ô  The name Yeshua belonged to many people and is not óabove 

every name.ô  Is this óName above every nameô not the Name of ˢˣˢ˧ or its abbreviated forms ˢ˧ 

or x ˢ˧?
93

       
 

 According to the publishers of The Scriptures, then, ñYeshuaò cannot be the Messiahôs name because 

many people were named ñYeshua,ò and this must therefore indicate that ñYeshuaò is not ñabove every 

name.ò  Now please donôt get me wrong, here!  Iôm not trying to say I know the precise interpretation of 

ñname above every name.ò  However, I believe it is safe to say I know what it does not mean!  I do not 

believe ñname above every nameò means ña name not shared with any other man,ò unless perhaps the 

Messiahôs 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 ñfull nameò 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 Messiahôs 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 men 

named Yeshua.  According to Ray Ehrenshaft in his article ñWhy Do We Call Our Messiah Yeshua 

Rather than Jesus?ò the name Yeshua is in a tie for 3rd place for names during the Biblical period of our 

Savior.94  However, according to the article ñHow Yeshuóa Became Jesusò by Joseph Stallings, Yeshua 

only shares a 5th place tie.95  Iôm not prepared to conduct an investigation to determine which of these two 

men is correct, so Iôll 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 doesnôt mean it couldnôt have been the name given 

to the Messiah.  If His name is ñabove every name,ò and if ñabove every nameò means ñnot shared by any 

other person,ò 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 

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 
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 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. 
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 From ñWhy Do We Call Our Messiah Yeshua Rather than Jesus?ò by Ray (Reuven) Ehrenshaft of Kehilat Dvar haShem, 

found at the following web site: http://www.kehilatdvarhashem.org/YeshuaJesus.htm 
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 From ñHow Yeshuóa Became Jesusò by Joseph Stallings, The Catholic Digest, January 1991, p. 45. 
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˰̅ˣˢ˧.96  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 ña 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.ò97  With all these men named Yahushua, it seems 

premature to determine that it is a better candidate for the Messiahôs name than Yeshua is, just because 

ñnot as many menò were given that name! 
 

 We therefore can recognize and understand that the Messiahôs 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 

Messiahôs name!  Consider the following information provided by The Anchor Bible Dictionary: 
 

In Jesusô own lifetime, his name, since it was common in Israel, called for a specifier:  ñJesus 

the Galileanò (Matt 26:69; cf. 21:11), or, more often, ñJesus of Nazarethò or ñJesus the 

Nazarean.ò
98

 
 

 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 ñspecifier,ò such as ñYeshua of Nazarethò when making reference to Him.  He 

would have simply been referred to by His ñfirst name onlyò without a need to add ñof Nazareth,ò ñof 

Galilee,ò 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 Eastonôs Bible Dictionary: 
 

To distinguish Him from others so called, He is spoken of as óJesus of Nazarethô (John 18:7) 

and óJesus the son of Josephô (John 6:42).
99

 
 

 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 to Him as Yeshua of Nazareth or 

Yeshua of Galilee.  They used these ñspecifiersò to identify which Yeshua was being referred to.  The 

controversy surrounding the interpretation of Philippians 2:9 is resolved when we understand that ñname 

above every nameò does not mean the Messiah was given a unique name not shared by any human. 
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 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. 
97

 From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 3, David Noel Freedman, editor-in-chief, Doubleday, 1992, p. 1,001. 
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 From The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 3, David Noel Freedman, editor-in-chief, Doubleday, 1992, p. 773. 
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 From Eastonôs Bible Dictionary, third edition, by M.G. Easton, M.A., D.D., published by Thomas Nelson, 1897, item 

ñJesus.ò 
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F.  But if the Form ñYahushuaò Was Also Fairly Common, Then Doesnôt This Mean ñYahushuaò 

May Have Been the Messiahôs Name? 

 

 Yes, we believe it does!  The main thing preventing us from leaning more towards Yahushua as 

opposed to Yeshua is the lack of manuscript evidence supporting Yahushua.  We believe we should keep 

in mind that the two forms are interchangeable, though, and both forms are recognized as ñvalidò by 

Yahweh or else He wouldnôt have inspired those names to be found within the text of Scripture.  



 

 

5.  Must the Sonôs Name Contain the Name of His Father? 
 

 

 

n Part III, we 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 Messiahôs name.  

Many point to John 5:43 and insist this means that ñYAHò must form a part of His name.  Some are 

so adamant about this that they actually condemn those with an opposing view!  Letôs take a quick look at 

John 5:43: 
 

43 
I have come in My Fatherôs 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 Messiahôs name must contain a portion of Yahwehôs name.  One such source from 

which I quoted was an article entitled ñHow the Saviorôs Name Was Changed.ò  Here is that quotation 

once again:   

 
The Savior clearly avowed, óI am come in my Fatherôs Name,ô John 5:43.  This passage means 

that He carried His Fatherôs Name.  Its meaning is not limited solely to His coming by authority 

or command of the Heavenly Father.
100

 

 

 Another man, on an Internet forum discussion board, wrote 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 

Fatherôs NAME.  By the Messiahôs own testimony, He came in His Fatherôs name with all its 

power and authority, by YHWHôs permission, if you will.
101

 

 

 Certainly, the predominant belief among those in the Sacred Name Movement is that since the 

Messiah came IN HIS FATHERôS 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. 

 

 Regrettably, this argument lacks substance, since coming in the Fatherôs name cannot logically be 

construed to mean the Fatherôs 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: 

 
45 
Then said David to the Philistine, óThou 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! 

 

 If we apply the logic employed by many within the Sacred Name Movement, we are left to believe 
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 YNCA (Yahwehôs New Covenant Assembly), ñHow the Saviorôs Name Was Changedò (authorôs name not provided), April 

1999.  The article was accessed online at the following URL:  http://www.ynca.com/howthesa.htm, but was later moved (with 

changes, such as converting the Messiahôs name from Yahshua to Yahshuah) to: 

www.loveshalomministry.com/How%20The%20Saviors%20Name%20Was%20Changed.pdf. 
101

 From a posting submitted on 11-26-1999 at 07:31 AM EST in the forum thread titled ñName of Our Messiahò by an 

individual who only identified himself as Don.  The entire forum discussion by be read online by accessing the following URL: 

http://www.eliyah.com/forum2/Forum1/HTML/001600.html. 
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that ñDavidò must not be the true name of the King of Israel.  You see, he came ñin the name of Yahweh.ò  

Therefore, if we apply their logic, ñYahwehò must have formed a part of Davidôs name; yet neither ñYahò 

nor ñYahwehò forms any part of Davidôs name! 

 

 Again, David came in Yahwehôs name, but ñYahwehò does not form any part of Davidôs name.  

Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that just because the Messiah came in His Fatherôs name, this does 

NOT mean that ñYahò 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 Messiahôs Hebrew Name: 

ñYeshuaò Or ñYahshuaò? 
by Dr. Daniel Botkin  

 
The Messiahôs 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 ñeò and ñah.ò 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 Saviorôs true name. Those who call the Messiah Yeshua  are accused 

of perpetuating a Jewish c onspiracy and ñdenying His nameò or 

ñdegrading Himò 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 Messiahôs name was 

the same as Joshuaôs, written ˰̅ˣˢ˧ or ̅ˣˢ˧ˣ˰  ( Strongôs #3091). The only 

problem is that neither of these Hebrew spellings of Joshuaôs name can 

possibly be pronounced ñYahshua.ò The third letter in Joshuaôs name 

(reading from right to left) is the letter vav  (w) and a vav  cannot be 

sil ent. The letter vav  must be pronounced as either a ñvò or an ñoò or 

an ñu.ò (In the case of Joshua , it takes an ñoò sound, giving us ñYe-

ho- SHU- a.ò Strongôs confirms this pronunciation.) For a name to be 

pronounced ñYahshua,ò it would have to be spelled ($--gx, and no such 

name exists anywhere in the Hebrew Bible. You donôt have to just take 

my word for it, though. Dr. Danny Ben - Gigi says of the Yahshua  form 

that ñthere is no such name in Hebrewò and that ñpeople invented it to 

fit their theology.ò Dr. Ben- Gigi is an Israeli and the former head of 

Hebrew programs at Arizona State University. He is the author of the 
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book First Steps in Hebrew Prayers , and he designed and produced the 

ñLiving Israeli Hebrewò language- learning course. Dr. David Bivin, a 

Christi an, says that the Yahshua  form ñis rooted in a 

misunderstanding.ò 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 understan d 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 o f 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 ñJewish conspiracyò to ñdeny the true 

name of the Messiah.ò 

 

To people who actually know Hebrew ï people like Dr. Ben - Gigi, Dr. 

Bivin, and others ï it is very obvious that those who insist on the 

Yahshua  form know very little about the Hebrew language. The only 

Hebr ew that most of these self - appointed scholars know is what they 

can learn from a Strongôs Concordance. Strongôs 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 

Ƚɖůɞɡɠ, pronounced ñYesous.ò According to Strongôs, Yesous  (Strongôs 

#2424) is ñof Hebrew originò and can be traced back to Joshuaôs Hebrew 

name, Yehoshua  (#3091, ˰̅ˣˢ˧). But how do we get the Greek Yesous  from 

the Hebrew Yehoshua ? Someone armed with nothing more than a Strongôs 

Concordance  may have difficulty answering that question. Someone who 

reads the Bible in Hebrew, though, knows that the name Joshua  

sometimes appears in its shortened form, Yeshua  (˰ˣ̅˧). In Neh. 8:17 it 

is apparent even in English: ñJeshua  the son of Nun.ò (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 d irectly from the longer form 

Yehoshua. The process from ñYehoshuaò to ñJesusò looks like this: 

 

Hebrew Yehoshua  Ą Hebrew Yeshua  

Hebrew Yeshua  Ą Greek Yesous  

Greek Yesous  Ą English Jesus  
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There is no ñshò sound in Greek, which accounts for the middle ñsò 

sound in Yesous. The ñsò at the end of the Greek name is a grammatical 

necessity, to make the word declinable.  

In Neh. 8:17, Joshuaôs name is 100% identical to the name which 

todayôs Messianic Jews use for the Messiah, Yeshua  (˰ˣ̅˧). Strongôs 
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 Saviorôs true name. To claim that the shortened form Yeshua  

is the result of a Jewish conspiracy is to ignore th e 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  ȽȼɆɃɈɆ ( 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, ñA Brief History of the 

Name Movement in Americaò by L.D. Snow, a Sacred Name believer. 

According to this article, "John Briggs an d Paul Penn were the FIRST 

to pronounce and use the name Yahshuaò (emphasis Snowôs). 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 appea ls to the Messiahôs statement in 

John 5:43 as ñproofò of the Yahshua  form: ñI am come in My Fatherôs 

name,ò He said. In the minds of Sacred Name believers, this means that 

ñYah,ò a shortened form of Yahweh, must appear in the name of the Son. 

However, the Messiah did not  say ñMy name contains My Fatherôs nameò 

or ñMy Fatherôs name must appear inside My nameò or any such 

statement. He said absolutely nothing here about His own name. The 

only ñnameò mentioned here was the Fatherôs name. He said, ñI am come 

in  My Fatherôs name,ò which simply means that He was coming by His 

Fatherôs authority, on His Fatherôs behalf. If we take Yeshuaôs 

statement ñI am come in My Fatherôs nameò to mean that His own name 

must contain the Fatherôs name, then we ourselves cannot do anything 

ñin the Fatherôs nameò unless our own personal name happens to contain 

the syllable ñYah.ò The folly of this interpretation is also evident 

if the same line of reasoning is applied to the rest of Yeshuaôs 

statement: ñéif another shall come in his  own name , him ye will 

receive.ò If the logic of Sacred Name believers is applied to this 

half of the verse, it would be saying ña personôs name must contain 

his own name,ò which is meaningless. If, on the other hand, ñin his 
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own nameò means ñby his own authority,ò 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 

ñerrorsò 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 b y a well - known Sacred Name 

organization, the anonymous author makes this statement: ñMost 

reference works agree with Kittelôs Theological Dictionary of the NT 

statement on page 284, which states that the name Yahoshua was 

shortened after the exile to the s hort form Yahshua.ò This statement 

makes it sound like Kittel uses the forms Yahoshua  and Yahshua . I went 

to the library and looked at this page in Kittelôs. The words Yahoshua  

and Yahshua  do not appear even one time on this page. This can be 

verified by g oing to a library and looking up this page. (Itôs in 

Volume III.) If your library does not have Kittelôs, I can send a 

photocopy of this page to any skeptics.  

 

This same Sacred Name organization which misrepresents Kittelôs also 

misrepresented a Jewish aut hor. In a magazine article written by this 

organizationôs 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 ñYahshuaò 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 ap ology. My letter 

was sent September 1, 1997, and I am still waiting for a reply. I will 
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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 

ñYahshua.ò If people want to continue using a mistransliteration that 

was erroneously contrived by early Sacred Name pioneers who didnôt 

know Hebrew, it really doesnôt matter to me. I donôt believe the 

substitution of an ñahò sound for an ñeò 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 

ñYeshua.ò 

 

Paul warned Timothy about ñdoting about questions and strifes of 

words , whereof com eth envy, strife, railings, evil surmisings  

[suspicions]ò (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 Messiah ñJesusò than with contentious people who 

insist that everyone call Him ñYahshua.ò102 

 
 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 Messiahôs name must contain the Fatherôs name.  As he pointed out, if we 

are to believe the Messiahôs coming in Yahwehôs name must mean His name contained the ñYahò prefix, 

then none of us can honestly do anything in Yahwehôs name unless OUR NAMES ALSO CONTAIN 

THE ñYAHò PREFIX.  Finally, the Messiah concluded, ñ... if another comes in his own name, him ye 

will receive.ò   

 
 If the Messiahôs coming in His Fatherôs name means it must contain the ñYahò prefix, then His 

statement ñ... if another comes in his own nameò must be construed to mean that the individualôs name 

must contain his own name!  This, of course, does not make any sense, but if we understand that ñcoming 

in the Fatherôs nameò means to come with the Fatherôs 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 Botkinôs 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. 

 

 

 

                                                 
102

 From the article ñThe Messiahôs Hebrew Name:  óYeshuaô or óYahshuaô?ò 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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Another ñProof Textò Cited in Support of the Belief That the Messiahôs Name ñOught 

Toò Contain a Portion of the Fatherôs Name 
 
 There are other reasons listed by Sacred Name advocates in support of the belief that the Messiahôs 

name ñmustò contain at least a portion of the Fatherôs Name.  In the ñExplanatory Notesò section of the 

translation known as The Scriptures, we read the following: 

 
Deleting the Yeho- from Yehoshuaôs 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 ˢˣˢ˧, or at least part of it, ought to be in the Name of ˰̅ˣˢ˧!103   

 
 Before officially concluding that the ñproof textsò just cited dictate that any part of the name of 

Yahweh should form a portion of the Messiahôs 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 Messiahôs name ñought toò contain at least a portion of the Fatherôs 

name.  The name of the Father is Yahweh.  If the Father gave His name to the Messiah, then the Messiahôs 

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 Messiahôs name ought to contain a portion of the 

Fatherôs name, then indeed the Fatherôs name was equally ñgivenò to many other individuals, such as 

Yahchanan, Yahel, IsaYah, YeremiYah, etc.  The name ñYahò 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 

Fatherôs name is woven into the Sonôs 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:104 

 
    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. 
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From The Scriptures, published by the Institute For Scripture Research, Republic of South Africa, 1998, pp. 1,219-1,220. 
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 The Holy Name Bible, revised by A. B. Traina, The Scripture Research Association, Inc., Brandywine, MD, 1983. 
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 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 Messiahôs name ñought toò contain a portion of the 

Fatherôs name.  The Holy Name Versionôs 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 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 donôt 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 Bibleôs Greek text is taken from what is commonly known as the Received Text.105  

Another Greek text frequently cited is known as The Nestleôs 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.106   

 
 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 Messiahôs words, then indeed this rendering as found in The Scriptures and other 

versions so translated cannot be ignored!  However, as we mentioned earlier, ñthe name of thee which 

thou hast given to meò would have to more logically be considered Yahweh, not Yahushua or Yahshua, 

for the literal ñname of theeò is Yahweh!   
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 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. 
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 From The Zondervan Parallel New Testament in Greek and English, Zondervan Bible Publishers, Grand Rapids, MI, 1982, 

p. ix. 



Must the Sonôs Name Contain the Name of His Father? 

 

 

 

 

Name of the Messiah:  ˰̅ˣˢ˧?  ˰ ˣ̅˧? 

67 

 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 Fatherôs Name!  Shown below is a sampling 

of commentaries for your review: 

  
 From Adam Clarkeôs Commentary on the Bible:   

 
The whole passage should be read thus:  ñHoly Father, keep them through Thy own name which 

Thou hast given me, that they may be one.ò  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.
107

 

 
 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.
108

 

 

 From The Expositorôs Bible Commentary: 

 
ñNameò 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.
109

 

 

 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 Messiahôs name.  If one chooses the literal interpretation, he or she 

must conclude that the Messiahôs name is Yahweh.  Such an interpretation, however, would go completely 

against the name that Joseph was commanded to name Maryôs 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 20
th
 century CE. 

 

 I do not feel I can properly bring this portion of our study to a close without commenting on yet 

another statement found in the preface of The Scriptures pertaining to their belief that the Messiahôs name 

must contain the ñYahò 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 
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 From Adam Clarkeôs 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. 
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Testament), The Southwestern Company, Nashville, TN, 1968, p. 1,112. 
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Rapids, MI, 1984, p. 164.  
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2 Mosheh 23:21.
110

 

 

 Before responding to this comment, letôs 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 ñChristiansò after the Messiah.  I donôt hold to that belief anymore, but 

somehow I have a difficult time perceiving that this verse in any way implies that the Messiahôs name 

must contain the prefix ñYahò or any portion of Yahwehôs name.  For one thing, if we are all part of the 

same ñfamily,ò then by employing this reasoning, our names should likewise contain the prefix ñYah.ò  

Since this is obviously not true, I donôt 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-20
th
 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 ñof our Lord Jesus Christ,ò opting instead to provide a footnote indicating that 

ñother ancient authorities add of our Lord Jesus Christ.ò   

 

 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 ñwhole family in heaven and earthò 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 ñfamilies,ò 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 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.
111

 

 

 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 ñThe Ancient Church of the East Ancient Aramaic New Testament,ò and 

that other Aramaic versions are themselves translations from Greek texts.
112

  Here is how Mr. Alexander 
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translates this passage in Ephesians chapter three: 

 
14

And that I may kneel down on my knees to my Father, our Lord Jesus Christ,  
15

From Whom 

is celebrated* every parenthood in heaven and on earth.
113

 

 

 The asterisk placed after the word ñcelebratedò is referenced in a footnote at the bottom of the page in 

Mr. Alexanderôs translation, where he lists an alternate translation possibility:  ñRenowned.ò  Since the 

word ñnamedò 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 Messiahôs name contains the first 

three letters of the Tetragrammaton. 

 

 Now letôs 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, ñDoes having the Creatorôs name óin youô mean part 

of your name must be óYahô?ò 

 

 Should this verse be interpreted as meaning ñthe Messiahôs name contains a portion of Yahwehôs 

nameò?  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 ñMy name is UPON himò instead of ñMy name is in him.ò  Once again, I 

believe we have a case of misconstruing the intent behind the use of the word ñnameò 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 

ñcoming in the Fatherôs nameò means ñcoming by His authority,ò so it is with the expression ñMy name is 

upon him.ò  The Hebrew word for name (shem) is word #8034 in Strongôs Hebrew and Chaldee 

Dictionary, and as Strongôs 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 

Yahwehôs name, I believe the intent of that verse is that the angel had Yahwehôs authority upon him.   

 

 Furthermore, if Exodus 23:21 is truly a valid proof text for establishing that the Messiahôs name 

contains a portion of Yahwehôs 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 Messiahôs name.  We 

must be careful when it comes to establishing connections based on such esoteric interpretations.  

                                                                                                                                                                            
of the East Ancient Aramaic New Testament is the original Gospel of Jesus Christ. All others are translations.ò   His web site is 

located at the following URL:  
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6.  Scholastic Dishonesty? 
 

 

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 

Kittelôs Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, chose to ignore Mr. Botkinôs letter to him.  

Perhaps, as weôre 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 Yahwehôs Word ever published, and Iôm 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 ñxò).  Note what the author of this 

Preface wrote to explain the translatorsô choice of ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧ for the spelling of the Messiahôs name: 
 

In the same way, the Messiahôs Name in Hebrew ˰̅ˣˢ˧, was chosen in order to avoid 

controversy.  All the available authoritative sources and references are in agreement and clearly 

admit that our Messiahôs Name was ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧ (see for instance Kittelôs Theological Dictionary of 

the New Testament, under Iesous).
114

 
 

 Okay, letôs stop there for a moment.  The above remark by the author of The Scripturesô Preface 

certainly seems authoritative and conclusive, and not only that, he provides a very authoritative and 

respected reference to back up his claim.  Kittelôs Theological Dictionary of the New Testament is 

considered a classic, and it is extensive, consisting of many volumes.  Certainly, if Kittel states the 

Messiahôs name was ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧, 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 wasnôt making any false claims? 
 

 Well, Kittelôs section under the item Iesous is too lengthy to quote here in its entirety, so letôs 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 audience the information found in Kittelôs Theological 

Dictionary of the New Testament.  The following is found on page 289: 
 

4.  According to Mt. and Lk. the name ˰x ̅˧ = Ƚɖůɞɡɠ is not accidental.  It is given to the child 

of Mary by virtue of the divine promise.
115

 
 

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

In any case, the formation of Ƚɖůɞɡɠ for ˰ˣ̅˧ is centuries older than the Christian period.  Early 

Christianity simply adopts the current Gk. form of the Hebrew name ˰ˣ̅˧.  It does this quite 
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naturally and with no deliberate policy of choosing related and intelligible Gk. names after the 

manner of small Hellenising groups.ò 

 

 As you can see, Kittel, contrary to what we read in the Preface to The Scriptures, does not in any way, 

shape or fashion ñclearly admitò that the Messiahôs name is or was ˰̅ˣˢ˧.  Indeed, it is quite the 

opposite!  What I believe the author to the Preface may have done is misunderstand the fact that Kittel 

recognizes ˰ ˣ̅˧ as being descended from the original long form, ˰̅ˣˢ˧.  The author of the Preface then 

falsely rationalizes that, since the long form came first, this ñmustò mean it is the name given to the 

Messiah at birth.  This, however, is NOT what Kittelôs 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 members a 

BAD NAME.    
 

 The author of the Preface to The Scriptures doesnôt stop there, however!  Letôs go back to the Preface 

and start reading the next paragraph: 
 

Some prefer the short post-exilic form óYeshuaô because the Shem-Tob Hebrew text of 

Mattithyahu renders it as such, as does the Hebrew translation of the óNew Testamentô by 

Delitzsch.  However, Dr. Solomon Zeitlin, The Jewish Quarterly Review, Jan. 1970, p. 195, 

refutes the form óYeshuaô and prefers ˰̅ˣˢ˧.
116 

 

 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.   
 

 The author of the Preface to The Scriptures cites Dr. Solomon Zeitlin, who wrote an article entitled 

ñJudaism and Professors of Religionò that appeared in the January 1970 issue of The Jewish Quarterly 

Review.  Zeitlinôs article includes a review of a book named Jesus, written by David Flusser.  In David 

Flusserôs book, he offers a photographic reproduction of the form ˰ˣ̅˧ as it appears on an ossuary found 

near Jerusalem.  Under the caption, Flusser wrote, ñThis is how Jesus wrote his name in Hebrew.ò 
 

 Dr. Zeitlin responded to Flusserôs caption, and it is in Zeitlinôs response that we find his commentary 

regarding the correct Hebrew spelling of the Messiahôs name. 
 

 Shown on the following page is a photocopy of Dr. Solomon Zeitlinôs actual discourse and 

commentary as it appeared in The Jewish Quarterly Review (p. 194) regarding how and why the form 

˰̅ˣˢ˧ (Yahushua) is more correct than the short form ˰ˣ̅˧: 
 

 First of all, though, letôs examine what Zeitlin wrote on page 193: 
 

ñThere 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:117 
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 And that, my friend, is the extent of Dr. Solomon Zeitlinôs commentary explaining why the form 

˰̅ˣˢ˧ is ñmore correctò than ˰ˣ̅˧!  Thatôs right:  A one-line commentary!  If the author of the Preface 

to The Scriptures considers this his idea of ñauthoritative,ò then it appears to me that anyone having the 

title ñDr.ò associated with his name must be considered ñauthoritativeò simply by issuing a one-line 

remark expressing his views on anything.   On what basis does Dr. Zeitlin reject the form ˰ˣ̅˧?  We are 

left to guess. 
 

 Now please donôt get me wrong.  Iôm not trying to say, ñMy óDr.ô is better than your óDr.ôò  

Nevertheless, I do have information from other scholars who would dispute Solomon Zeitlinôs 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 ñjust acceptingò the 

testimony of any author.  



 

 

7.  The Validity of the Form Yahshua 
 

 

n Part V of our study, we reproduced Daniel Botkinôs article entitled ñThe Messiahôs Hebrew Name:  

óYeshuaô or óYahshuaô?ò.  His article addresses some valid concerns pertaining to some widely held 

notions within the Sacred Name Movement, especially teachings regarding the Fatherôs name forming 

a portion of the Messiahôs name, as well as the pronunciation of the form ˰̅ˣˢ˧.  As explained by Mr. 

Botkin, the ñwawò in ˰̅ˣˢ˧ 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 ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧. 

 

 This having been said, Mr. Botkin issues some incorrect information in his study that needs to be 

addressed and hopefully corrected.  Mr. Botkin wrote, ñDr. Danny Ben-Gigi says of the Yahshua form 

that óthere is no such name in Hebrewô and that ópeople invented it to fit their theology.ô 

 

 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. Botkinôs 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, óA Brief History of the 

Name Movement in Americaô by L.D. Snow, a Sacred Name believer. According to this article, 

óJohn Briggs and Paul Penn were the FIRST to pronounce and use the name Yahshuaô 

(emphasis Snowôs). 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 ñYaôshoo-ahò in a 

book first published in 1905, over thirty years  prior  to the alleged ñfirst utteranceò 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. Snowôs intention, as certainly Mr. Snow wouldnôt have believed Sacred Name 

folk were the first to ever utter the name Yahshua, would he?  Sacred Name folk Iôve run into believe that 

those who use the form Yahshua are simply restoring a pronunciation that had either been lost or 

forgotten.  

  

 But letôs 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 ñJò that is now in common use.  Instead, 

the ñYò pronunciation is retained by its use of the letter ñI.ò  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 Nunôs 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?  Thatôs right, itôs 

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 
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how the son of Nunôs name was pronounced in 1611, Iôm 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?!  W. F. Albright and C. S. Mann, in their Gospel of Matthew commentary found in 

The Anchor Bible, offer a plausible explanation, though somewhat vague, of the transition from the long 

form, Yehoshua, to the short form Yoshua.  What follows is their footnote given for Matthew 1:1: 

 
Jesus.  The word is the Greek rendering of a well-known Hebrew name.  It was YahǾshû first, 

then by inner Hebrew phonetic change it became YǾshȊa, and by a still later northern dialectal 

shift, YeshȊa.
118

 

 

 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 Messiahôs 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 ñthe only valid one.ò  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.  Even worse, 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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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 chapter four, I made reference to a 1999 Web forum discussion regarding the Messiahôs name 

that I participated in.  The discussion developed into more of a debate of sorts between myself and the 

forum board owner, Tom Martincic, who prefers to go by the pseudonym ñEliYah.ò  I had initiated the 

discussion as a result of some openly expressed hostility directed towards those who refer to the Messiah 

as Yeshua, and my commentary was specifically offered in response to an individual who wrote, 

ñAccordingly, 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.ò
119

   

 

 During the course of the discussion of the Messiahôs name, one viewpoint was expressed well enough 

that, if I had nothing else to go on, it might serve to persuade me that the Messiahôs name is spelled ñyod, 

heh, waw, shin, ayinò (˰̅ˣˢ˧), which is generally pronounced Yahushua.  This line of reasoning stems 

from the belief that the Messiahôs name was ñprophesiedò in Zechariah chapter 6.  Shown below is the 

explanation for this belief as provided by Mr. Martincic, whom we regard as of the leading proponents of 

the form Yahushua: 

 
Here are some scriptures that show the ñBranchò 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 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 
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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 

˰̅ˣˢ˧, 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 he shall grow up out of his place, and he shall 

build the temple of Yahweh: 
 

So the Scripture is saying: óBehold (or look upon) the man (Yahushua) whose NAME (˰̅ˣˢ˧) 

is the BRANCH.ô  
 

Therefore, the current High Priest of Judah in the days of Zechariah, Joshua (Yahshua), has 

the name of the óBRANCHô or the coming Messiah.
120 

 

 The author of the above commentary presented what, on the surface, appears to be 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 while I appreciate logic, at the same time, a doctrinal assertion really needs to rest on a solid 

foundation before it can be considered factual and true.  Regrettably, there are some critical components 

missing from Tom Martincicôs argument. 

 

 In addressing Mr. Martincicôs argument, there are a few things I feel we should all consider: 
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*  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 

Messiahôs 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 ñdefinitely acceptableò to 

refer to this one man as either ñYahushuaò or ñYeshua.ò  Both names met Yahwehôs 

approval, or else He would not have inspired them to be placed in the original texts. 

 

*  In spite of the above authorôs parenthetical insertion of ˰̅ˣˢ˧ in his commentary, 

the verse quoted above (Zech. 6:12) does not say, ñHis name shall be YAHUSHUA,ò 

nor does this name even appear in that verse.  Instead, it says, ñBehold the man whose 

name is The BRANCH.ò  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 Messiahôs name as being Tsemakh, which is the Hebrew word 

translated ñBranchò in Zechariah 6:12.  This word, ˥ ˬ˴, is word #6780 in Strongôs 

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 Messiahôs name as being ñthe 

Branch,ò 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. 

 

*  Finally, this is just a word of caution and a reminder of a point that we brought out 

back in chapter four:  Beware of the teaching that we should seek the most ancient 

pronunciation and/or spelling of the Messiahôs name.  We do not question that the most 

ancient spelling is ˰ ̅ˣˢ˧ and that it very well may have been pronounced Yahushua.  

However, if by all admission the name ˰̅ ˣˢ˧ developed into the spelling ˰ˣ̅˧ well in 

advance of the Messiahôs birth, then how are we to know that the Messiah wasnôt given 

this shorter form as His name?  The issue of which spelling is the most ancient is 

actually a ñred herringò argument designed to throw us off track of the real issue.  The 

issue isnôt how this name was spelled or pronounced at the time of the Exodus from 

Egypt.  The issue is how the Messiahôs name was spelled and pronounced during (and 

just prior to) the 1
st
 century CE. 

 

 Despite my not personally regarding Zechariah chapter 6 as a prophecy pertaining to the Hebrew 

spelling of the Messiahôs name, I nevertheless understand and respect the rationale employed by those 
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who do, and I do not wish to dogmatically assert that their interpretation of this prophecy is necessarily 

misguided or wrong.  I do urge caution, though, in basing a doctrine upon oneôs 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 of the Messiahôs 

name, it is not a significant enough prophecy 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!  This is in spite of the fact that the only prophetic ñnameò appearing in that verse is 

Tsemakh.  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! 



 

 

9.  The Testimony of Some Modern Scholars 
 

 

ne of the scholars many Yahwists turn to in their attempt to persuade others of the pronunciation 

ñYahwehò is Professor Anson F. Rainey, professor of ancient Near Eastern Cultures and Semitic 

linguistics at Tel Aviv University.  A couple of the sheets included in this study (see the 

Appendix) consists of frequently-circulated photocopies exhibiting Mr. Raineyôs detailed explanation of 

why the pronunciation Yahweh is correct.  The individual who sent me these photocopies is Worley 

Maynard.  You may remember our including Worley as one of the ñdissenters,ò i.e., someone who is 

spiritually intolerant of the form Yeshua, referenced back in chapter three.  Before sending us the 

photocopies of Professor Raineyôs commentary, Mr. Maynard scribbled the following message in the 

lower right-hand corner of the first page:  ñHe (Anson Rainey) has no ax to grind or hang up.  He is 

speaking strictly from a scholarly point of view.ò  Again, Worley mailed us (and other believers) the 

photocopies in an attempt to validate the pronunciation Yahweh.  Since that is the pronunciation we use 

anyway, Mr. Maynard was ñpreaching to the choirò by sharing those photocopies with us.  Nevertheless, 

as we are about to see, Worley was none too pleased when he found out that Professor Rainey also shares 

our understanding that the Messiahôs name is pronounced Yeshua. 

 

 In his commentary from the photocopies we were given, 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 ñghost wordò based on the four consonants, YHWH, with 

the vowels of another word, adonai, meaning ñmy Lord.ò  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 ñeò rather than an ñaò 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 ñscholarly convention.ò 

 

 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 Yahwehôs name an ñehò sound instead of the correct 

ñahò sound. 

 

 Some folks within the Sacred Name Movement use this as evidence that the first syllable of the 

Messiahôs name must also have an ñahò sound instead of the ñehò sound normally associated with the 

form Yeshua. 

   

 Curious to see exactly how Professor Rainey regards the pronunciation of the Messiahôs 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. 
 

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 óaô in óyaô became a shewa 
because the accent on the word moved to the end. A short vowel of any kind became 

O 
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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 ña.ò121 
  

 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 Messiahôs name.  As he added, ñThe 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.ò 
 

 It is helpful to know what a ñsereò is in our attempt to learn exactly how Professor Rainey believes we 

should pronounce the Messiahôs name.  If you have a Strongôs Concordance, you can turn to the front of 

the Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, on the page where it displays the Hebrew alphabet.  The ñsereò is 

found in section 3 of the ñHebrew Articulationò section, where it is identified as a vowel point.  It is 

actually spelled Tserey in Strongôs, and as you will note, it is a vowel pronounced as ñeò as they.  Thus, as 

Professor Rainey asserts, this gives Yeshua the pronunciation ñYAYôshua.ò 
 

 Many will protest the use of the sere, insisting that vowel points, including the sere, werenôt added 

until the 7th century CE.  Unfortunately, however, they miss Professor Raineyôs ñpointò!  He is not trying 

to establish a connection between the post-exilic rendering (˰ ˣ̅˧) 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 é a pronunciation that apparently 

existed when the Septuagint was translated.  Repeating Raineyôs words, ñ... the fact that the Greek 

transcriptions of the two names are both Iesous means that the sere was already pronounced.ò   In other 

words, he maintains that the pronunciation was already in place that would later be ñvowel pointedò 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 Messiahôs 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 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. Rainey122 
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 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 Messiahôs name.   

 

 

Another Scholarôs Input! 
 

 In 1992 a Danish scholar named Kai Kjaer-Hansen authored a study entitled ñAn Introduction to the 

names:  Yehoshua/Joshua, Yeshua, Jesus and Yeshu.ò  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 Tolôdoth Yeshu as a valid reference supporting 

the Messiahôs 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 ñhostile witnessesò 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 

Christianityôs 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 Jesusô original Hebrew 

name.  Maimonides appears to have used the form Yeshua in several writings, e.g. in his 

ñEpistle to Yemen,ò 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 Maimonidesô Epistle to Yemen, 

New York, 1952, p. 12).  Subsequent Jewish authorities refer specifically to Maimonides and 

claim that Jesusô 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. Eisenmengerôs 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.
123

    

 

 As cited by Kai Kjaer-Hansen, mainstream Judaism recognizes the form Yeshua as having originally 

been the Messiahôs name, even though many nevertheless refer to Him as Yeshu.   
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 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 Jesusô 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.
124

 

 

 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 

óIesousô... Taken together, our evidence clearly indicates that the name of Jesus of Nazareth was 

Yeshua and not Yehoshua....
125

 

 

 Although Mr. Kjaer-Hansenôs research leads him to believe the name given to the Messiah is Yeshua, 

he does add the following disclaimer: 

 
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.
126

 

 

 If only those within the Sacred Name Movement were so willing to concede the possibility of being 

mistaken in their adamant stand regarding the Messiahôs name!  Instead, many will invariably point to 

Kjaer-Hansenôs 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-Hansenôs 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 Messiahôs 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. Rahmaniôs 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 
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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 

Rahmaniôs 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. 

ñ2) 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:  ñI have not been able to trace...ò
127

 

 

 We have already explained that Mr. Kjaer-Hansenôs 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. 
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From an e-mail received from Kai Kjaer-Hansen on 01/21/01. 



 

 

10.  Esoteric Prophetic Interpretation? 

 

 

n section seven we displayed an individualôs presentation outlining why he believes Zechariah chapter 

six represents a prophecy of the Messiahôs 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 ñprophetic interpretationò 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 Yahwehôs 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 ñThere is no honor.ò  She cried, ñThe honor is departed from Israel!ò 

 

 Israel had been robbed of the lives of its most valiant men.  Even  more significantly, the very symbol 

of Yahwehôs 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 Messiahôs name being 

Yahushua instead of Yeshua, it has been suggested that this story demonstrates this very thing ð that 

somehow the Ark of the Covenant coming to rest in, of all places, the field of Yahushua corresponds to 

the ñrestò that the Messiah gives to us when we come to Him.  There may be additional significance to 

this 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 Messiahôs name is worthy of consideration. 

 

 Nevertheless, there are some ónegativesô 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 Covenantôs ñrestò 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 

I 
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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. 



 

 

11.  Addressing the Objections 
 

 

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 Messiahôs name should contain a portion of the Fatherôs 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 Fatherôs name on their foreheads.  

Does it not follow that these redeemed also have the Sonôs name on their foreheads as well?  And since 

ñYahushuaò has the Fatherôs 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 Fatherôs name is not 

ñYahushua.ò  The name ñYahushua,ò despite containing the first syllable of the name ñYahweh,ò is a 

separate name apart from Yahweh.  According to the King James Versionôs rendering of Revelation 14:1, 

only the Fatherôs 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 Fatherôs name written in their foreheads. 

 

 As worded above, this verse plainly states that the redeemed have the name of the Lambôs 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 Fatherôs 

name needs to be incorporated into the Sonôs 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 Fatherôs name written on their foreheads. 

 

 Observe that not only do the redeemed have the Fatherôs 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 on the foreheads of the redeemed in addition to 

the name of Yahweh, this most definitely demonstrates that Yahwehôs name would by no means ñhave 

toò 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 ñNew 

Testament.ò 
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 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:  óHaving His name and His Fatherôs name written on their foreheads.ô  This is 

undoubtedly the true reading, and is properly received by Griesbach into the text.
128

   

 

 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 Messiahôs name ñmustò 

contain a portion of the name Yahweh. 

 

 

B.  According to Isaiah 9:6, the Messiahôs name must contain a portion of the Fatherôs name!  In that 

verse, we are given the prophecy that ñunto us a child is born, and His name shall be EVERLASTING 

FATHER.ò  Only by incorporating the Fatherôs name into His Sonôs name do we fully satisfy the 

realization of this prophecy. 

 

 Before responding to the above commentary, letôs 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.ò 

 

 Please note that this verse not only serves to indicate that the Messiahôs 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 ñYahò must form a portion of the Messiahôs name are also 

bound by the parameters of the other ñnamesò listed in Isaiah 9:6.  Somehow, we must ñfitò Wonderful 

Counselor, Mighty El, and Prince of Peace into the Messiahôs name as well.  Thus far, those who insist 

that ñEverlasting Fatherò = ñYahò (as in Yahushua) have not demonstrated how the other ñnamesò can 

also be incorporated into the Messiahôs name. 

 

 Finally, it is prudent to note that Isaiah 9:6 does not allude to the Messiahôs name containing the 

ñYahò in Yahweh.  The words ñEverlasting Fatherò are Ab-Ad in Hebrew.  No one that I am aware of has 

ever insisted that ñAb-Adò form a portion of the Messiahôs 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 Messiahôs name. 
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From Adam Clarkeôs 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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C.  Does Referring to the Messiah as ñYeshuaò Constitute a Violation of the Third Commandment? 
 

 Way back in chapter three, within our samples of spiritual intolerance, we included a commentary 

authored and published by a well-respected member of the Sacred Name Movement.  This author insists 

that those who refer to the Messiah as Yeshua are not only following the misguided tradition of Judaism 

to subvert the Creatorôs name, but they are also guilty of breaking the Third Commandment.  We are 

incorporating this authorôs commentary here in order to more completely address it.  Here is an excerpt 

from the booklet ñOrthodox Followersò: 
 

A few Messianic Jewish groups still spell the Saviorôs name as ñYeshuaò instead of the 

scholarly ñYahshua,ò perhaps to placate those who strive to conceal even the short form ñYah.ò  

We disagree with the wrong spelling ñYeshuaò (instead of Yahshua) as it breaks the Third 

Commandment by replacing the short form YAH (as found in HalleluYAH), with the ñyehò 

prefix.  Who would ever say, ñHalleluYehò?  Whenever we attempt to cover up or set aside, or 

do away with Yahwehôs name we are breaking the Third Commandment.  Yahshua boldly 

proclaimed Yahwehôs name, Psalm 22:22, John 17:6, 26.
129

 
  

 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 ñYahshuaò is referred to as ñscholarly,ò whereas 

ñYeshuaò is referred to as ñthe wrong spelling,ò 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 ñscholarly,ò but 

Yeshua is ñwrong,ò I am left to believe he was merely expressing his opinion.  Above all, notice that the 

author presumes that those who spell the Messiahôs name as Yeshua do so ñto placate those who strive to 

conceal even the short form óYah!ôò  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 Messiahôs 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 operate 

on this presumption as though it were factual.  It is poor journalism, of course, to introduce a ñperhapsò 

clause, and then proceed as though it were a ñdefiniteò 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 authorôs presumption is 

incorrect.  Thus operating from a faulty premise, he arrives at an ill-advised, flawed conclusion. 
 

 As we analyze this manôs 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 manôs 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 ñYehoshua / 

Yahushuaò first appears in Numbers 13:16, in what is known as the account of Moses changing Hosheaôs 

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 ñYahushuaò or ñYehoshua.ò  This name is 
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From a booklet entitled ñOrthodox Followers,ò by author Donald, published by Yahwehôs New Covenant Assembly, 

Kingdom City, MO, 2001, p. 7-8.
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listed as word #3091 in Strongôs Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary.  According to the pronunciation listed 

in Strongôs, it is pronounced Yehoshua.   
 

 Before Joshuaôs name was changed, as I have just mentioned, his name was Hoshea.  This name is 

spelled ˰ ̅ˣˢ, and is word #1954 in Strongôs.  Few people are aware that when Moses changed this manôs 

name, all he did was add a yod ( )˧ to it!  Thus, the name ˰ ̅ˣˢ (Hoshea) became ˰̅ˣˢ˧ (Yehoshua).  

Observe, if you will, that Moses did not add ñYAHUò (ˣˢ˧) to the name Hoshea!  All he added was a yod, 

which by itself represents the name Yahweh.  This sufficiently demonstrates that the ñyodò is and was 

considered the ñinitialò of Yahwehôs name.   
 

 We hopefully all know that the name Hoshea means ñsalvation.ò130  Simply by tacking on the Hebrew 

letter ñyodò ( )˧ to that name, we form a name meaning ñYahweh is salvation.ò  Thus, we have just 

demonstrated that a name containing the yod prefix can be said to simultaneously contain the initial of 

Yahwehôs name.  The following chart vividly illustrates this point: 

 

 

NAME MEANING 

    Name Without the ñYodò     Ą         ˰̅ˣˢ Salvation 

    Name With the ñYodò Added       Ą ˧˰̅ˣˢ Yahweh is 

Salvation 

 

 As demonstrated above, all it took to incorporate the name of the Father into the name ˰̅ˣˢ was the 

addition of a single letter ï the yod ï the first letter of the Tetragrammaton.  Thatôs all it took. 
 

 Men who apparently feel they have a better understanding of Hebrew than did James Strong, the 

author of Strongôs 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 Botkinôs article, 

Mr. Botkin sufficiently addresses the points presented by individuals who attempt to refute Strongôs: 
 

I have read a lot of literature from writers who seek to 

expose the ñerrors ò 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 

                                                 
130  
For references substantiating that Hoshea means ñsalvation,ò please consult Crudenôs Complete Concordance, The New 

Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-English Lexicon and The Expositorós Bible Commentary, Vol. 2, Frank E. Gæbelein, 

Gen. Editor, Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1990, p. 806.  Other references list such meanings as ñhelpò and 

ñdeliverer.ò 
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some examples, though, that grossly misrepresent the facts, 

and some of these examples need to be exposed. 131 
 

 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 ñgrossly misrepresent the facts,ò and this unfair 

accusation needs to be exposed.  As previously summarized by Professor Anson F. Rainey, the ñYehò 

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 ñyodò prefix does not mean the word must begin with a ñYahò sound.  The Greek theologian 

Clement of Alexandria, for example, made reference to the Tetragrammatonôs pronunciation as being 

Iaoue (pronounced ñYahwehò).132  Clearly, the first syllable of this name is attested to as being ñYah.ò  

Nevertheless, the Greeks pronounce Joshuaôs name with the ñYehò prefix.  Would the Yahshua 

proponents have us to believe that the Greeks understood how to sound out the first syllable of the 

Creatorôs name, but then they turned around and deliberately subverted the Messiahôs name? 
 

  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 Messiahôs name coincide with the Greek pronunciation of 

that same prefix.  Thus, the Greeks recognized the transliteration of YHWH as being pronounced with a 

ñYahò prefix, but they did not carry across the same pronunciation in the prefix of the Messiahôs name, as 

it contains the ñYehò sound.  Instead of accusing the Greeks of concealing the Fatherôs name, though, it 

seems more appropriate to recognize the probability that they were merely transliterating the first syllable 

of the Messiahôs 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 Messiahôs name.  As we have already 

successfully demonstrated in this study, there are at least two ñacceptable Hebrew spellings.ò  The one 

apparently recognized by the author is ˰̅ˣˢ˧ (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 ˰ˣ̅˧, which, as explained by such experts as Professor Anson F. Rainey and 

Kai Kjaer-Hansen, is pronounced Yeshua.  If the form ˰ ˣ̅˧ represents an attempt to subvert or otherwise 

remove Yah from the Messiahôs name, then it would never have been employed as an acceptable spelling 

for Joshuaôs 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 Messiahôs 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 
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From the article ñThe Messiahôs Hebrew Name:  óYeshuaô or óYahshuaô?ò 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.
 

132 
For a commentary on Clement of Alexandriaôs remark, please refer to the ñQueries & Commentsò 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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any of his remarks validates that his own conclusion is ñunscholarly.ò 
 

 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 Yahwehôs name, as it certainly changed the meaning of 

Hosheaôs name from ñsalvationò to ñYahweh is salvation.ò  For anyone to dogmatically assert or 

otherwise  imply that additional Hebrew letters are required, or that those who employ the form Yeshua 

remove ñYahò from the Messiahôs name, is to plainly misrepresent the facts. 



 

 

D.  ñThe name óJesusô comes from the Greek Iesous, which in turn is derived from Zeus worship!ò 
  

 The above claim was making the rounds back in 2001, but I elected to not address it in my Unity 

Conference presentation, primarily because my focus was on Yeshua, not Iesous.  Also, by that time many 

had come to the realization that the assertion of Iesous emanating from Zeus worship is false.  

Nevertheless, since the form Iesous is a key to understanding the validity of the form Yeshua, and since 

we still occasionally hear folks making this claim, we decided to devote a small amount of space to 

addressing it here in our study. 
 

 What follows are some pertinent quotes from a popular Sacred Name publication known as The Faith 

magazine.  The anonymous author of the article ñIs Jesus the Name?ò demonstrates that the belief that 

Iesous is derived Zeus worship is a belief maintaining widespread acceptance within the Sacred Name 

Movement: 
 

The Greek practice of changing names or persons, removing the abbreviated forms of rival 

deities and replacing them with the abbreviated form of their supreme deity, Zeus, is readily 

seen in such prominent changes as that of the Hebrew prophets:  Elisha (El of supplication) 

became Eliseus (my El is Zeus).  Other prophets as Jeremiah, had the Yah ending changed to 

ñSò, the Grecian terminal referring to their deity Zeus.  Elijah (My El is Yahweh) became Elias 

(My El is Zeus).
133

 
 

 A few paragraphs later, the author of the article puts ñtwo and two together,ò so to speak: 
 

The plan of the Greeks was simple, they merely dropped the Hebrew terminology of names 

which referred to the Hebrew deity, and substituted the name, or letters, referring to the name of 

the supreme deity, Zeus.  Thus Eliakim because AlcimUS, Elisha became EliSEUS, while 

Yahshua became (JeSUS) Iesous.
134

 
 

 The author later expounds on the chemistry that combines the name of a Babylonian ñgod of healingò 

and the name of the Greeksô supreme deity to create ñthe healing Zeusò: 
 

When the name Jesus is broken down into its composite parts, as other sacred names can be, we 

find that it is made up of two words, ñIeò and ñSous,ò (Iesous, Greek).  Now there was in the 

trinity of the gods of Babylon, one whose name was Ie (EA, the god of healing).  Zeus, as we 

learned from Hislop, was the Greek Saviour, as well as Supreme deity, Ie (Ea) coupled with 

Sous, the Zeus terminal, gives us the Grecian form Iesous, ñthe healing Zeus,ò now called in 

English, Jesus.  This is a peculiar way to pronounce the name of the Israelite leader, Joshua, or 

the Name of the Son of the Most High, Yahwehôs Saviour.
135

 
 

 As you read the above explanation, please bear in mind that the thrust of our study has not really been 

to examine the ending of the Messiahôs name.  Our study has focused on the first syllable (Yah / Ye).  

Curiously, the author of ñIs Jesus the Name?ò doesnôt draw any emphasis towards the belief that the Ie of 

Iesous is the product of a Jewish scheme to subvert the pronunciation of the Creatorôs name; rather, he 

presents it as a substitution of a Babylonian idol (Ie) for Yah. 
 

 There is no need for us to devote a large amount of space towards refuting the claim that Jesus, Iesous 

nor Yeshua are products of Greek idol worship.  Voy Wilks, leader of the Assembly of Yahweh (7
th
 Day), 

composed a study refuting this belief.  Voy, himself a supporter of the form Yahshua who argues in favor 

of a Jewish scheme to alter the Creatorôs name, refutes the claim that Jesus and Iesous are derived from 

Greek idol worship.  What follows is the brief study that Mr. Wilks wrote on this topic in 1992: 

                                                 
133

 From the article ñIs Jesus the Name?ò by an anonymous author, published in The Faith magazine, Eaton Rapids, MI, Vol. 

69, Number 1, 1-3, 2005 (this issue consisted of a reprint of The Faith, May ï June 1980), pp. 7-8. 
134

 Ibid, p. 8. 
135

 Ibid, p. 9. 
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136
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 From ñJESUS: Did This Name Derive From the Name Zeus?ò by Voy Wilks, 09/13/1992.  Mr. Wilks later attached this 

study to form a larger compiled study entitled ñThe Name:  From Yahshua to Jesus ï How Did It Happen?ò 12/06/1999, p. 15. 
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 Mr. Wilksô article not only serves as a refutation for the ending of such Biblical names as Eliseus and 

Iesous, but for the beginning as well.  He asks us what reason would the Jewish translators have for 

purposely misleading their Egyptian brethren by replacing the name of Israel's greatest Army general with 

the name of the Greek idol, Zeus.  He answers his own question, and we agree with his answer.  The 

translators had no reason to subvert the name of Israel's greatest Army general, nor could they have 

foreseen that either this same name (˰̅ˣˢ˧) or its shortened form (˰ˣ̅˧) would one day be the name 

given to Yahweh's Son. 

 

 Finally, the author of The Faith magazineôs ñIs Jesus the Name?ò article cited above seems oblivious 

to the claim that the form Yeshua is the result of a Jewish scheme to subvert the pronunciation of the 

Tetragrammaton in the Sonôs name.  Instead, he depicts the ñIeò part of ñIesousò as being derived from 

the name of a Babylonian healing deity.  Since the author composed his article back in 1980, possibly 

before the Sacred Name Movement adopted its current position of a Jewish scheme, he may not have been 

aware of the ñineffable name subversionò explanation that is currently taught by the Sacred Name 

Movement.  So which is it?  Does the Ie of Iesous come from a Babylonian idol named Ie?  Or is Ie the 

result of a deliberate scheme to change the ñahò in Hebrew names to ñehò as a means of preventing 

anyone from inadvertently blurting out the Sacred Name? 



 

 

Conclusion 

 

 Although we have reached the end of the pages offered in this present study, this by no means should 

serve to indicate an end to our search.  We hope to gather more evidence as time marches on, and as it 

comes in we intend to expand this study.  While we concede that we have attempted to present a case in 

defense of the way we personally lean regarding the Messiahôs name, we hope we have likewise made it 

clear that we do not and will not intentionally direct any negative criticism towards those who non-

dogmatically hold a different view, especially in light of the established fact that the Hebrew spellings of 

the Messiahôs name are interchangeable.  We 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 Messiahôs 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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