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Godôs Identity ï According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars 

This is the article that led to our decision to compose this study. 

Preface:  Answering Our Critics 

 

ack in April 1997, when a friend sent us a copy of an article whose primary aim was to defend the 

validity (and honor) of referring to Yahweh as 

ñGod,ò I dismissed it as a whimsical paper 

authored by zealous, but misinformed 

believers.  Persuaded that none of our fellow Yahwist 

acquaintances would put any stock in what I still 

regard as the weak arguments that it contains, I 

tucked it away in a file just in case it might come in 

handy someday as a possible reference.  That 

ñsomedayò came three years later, when I found, to 

my surprise, that many fellow Yahwists had accepted 

and embraced the conclusion drawn by the authors of 

the study.  This shocking discovery came about while 

I was engaged in one of those group e-mail Bible 

discussions where you hit ñReply to allò and copy 

about thirty or so separate e-mail recipients in one fell 

click.  Of course, as my experience has often been 

over the years, during the course of such 

controversial Bible discussions, about a tenth of the 

recipients end up replying, ñUnsubscribe!ò but I 

digress.  Iôll spare you the details of that group 

discussion, at least for now, since I delve into those 

specifics later in this study.  Suffice it to say that a 

rather instense and at times heated discussion ensued, but uncharacteristic of this type of dialogue, some 

participants actually changed their minds and, in our estimation, they did so for the right reasons.  If you 

are truly intent on honoring our Heavenly Father and are not one of those whose response would be, 

ñUnsubscribe!ò then this detailed study is for you. 

 

 Over the years, I have found myself in two or three other rather intense group discussions pertaining 

to this same issue.  I have noticed that a common thread connecting those who are unpersuaded that our 

Heavenly Father is dishonored by being referred to as ñGodò can be traced to the name that Leah gave to 

Zilpahôs son in Genesis 30:11.  Some of these proponents have gone so far as to write that Leah 

prophetically uttered this name when Jacobôs son, Gad,
1
 was born.  Moreover, they reason, since this 

same name will be found written on one of the twelve gates of the New Jerusalem, surely it must be of 

noble origin.  We address the names found on the twelve gates of the New Jerusalem in Objection #5 of 

this study; however, before we jump ahead to that particular argument (and potentially jump to a 

premature conclusion in the process), I believe we need to start at the beginning and move forward from 

there.  With that in mind, our beginning point should be the first Scriptural reference to the name given to 

Jacobôs seventh son.  Letôs take a look at Genesis 30:11: 

 
11

¶
   
And Leah said, A troop cometh:  and she called his name Gad. 

 

                                                 
1
 ñGadò in Hebrew is pronounced the same as ñGod,ò as we will demonstrate later. 

B 
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 Notice the King James Versionôs translation ñA troop cometh.ò  This is certainly a disputed 

translation, as can be easily noted from the literal translation of this text offered by Jay P. Green, Sr., 

General Editor and Translator of The Interlinear Bible.
2
  According to Green, the Hebrew word ̌ˡˠ, 

pronounced ba gawd (word #1409 in Strongôs Exhaustive Concordance), is more correctly rendered 

ñWith fortuneò in English:   
 

 
 

 Other Bible translators agree that the more accurate translation of ba gawd is ñWith fortune.ò  This 

includes those who produced such translations as the New International Version, the New Revised 

Standard Version and the American Standard Version.  The Jewish Publication Societyôs Tanakh ï The 

Holy Scriptures' translation of ba gawd is ñWhat luck!ò  They offer the following explanatory footnote: 
 

c
 Kethib

3
 begad; the qere reads ba gad ñluck has comeò; connected with 

ñGad.ò
4
 

 

 The translators of the Tanakh ï The Holy Scriptures understood the connection between ñGadò and 

ñluck.ò  Certainly, in view of the understanding of these and other representatives from the scholarly 

community, the name Gad should, at the very least, be regarded as ñhighly suspectò and a questionable 

choice for a name.  On an even higher level, those who recognize the fact that proper names should be 

transliterated (pronounced the same, or nearly the same) from one language to another and not translated 

(offering a word that is considered to have an identical meaning, yet a different pronunciation), 

understand that ñFortuneò does not actually identify anyoneôs name. 

 

 I should also mention that I would normally expect these same scholars who associate ñGodò with 

fortune to be motivated to defend the name Gad.  Given that the proper transliteration of the Hebrew l ˓ˠ is 

gawd, those who refer to our Heavenly Father as God should be expected to defend the origin of the word 

associated with this pronunciation.  However, as we have seen from our extensive experience, they 

(surprisingly) do not.  Of course, we will later address the fact that these scholars do not feel that the 

Hebrew ñGodò is the same as the English ñGod.ò 

 

 Over the course of the several group discussions in which I have participated, I have demonstrated 

that Leah was without question raised in a heathen household in Haran, a known city wherein the idol 

named Gad was worshipped.  I have also demonstrated that the Hebrew name l ˓ˠ is phonetically identical 

                                                 
2
  From The Interlinear Bible:  Hebrew-Greek-English, Jay P. Green, Sr., General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson 

Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1986, the text of Genesis 30:11, p. 26.  Remember:  Hebrew is read from right to left! 
3
 Here we see usage of two Hebraic technical orthographical devices known as the ñKethib and the Qere.ò  The Qere is used to 

indicate the expected pronunciation of the words in the Masoretic text of the Hebrew language Scriptures (Tanakh), while the 

Kethib indicates their actual written form.  Qere in Aramaic means ñto be read,ò while the pre-Masoretic consonantal spelling 

is known as the Kethib and means ñwhat is written.ò  A classic example of these devices is the Tetragrammaton (s ˣˢ˧), which 

traditional Judaism teaches is ñtoo sacred to pronounce.ò  The kethib reading is Yahweh, but because they do not feel this name 

should be pronounced, they go with the qere, usually spoken as Adonai (Lord). 
4
  From TANAKH ˨˽ˮ˸:  THE HOLY SCRIPTURES, The New JPS Translation According to the Traditional Hebrew Text, The Jewish 

Publication Society, Philadelphia, PA, 1988, p. 46. 
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to the way we pronounce God.  Moreover, in 2004, I delivered a presentation at the Sacred Name Unity 

Conference in Eaton Rapids, Michigan, during which I traced this name as it followed the scattered tribes 

of Israel along their northward trek through what is now Russia.  The marks this name has left in its wake 

are those pointing to serpent worship. To this day, the Russian word pronounced God means ñreptile.ò  

The Israelites proceeded westward, eventually making their way to Poland, Germany and Ireland, where 

the idol named Gad-el-glas was worshipped.  In the Gaelic language, Gad-el-glas is literally translated 

ñgreen snake deity.ò  Since the Gaelic word for ñgreenò is glas, it shouldnôt take a whole lot of deductive 

reasoning to determine the translation of Gad.  Hint:  Itôs not ñdeity.ò 

 

 In spite of what I feel proves to be a very revealing and compelling history of the etymology of God, 

those of the opposing view still maintained that I couldnôt prove ñbeyond a shadow of doubtò that the 

English word ñGodò was originally the name of a heathen idol.  Although I remain convinced that the 

burden of proof should be on those who regard God as an honorable title to do all the proving, I have kept 

an open eye on other pieces of evidence as I continue my endeavor to ñprove all things.ò  It wasnôt until 

2008 that I stumbled across the strongest evidence of a connection that we have ever seen, and it was in a 

Bible translation that Iôve had in my library for over 25 years!   

 

 That translation is known as the Septuagint, which is a translation produced by Hebrew scholars way 

back in the 3rd century BCE.  I donôt mean to spoil the ending for those who want to read the ñfull scoop,ò 

but I believe you can read the argument that seals our case by skipping ahead to our chapter titled ñIf You 

Wonôt Believe Us, Would You At Least Believe 3rd Century BCE Hebrew Scholars?ò  If those ancient 

scholars regarded ñdemonò as the best translation of the Hebrew l˒ ̍, would you regard them as deceived 

and ignorant?  If they portrayed Leah as deliberately naming Zilpahôs son after an idol of fortune, would 

you regard them as heavily biased in their understanding of Leahôs motives?  Regardless of how our 

critics choose to defend the honor of referring to Yahweh as ñour God,ò they cannot deny the history and 

meaning of this name, and now they cannot reasonably deny the fact that at least as far back as the 3
rd

 

century BCE, Hebrew scholars understood this name as stemming from the name of a heathen idol.  

  

 It was during yet another volatile group Bible discussion ï this time on an internet forum discussion 

board ï that I stumbled across the fact that ancient Hebrew scholars plainly understood that Leah named 

Gad after the idol of fortune.  I made this discovery while digging for a response to a contributor who 

goes by the pseudonym ñDauid ben Yacov.ò  Dauid supports referring to Yahweh as ñour God,ò and after 

reading the arguments presented by various individuals, including myself, he supplied the following 

comment: 

 
God is the name of the son of Leah and no matter how hard people 
try they cannot connect Leah to idol worship. 5

  

 

 The very first observation that we should make upon reading Dauidôs summary is that it is at variance 

with the findings of nearly every scholarly work we consulted, including the Bible translations cited 

above.  In view of this glaring discrepancy, it immediately became obvious, upon reading Dauidôs 

summary, that he is heavily biased.  He had already been presented with the understanding offered by the 

worldôs leading scholars who agree that, indeed, Leahôs motive for naming Zilpahôs son Gad was based 

upon her heathen upbringing.  Nevertheless, in spite of an armada of testimony refuting his position, he 

                                                 
5
  Excerpt from a posting submitted by ñDauid ben Yacovò on 01-11-2008 at 12:33 PM in the forum discussion thread titled 

ñPagan Days, Pagan Words....... So what's right and what's not? ò  This forum is located at www.eliyah.com. 
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could only muster an impetuous, ñNo matter how hard people try, they cannot connect Leah to idol 

worship.ò  Since even Scripture presents Leah as having been raised in a household headed by an idol 

worshipper, it became clear that this manôs bias is simply too strong to accept truth, even from Yahwehôs 

own Word.  Nevertheless, I began thinking about other possible sources of information, and it occurred to 

me that it might be helpful to check out how the Hebrew scholars who translated the Septuagint version 

rendered Genesis 30:11.  I was astounded by the results of my research. 

 

 Equipped with those results, I presented a 1,285-word response to Dauidôs above summary and the 

discussion abruptly ended.  Some might say that Dauid stopped contributing to the discussion because he 

simply threw up his hands in despair at the ñunreasonableò response I offered, concluding that I was 

simply too biased to accept sound reasoning.  Thatôs what some folks might deduce.  However, I maintain 

that the discussion ended because the critics were put to silence.  To coin an expression, the ball was 

placed in their court, but they were unable to do anything with it.  They were given the opportunity to 

refute the information I offered in my commentary, but their response came in the form of silence.  We 

present a summary of my 2008 commentary in our chapter titled ñIf You Wonôt Believe Us, Would You 

At Least Believe 3rd Century BCE Hebrew Scholars?ò  Our critics are invited to share how, in their 

opinion, our findings are irrational.  To this point, we have had no takers. 

 

 June and I fully concede that we are not scholars with doctorates adorning our names, and as such, 

many folks will put little, if any, stock in anything we write.  Although we have not attained the status 

symbol commonly associated with those to whom this world attaches what is known as ñcredibility,ò we 

believe we can honestly claim that we have researched this topic thoroughly enough to have proven our 

original point ï that we do not honor Yahweh by referring to Him as ñour God.ò  This was the original 

title for our study
6
, and while we believe it served its purpose very well, at the same time, we do not 

expect it to reach those whose minds have already been made up.  We have seen that minds can be 

changed on this topic, so in the interest of reaching those who may be willing to consider reevaluating 

their position, we have renamed our study so as to draw emphasis, not to our question of whether or not 

we honor Yahweh by referring to Him as ñGodò (accompanied by our opinion), but to the understanding 

of ancient scholars who not only knew Hebrew, but were quite capable of translating their language into 

Greek. 

 

 Letôs face it ï some folks would have no problem with referring to the Almighty as ñSatanò if all their 

neighbors did it.  Of course, this seems very extreme, yet weôve already tangled with individuals who 

admit that they would embrace referring to Yahweh as their ñZeusò if the majority of our society 

understood the term as being a generic reference to deity ï regardless of where the name Zeus originated.  

If youôre in that crowd, then this study is definitely not for you.   

 

 On the other hand, if you have a heart bent on honoring our Creator no matter how your neighbors act 

or think it should be done ï if you are determined to break away from ñuser-definedò terms of worship 

and settle for nothing less than the ñYahweh-definedò approach, then we invite you to read on.  We do not 

claim to be scholars, but we do strive to be truth seekers, actively studying Yahwehôs Word to not only 

determine His Will for His children, but to act on it as well.  Will you join us?  

                                                 
6
 Our original study was named ñDo We Honor Yahweh by Referring to Him as óOur Godô?ò 
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Introduction  

 
Like the Plot for a Thriller Movie, Very Few Can See the Truth 

  

 would like to introduce you to this, the 2016 revision of our original study.  The opening paragraphs 

of Chapter One are what originally served as our introduction, but itôs been 15 years since we 

completed that original version, and somehow I feel as though we need to get things started a bit 

differently this time around.  I realize some folks will read our introduction and quickly lose interest.  

Others have already made up their minds and wonôt even get past the cover page.  Those who get past that 

point may still be looking for a gripping introduction that will grab their attention.  How can I come up 

with a sensational, riveting opening that will intrigue everyone, then spur them to read along with us and 

connect all the dots to see what we believe ranks as one of the greatest deceptions of all time?  I mean, 

after all, it seems like every author who writes from a religious perspective claims he or she has stumbled 

across ñone of the greatest deceptions of all time,ò right?  In this entertainment-driven world we live in, it 

seems that if weôre going to get anyoneôs attention, we need to come up with a thrilling opening sequence 

before the reader will take notice.  For those who require this sort of dramatic flair, I would like for you to 

envision a scene similar to the plot of some of the great box office disaster movies.  I remember a 70ôs 

flick titled The Towering Inferno, in which the hero tried warning everyone about the fire hazards 

wrought by a construction company that cut costs in too many places while building the worldôs tallest 

skyscraper.  Of course, no one listened to him, and, sure enough, the mammoth structure caught fire and 

lives were lost, but the hero still managed to save the lives of the scoffers, and everyone finally realized 

that he wasnôt as crazy as they initially thought he was. 

 

 This same plot worked in lots of other movies.  I remember Earthquake!, in which the hero knew ñthe 

big oneò was about to smite California.  Again, no one listened, the quake hit, lives were lost, but he 

saved the lives of his biggest critics, who finally realized the hero was smarter than they had previously 

given him credit for.  A couple of more recent movies with this same plot are The Day After Tomorrow 

and Titanic.  The movie Titanic portrays a classic and real-life example of a crew entrusted with the lives 

of over 2,200 people; the shipôs captain disregarded repeated warnings of icebergs looming along the 

shipôs path, and more than 1,500 lives were lost.
7
  These disaster movies serve as real-life reminders to be 

                                                 
7
  This point was made clear by one of the survivors of the Titanicôs disastrous encounter, Dr. Washington Dodge.  In an 

address given before the Commonwealth Club San Francisco on May 11, 1912 (less than a month after the ordeal), Dr. Dodge 

stated the following:  ñThe criticism has been made that gross carelessness was displayed, in driving the steamship at such a 

I 
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cautious about scoffing at these ñbad newsò prognosticators.  Thatôs why I didnôt scoff when the ñY2Kò 

prognosticators were telling us about all the horrible disasters that they deemed were certain to take place 

at midnight on January 1, 2000.  Thatôs right, we stored as much food, water and gasoline as we could 

afford to hoard, and we still think itôs an excellent precaution to take in anticipation of any disaster that 

might be looming on the horizon. 

 

 For those of you who may be wondering why Iôm asking you to envision the plot from any of these 

thriller movies, itôs because, yes, I want you to consider the case we are about to make for what we 

believe is one of the greatest deceptions of all time:  the cover-up of our Heavenly Fatherôs name, 

combined with the masking of an idolôs name.  This idolôs name, unbeknownst to the majority of this 

worldôs inhabitants, was subsequently misattributed and misapplied to the Creator of the universe.  If you 

are an individual who believes that we exist in consequence to the creation of man on the sixth day of 

Creation as presented by the Bible, then shouldnôt applying the name of an idol as a title for the Creator 

you worship be abhorrent to you?  Shouldn't it? 

 

 Certainly, if you are an atheist or agnostic who really doesnôt care one way or the other, I donôt expect 

you to take any interest in this subject.  I say this even though the most favorable review ever given to our 

original study came from a professing atheist named Cyrus.  Iôm still not sure why he bothered reading 

our study, but he did and he gave it a glowing review.  Nevertheless, if you love our Heavenly Father half 

as much as we do, we would expect you to take a deep interest in anything that might possibly be 

considered the greatest deception of all time.  Your initial reaction might be, ñNo way!ò  Some professing 

believers have thus dismissed our study without proceeding to prove our case one way or the other.
8
  If 

youôre one of the scoffers who has already concluded that Larry and June are over-zealous or otherwise 

missing a few marbles, then we are willing to patiently await the day when you will know better.  Like the 

plot from a thriller movie, I know that eventually all professing believers will wonder how they could 

have been so easily deceived.   If youôre a professing believer, I know that sooner or later you will  

understand the importance of calling upon our Heavenly Father with the name He gave to Himself, and 

sooner or later you will  understand that the majority of believers have been hoodwinked into referring to 

the Almighty with the name of a heathen idol and actually believing that doing so is honorable.  Yes, we 

are that confident of the truths we have uncovered, not only when we composed our original study, but 

even more so with our revision. 

 

 In our original study, June and I covered a lot of ground, including the refutation of an article titled 

ñThe Truth Regarding Yahwehôs Inspired Titles,ò in which the authors presented their case for God being 

a ñperfectly acceptableò English translation of the Hebrew title Elohim.  We demonstrated that God is the 

name of the Babylonian idol of fortune, which has been culturally redefined by our society as an 

honorable title for our Creator, and we established the fact that our intentions, no matter how noble they 

                                                                                                                                                                            
rate of speed after warnings of icebergs ahead had been given.  The charge is also made that the steamer was equipped with 

lifeboats sufficient to carry less than one-third of those aboard.  Also, that not enough seamen to properly launch and man the 

lifeboats were at hand, and that the steamer was not provided with a searchlight.  There can be no question of the fact that the 

steamer was running at an unwarranted rate of speed after it had received the warning it had.  Neither can there be any question 

of the fact that the lifeboats were not sufficient to carry all of those aboard.  The number of seamen was positively insufficient.  

Owing to this great insufficiency, there being but sixteen seamen to launch and man twenty lifeboats, the lifeboats appeared to 

be filled and lowered consecutively, rather than simultaneously.  The seriousness of this point is apparent when we consider 

that when the ship sank, nearly three hours after she struck, there still remained three collapsible boats, each capable of holding 

thirty or more persons, unlaunched.  As to the searchlight, it is not disputed that the steamer was without one.ò   Dr. Dodgeôs 

complete address may be read by accessing the following URL:  http://lodelink.com/titanic/index.html. 
8
 In I Thessalonians 5:21 we are counseled to ñprove all things.ò 

http://lodelink.com/titanic/index.html
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may seem, do not define righteousness.  We answered the arguments about God being one of the names 

that will be found on the 12 gates of the New Jerusalem, and we offered substantial evidence that when 

Leah gave this name to one of Jacobôs sons, she named him after an idol worshipped in the region where 

she was raised.  These are only a few of the highlights covered in our original study.   

 

 In this revision, we are incorporating additional evidence that we have come across since 2001.  This 

includes proof that Hebrew scholars from at least as far back as the third century BCE understood that 

Leahôs decision to name Jacobôs son God was indeed based upon the fact that this is the name of the 

heathen idol of fortune worshipped in her native Haran.  Moreover, Hebrew scholars from at least the first 

century BCE understood God to be the name of a demon.  Finally, we are able to trace the worship of the 

idol God as it spread from Haran into what is today known as Russia and on into Europe, including 

Poland, Ireland and Germany.  This is all covered in our revision, and we invite you to journey with us as 

we explore this great deception.  To make this all the more interesting, we are incorporating arguments 

from other discussions pertaining to this issue.  We donôt mean to leave any arguments out, so if you find 

that we have omitted anything, or even if you find that we have supplied inaccurate or incorrect 

information, we invite you to bring it to our attention.  If we are indeed ñmissing some marbles,ò we need 

you to show us our errors.  On the other hand, if, upon checking out our findings, you realize that we 

arenôt as crazy as you initially thought we were, we invite you to join us in our quest to serve the 

Almighty and to honor Him in both name and title. 

 

 Now that youôve made it this far, letôs get started where the original study begins: 
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Part I.  Does the òPaganizingó of Yahwehõs Titles Give Us a License To 

Appropriate Already -Corrupt Titles to Him?  
 

 

1.  The Masking of Yahwehôs Name and the  

Masking of the Name ñGodò 
 

 

une and I call on the name ˢˣˢ˧ (YHWH), which is commonly rendered Yahweh in English.  We 

understand that with this introductory remark, we have likely lost the interest of many readers.  Those 

who are still with us may be curious as to why we call on the name Yahweh, whereas the majority of 

believers out there call on either God or the LORD.  We believe we have excellent reasons for calling on 

the name Yahweh, but that is not what we are out to demonstrate in this essay.  We address our reasons for 

calling on Yahweh in our study ñSticks and Stones May Break My Bones, But Names Will Never Hurt 

Me:  A Look at the Name We Call Our Heavenly Father.ò
9
   In fact, June and I regard this present study 

as a continuation, or ñPart 2,ò of our ñSticks and Stonesò study, so if you do not agree with our 

understanding that we should strive to call upon our Heavenly Father with the name He gave to Himself ï 

the name by which the early believers knew Him, we strongly urge you to read our ñSticks and Stonesò 

study before tackling this one.   

 

 If you should happen to be among those who call on the name Yahweh,
10

 and if youôre like June and 

me, you only began practicing this lifestyle after diligently researching this issue on your own, or perhaps 

you were introduced to the belief by a friend, family member or acquaintance.  At first June and I wanted 

to dismiss the concept of rejecting the name we had been taught (God) in favor of Yahweh as somewhat 

cultic, but our familiarity with a verse in the book of I Thessalonians stirred in us a desire to at least check 

it out together, prayerfully and diligently.  In I Thessalonians 5:21 we are told, ñProve all things; hold fast 

that which is good.ò  

 

 Those of you who share our view regarding our Heavenly Fatherôs name can most likely identify with 

the story of how we checked and double-checked information, went to various libraries, etc., in our effort 

to uncover the truth about the name Yahweh.  The result:  Our minds were changed.  Many of us were 

shocked to learn that ñGodò is not the Creatorôs name at all, despite its common appearance in most 

English Bibles.  Only after diligent research did we learn that not only do Bible translators insert ñGodò 

where our Creatorôs title (Elohim) appears, but they wrongly insert a title (the LORD) where His name 

appears.  If ever anything smelled of a conspiracy, this was indeed prime evidence for one!  You see, I am 

one of the many who, while growing up, was taught that our Creatorôs name is ñGod,ò and recognizing 

that this isnôt really His name was not an easy hurdle to overcome.  In fact, several years ago, I conducted 

                                                 
9
 Our study ñSticks and Stonesò may be read online by accessing the following link:  

http://www.ponderscripture.org/PDF%20Files/Sticks_and_Stones.pdf.  
10

 We recognize that there are various English transliterations of this name, commonly referred to as the Tetragrammaton 

(ˢˣˢ˧).  Some of the more common ones weôve seen are Yahvah, Yahveh, Yahuah, Yahwah, Yahueh and Yehowah.  We arenôt 

trying to create the impression that the pronunciation we use is superior to those supported by other Yahwists out there.  

However, for those who would like to know more about the pronunciation we use, we invite you to read our study 

Pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton, which can be accessed at the following link: 

http://www.ponderscripture.org/PDF%20Files/Pronunciation%20of%20the%20Tetragrammaton.pdf. 

J 

http://www.ponderscripture.org/PDF%20Files/Sticks_and_Stones.pdf
http://www.ponderscripture.org/PDF%20Files/Pronunciation%20of%20the%20Tetragrammaton.pdf
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a poll in the office where I worked and discovered that nearly everyone there believed the Creatorôs name 

is ñGod.ò  Of the ten people surveyed, only one person offered a different name for the Creator, listing it 

as ñJesus.ò  Thus, the fact that I was wrongly taught our Creatorôs name as being ñGodò is not a singular, 

isolated incident.  It is widespread. 

 

 Once June and I learned that His name is not and never was ñGod,ò other truths began to surface.  We 

learned the truth regarding a Canaanite deity of fortune whose name is pronounced ñGod,ò
11

 and of how 

this idol is mentioned in the Hebrew text of Scripture (ˡ˒ˠ), although translators cleverly conceal its name.  

Isnôt it interesting that the name we are taught as belonging to the Creator of the universe turns out to be 

pronounced the same as the name of a Canaanite deity worshipped by those who ñforsake Yahwehò 

(Isaiah 65:11)?  Letôs take a quick look at the King James Versionôs translation of Isaiah 65:11: 

 
11¶  But ye are they that forsake the LORD, that forget my holy mountain, that 

prepare a table for that troop, and that furnish the drink offering unto that 

number. 
 

 The translators of the King James Version concealed a total of three names in this one verse.  We 

highlighted them for easy identification.  Of course, the most important ñcover upò is our Creatorôs name, 

but the second one is also significant because itôs the name of a false idol whose name is commonly 

taught as being the actual Creatorôs name.  Shown below is a corrected translation of the King James 

Version: 
 

11¶  But ye are they that forsake Yahweh (s ˣˢ˧), that forget my holy 

mountain, that prepare a table for God (l ˒ˠ) and that furnish the drink offering 

unto Meni (˧ ˏˮˋˬ). 

 

 Weôll examine Isaiah 65:11 more closely later in our study, but for now we hope you can see that in 

this one verse translators not only hid the Creatorôs true name, but they also hid the name of a false idol 

whose name (ˡ˒ˠ, pronounced God) is commonly presented as being the Creatorôs name.  In fact, in 

todayôs most common English translators of the Bible, we can see that translators effectively present the 

name of the Canaanite deity of fortune (God) as Yahwehôs title, apparently to justify reintroducing it as a 

ñproper translationò of the Hebrew title ñElohim.ò  Having thus effectively covered their tracks, the stage 

is set for what is perhaps one of the greatest deceptions of all time:  The masking of Yahwehôs name.  

Translators had to hide Yahwehôs name, then present the name ñGodò in a positive light in order for it to 

become the accepted name and title that it is today.  After all, who, upon discovering the truth about the 

name of the pagan deity of fortune, would desire to refer to the true Creator with that same name, only 

now as a ñtitleò? 

                                                 
11

  Many people, ourselves included, have been more inclined to refer to the deity of Isaiah 65:11 (Gad, Hebrew l ˒ˠ, 

pronounced gawd) as being a Babylonian deity. Indeed, this is how it is presented in Strongôs Exhaustive Concordance of the 

Bible, where the Hebrew word l ˒ˠ appears as word #1408 in the Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary. Other reputable sources, 

however, such as The New Ungerôs Bible Dictionary, refer to this deity as a Canaanite deity. Information gleaned from A 

Dictionary of the Bible, edited by James Hastings, M.A., D.D., Volume II, Charles Scribnerôs Sons, New York, 1899, article 

ñGad,ò p. 76, offers the following evidence that God was originally the name of a Canaanite idol:  ñAs the name of Gad is not 

met with in Babylonian literature, it would seem to have been a native Canaanite word, retained by the Israelites in 

consequence of the tendency to polytheism which existed among them as late as the time of the Babylonian captivity....ò  

Regardless of this idolôs origin, according to Isaiah 65, it was definitely worshipped by backslidden Israelites. 
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 Some of you reading this may be confused by the above comments, finding it difficult to believe that 

the Creatorôs name has been replaced with a title, and His title has been replaced with a name.  However, 

it is true.  You can verify this for yourself by accessing a Hebrew/English interlinear Bible.  A great verse 

to use in proving our point is the verse where Yahweh tells us to not ñtake His name in vain.ò  Here is 

how that verse appears in the King James Version translation of Exodus 20:7: 

 
7
Thou shalt not take the name of the LORD thy God in vain; for the LORD will 

not hold him guiltless that taketh his name in vain. 
 

 As we are about to see, ñthe LORDò (a title) replaces the Creatorôs name (Yahweh), while ñGodò (an 

idolôs name) replaces His title (Elohim/Aleik).  The following is a scanned copy of Exodus 20:7 as it 

appears in The Interlinear Bible:  Hebrew-Greek-English
12

: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 Yahweh is not the author of confusion (I Corinthians 14:33), but what translators have done to His 

name is enough to make most peoplesô heads spin!  Think about it!  They removed the transliteration of 

the name s ˣˢ˧ (Yahweh), replaced it with a title (the LORD), then inserted the transliterated name of a 

false idol (l ˒ˠ, which is transliterated ñGodò) as a title for Yahweh.  It was easy to slip that name past most 

believers because they commonly regard that idolôs name-converted-to-title as actually being the 

Creatorôs name, not realizing that (a) the translators originally intended for it to be used as a title and (b) 

many believers have by now been conditioned to believe that ñGodò is the Creatorôs name.  Many 

believers understand that the title (the LORD) which was substituted for His name (YHWH) is clearly just 

                                                 
12

  From The Interlinear Bible:  Hebrew-Greek-English, Jay P. Green, Sr., General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson 

Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1986, the text of Exodus 20:7.  Remember:  Hebrew is read from right to left! 

 

This is the Creatorôs name 

in Hebrew, more correctly 

transliterated as Yahweh, 

but rendered ñthe LORDò 

(a title) in most Bibles. 

This is the Creatorôs title in Hebrew, more correctly transliterated as 

Aleik, but rendered ñGodò in most Bibles (including the one 

depicted here).  As we will see in this study, there is a Hebrew word 

that is actually pronounced ñGodò (ˡ)ɣ, which is the name of an idol 

whose worship Yahweh condemns.  Are translators justified by 

translating Aleik into a word whose pronunciation matches the name 

of a heathen idol? 
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that:  a title; but they havenôt caught on to the fact that the word the translators inserted as a title is 

actually a name ï the name of a false idol.  Is your head spinning yet?   

 

 In the interest of attempting to simplify this explanation for those who may still be confused, please 

consider the following:  Many people, upon reading the words ñthe LORD Godò in their Bibles, perceive 

ñthe LORDò as being simply a title, not recognizing it as being a substitution of our Creatorôs name, and 

the word ñGodò to them represents His name, even though ñGodò is rendered as a translation of the 

Hebrew title ñElohim.ò  To make their cover-up complete, the translators removed all evidence of there 

ever having been a heathen idol named ñGod,ò translating this name into the generic, irrelevant word 

ñtroop.ò  The result:  Millions of people today sincerely, yet wrongly, believe our Creatorôs name is 

ñGod.ò  Confusion abounds! 
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2.  The Separation Created by Rejecting the Name ñGodò: 

Deliberate Separation or a Quest for Truth? 

 

 

aving been raised in a household wherein our Creatorôs name was taught as being ñGod,ò 

combined with the fact that June and I plainly recognized the unpleasant separation that would 

occur if we chose to abandon that concept, we did not readily embrace the new truth about His 

name when it was first revealed to us.  Not wishing to break away from our friends with whom 

we had worshipped and fellowshipped, we at first tried to dismiss the truth about His name, saying, ñIf 

you want to speak Hebrew, then call Him Yahweh!  I speak English, so I call Him God!ò  We later tried 

without success to actually prove to ourselves that ñGodò is an acceptable name for our Creator.  In the 

end, truth must prevail, and we subsequently learned the reason why everyone around the world 

recognizes names such as Genghis Khan, Ponce de León, Osama bin Laden, Jacques Cousteau, Martina 

Navratilova and Saddam Husseinðeach name being pronounced the same in all languages.  The general 

rule of thumb is, names are not normally translated!  Instead, they are transliterated, which means their 

sounds are carried over from one language to another.  If this is true, then strictly speaking, the name s ˣˢ˧ 

should be transliterated Yahweh as well. 

 

 Equipped with this understanding of a new-found truth, as well as the discovery of where the term 

God originates, June and I pledged our full desire to honor Yahweh with this name over and above 

continued associations with groups who reject that truth.  We decided to worship with others who 

likewise desire to call upon our Creator by the name He gave to Himself:  Yahweh!  We hope this brief 

explanation serves to appease anyone who might suggest that our separation from those who refer to the 

Creator as God is a quirky attempt to either just be ñdifferentò or to deliberately and with unwarranted 

rationale separate ourselves from those who worship the Creator as God.  Our desire is simply to worship 

our Heavenly Father in spirit and in truth.  If God is an erroneous name for the Creator, we have no choice 

but to reject it.  After all, how does referring to the Almighty with an erroneous name honor Him?  

H 
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3.  A New Teaching Emerges ... Or is it an Old One Resurfacing? 

 

 

he separation created by the decision to reject the name ñGodò has been painful for many 

believers, and understandably so when one considers the fact that Yahweh created us to be social 

beings, needing the acceptance, approval and fellowship of others to make our lives more 

complete.  As June and I quickly discovered, worship for those who call on the name Yahweh is 

often spent at home alone.  Our social needs were not often met.  We are persuaded that partly as a result 

of this desire to fellowship with more people, and largely due to the well-intentioned desire to attract more 

potential converts to the faith, the teaching that ñGodò is an acceptable title for Yahweh emerged in the 

late 1990ôs.  Maybe it was sooner, but June and I didn't notice this trend until the late '90ôs.  Within what 

seems a relatively short space of time it was embraced by many in the Yahwist Movement.  At the time, 

this acceptance seemed like a new teaching, but a more thorough investigation shows that in reality it is 

an old teaching that resurfaced.  The individuals promoting this teaching rightly understand that the 

Creatorôs name is Yahweh instead of God, but they nevertheless maintain that ñGodò is an acceptable title 

for Him.  In our opinion, the main reason for believing this way may be the desire to not only draw more 

people into the Yahwist Movement, but also to retain others who might eventually become discouraged 

upon discovering how truly ñseparateò one becomes upon rejecting the name God.  As one individual 

wrote,  
 

I still say the whole [Yahwist] movement is far too hung up on this topic 

[rejecting óGodô as a proper title for Yahweh] and expending energy they 

could better use to tell a lost and dying world about a Saviour named 

Yahushua the Messiah.  This kind of theorizing only leads us to run off 

otherwise sincere and seeking individuals.
13

 
 

 We sincerely appreciate this manôs desire to bring people to the saving knowledge of our Heavenly 

Father and His Son.  Certainly we do not support promoting any teachings that ñrun off otherwise sincere 

and seeking individualsò ð unless those teachings represent truth.  We earnestly desire for all to come to 

the Messiah, but not at the expense of truth!  Truth must prevail over bringing in numbers of converts to 

the faith; we must not compromise it for the sake of attendance rolls or membership quotas.  The 

conclusion reached by the above individual is largely based on an article titled ñThe Truth Regarding 

Inspired Titles,ò originally written in 1997 (revised and published in booklet form in 2001), in which the 

authors, much like the gentleman cited above, establish their concern that those who teach the rejection of 

the title God have ñcostò the Yahwist Movement members: 
 

If we honestly evaluate -- without prejudice or bias -- the growth and 

development of the Sacred-Name Movement, we would have to admit our 

erroneous linguistic principles have cost the Movement dearly.  Little has been 

gained by challenging Christianity for employing the terms god and lord.  

                                                 
13

  This remark is an excerpt from a commentary that an individual (whom we will only identify here by his pseudonym Dauid 

ben Yacov) e-mailed to 28 recipients on October 10, 2000 (entitled ñRE: Is Yahweh Your óGodô? Final Installmentò).  Dauidôs 

opus was composed as a rebuttal to the critique that June and I presented to the article ñThe Truth Regarding Inspired Titles.ò  

Dauid ben Yacov is how this gentleman identified himself while contributing postings to an internet forum board, and we will ï 

here and throughout this study ï respect his desire to keep his true identity private. 

T 
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Instead, our most valiant efforts have only resulted in the fragmentation of our 

Movement and in the development of some very radical organizations.
14

 

 

 The authors of The Truth Regarding Inspired Titles blame ñerroneous linguistic principles,ò e.g., the 

Sacred Name Movementôs rejection of the terms God and lord, for the various assemblies not meeting 

their quota of members and/or converts.  Elsewhere they inform us, ñWe ought to be willing to admit that 

the Hebrew titles elohim and adonay can be translated into English as god and lord.ò
15

  They go on to 

write, ñTherefore, if we truly wish to be honest with the facts, admitting that god and lord are perfectly 

acceptable English translations is a linguistic necessity.ò
16

   
 

 Dale George and Silvio Soto revised their study in 2001 under the name The Truth About Inspired 

Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names.  In composing their 94-page revision, George and Soto enlisted 

the editorial services of a religious leader named Moshe Koniuchowsky and his wife, Rivkah.  Mr. 

Koniuchowsky, in his Foreword, built upon the authorsô claims that rejecting God as a ñperfectly 

acceptableò translation has brought about division and schisms within the body of Messiah: 
 

THE TRUTH ABOUT INSPIRED TITLES IN THE LIGHT OF THE 

SCARED [sic] NAMES, will set many people free, who have been heretofore 

hesitant or even unwilling to have fellowship (thinking they were honoring 

Yahweh) with other non-sacred name believers, who do not yet use the true 

inspired names, yet do use inspired titles!  Truly this book is being used to 

break down divisions and unnecessary manmade schisms in the body of 

Messiah, so as to reposition us around proper balance, without compromising 

the truth we hold so dear!
17

 
 

 Like the two previously-quoted individuals, Moshe Koniuchowsky 

addresses the fact that rejecting the term God has a direct bearing on oneôs 

ability to fellowship with others.  Certainly, if rejecting God results in 

unnecessary division, then doing so is a mistake that needs to be corrected.  
 

 Mr. Koniuchowskyôs Foreword was authored in January 2001.  At that 

same time, our original study on this topic, in two parts, was published in the 

Jan ï Feb issue of Frank Brownôs Search the Scriptures newsletter.  One thing 

led to another, and I soon found myself involved in a second group e-mail 

discussion regarding the title God.  Interestingly, Moshe Koniuchowsky was 

included on the distribution list, and, at length he was persuaded to retract his 

previous endorsement.  In January 2001, as noted above, Mr. Koniuchowsky 

regarded God as an ñinspired title.ò  By March 2001, however, he produced 

the following retraction: 
 

If Messianic Israel is another denomination in Judaism or Christianity, then by 

all means letôs go ahead and be like all the nations and call Elohim God in 

                                                 
14

 From the article ñThe Truth Regarding Inspired Titles,ò 1997, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, p. 46.  The same quote is 

found on page 90 of their revision titled The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, published in 

February 2001. 
15

  Ibid, p. 45, and page 88 of the revision titled The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names. 
16

  Ibid, p. 45, and pp. 88-89 of the revision titled The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names. 
17

 From The Truth About Inspired Titles In The Light of The Sacred Names, by Dale George and Silvio Soto, Foreword by 

Rabbi M. J. Koniuchowsky, January 2001, p. 5. 

Front cover of Elders George 

and Sotoôs 2001 revised study. 
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English.  Boy, we would sure fit in nicely then and have large crowds! Or we 

can overcome (Israel) the heathen practice of ascribing names and titles to a 

deity of their own imagination, by BOLDLY proclaiming that it remains an 

eternal and irrevocable mitzvah to call on Yahweh-Elohim!  The only Name 

that was revealed and not invented!  What a privilege and what a gift given by 

the Almighty Yahweh, to make Israel fully different than all the nations.  That 

is the core of the current debate.  Are we really Israel or are we just people 

hurt by the church and/or Messianic Judaism, who want to try something, 

anything new?
18

 
 

 We not only cite Koniuchowskyôs retraction to illustrate that there are folks out there who will change 

for the sake of truth, but also as an eloquent expression of how June and I personally feel about this entire 

issue.  In January 2001, Koniuchowsky expressed excitement that, at long last, we could break down the 

barriers that have separated the Sacred Name Movement from ñnon-sacred name believers.ò  June and I 

certainly share his desire to break down the barriers and the schisms that have come between us and the 

various denominations out there, and if we could simultaneously become persuaded that Yahweh is 

pleased and honored by being referred to as ñGod,ò then we would heartily aim our spiritual missiles at 

those barriers and do our part to aid in their destruction. 
 

 We thus see that, in spite of Koniuchowskyôs January 2001 ringing endorsement of the title God, 

within the space of three months he wisely recognized that, as noble as his desire to bring the two sides 

together was, he had reached a premature conclusion.  While we are not about to give our backing to all of 

the views promoted by Moshe Koniuchowsky, nevertheless, in this one instance he, like us, eventually 

came to understand that as much as we would love to welcome throngs of believers into our midst who 

are content to refer to Yahweh as ñGod,ò our primary desire must be to learn and practice truth, 

regardless of the impact it may have on our assemblyôs growth and development. 
 

 In this study, we will demonstrate that if we truly wish to be honest with the facts, God is not a 

ñperfectly acceptable English translationò of the Hebrew word Elohim.  Furthermore, we maintain that 

those who refer to Yahweh with such a title dishonor Him, whether it be inadvertently or on purpose.
19

  If 

taking this stand brings about ñfragmentationò without justification, those of the other persuasion will just 

have to refute the findings presented here.  
  
 In this study we address all the arguments we have seen to 

this point and one by one, we demonstrate how and why each argument proves unsatisfactory.  

                                                 
18

  From ñNO GOD FOR ISRAELITES!ò an e-mailed editorial by Moshe Joseph Koniuchowsky, sent to the 

YourArmsToIsraelNews@yahoogroups.com distribution list on 03/04/2001 at 8:43:24 PM CST, page 3. 
19

  In the interest of conserving space, we are primarily focusing our attention on the title god in this study.  As for the title lord, 

we personally avoid this title, not necessarily because of any questionable origin, but because this is the word that translators of 

most English versions of the Bible chose to substitute in place of Yahwehôs name.  Out of protest for what they did, June and I 

personally avoid applying this title to our Heavenly Father. 

mailto:YourArmsToIsraelNews@yahoogroups.com
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4.  Introduction to God 
 

 

s noted earlier, in Isaiah 65:11 we are introduced to the heathen deity named God.  The King 

James Version translators erroneously rendered the Hebrew word  ˒ ˠ l (pronounced ñGawdò) in 

that verse as ñthat troop.ò
20 

  Shown below is an enlarged copy from a King James Version Bible, 

displaying the text of Isaiah 65:11: 
 

 
 

 The average reader, which many of us were at some point in our lives, will  read the above verse and 

simply gloss over the words ñthat troop,ò thinking, ñOkay, this is another verse that doesnôt really make a 

whole lot of sense, but Iôm sure itôs nothing critical, so Iôll just keep reading.ò  Once we dig a little deeper 

and learn that the words ñthat troopò are used to cover up the name of an idol ï an idol for whom ancient 

worshippers would literally ñprepare a table,ò the true intent of the Author is clarified and revealed. 
 

 The translators of other versions at least recognize ñGodò as the name of the deity of fortune.  In their 

translations, they simply render the Hebrew word l˒ˠ as ñFortune,ò thus identifying the chief characteristic 

of this idol, yet perpetrating the error of not transliterating its name.  The name of this deity remains 

cloaked to many worshippers even today.  In order to better illustrate the fact that the name l ˒ˠ 

(pronounced ñGawdò) appears in the original Hebrew text of Isaiah 65:11, we are displaying an excerpt 

from this chapter as it appears in The Interlinear Bible:  Hebrew-Greek-English :
21

 
 

 

 
 
 

This is an excerpt from page 578 of The Interlinear Bible, which displays the Hebrew text of Isaiah 65:11.  Please notice the Hebrew word 

ˡ˒̍˒˪ (circled).  The prefix of this word (˪) means ñfor.ò  The Hebrew word to which  ˪is prefixed is the word l ˒̍, which is actually a name é 
the name of an idol é pronounced Gawd.  If we can believe the words of verse 12, those who worship this idol will be ñnumbered to the 

swordò and they shall ñbow down to the slaughter.ò 

                                                 
20

 Most Bible dictionaries and commentaries provide corroborating agreement that the name ñGodò (usually spelled out as Gad 

in English, but pronounced ñGawdò in Hebrew) was in the original Hebrew text of Isaiah 65:11.  For example, note the 

following from The New Ungerôs Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, p. 488:  ñGad.  A 

Canaanite deity rendered óFortuneô (Isa. 65:11, see marg.); the god of good fortune, supposed to be the glorified planet Jupiter.  

This star is called by the Arabs óthe greater luckô as the star of good fortune.ò 
21

 The Hebrew text displayed in this excerpt is taken from The Interlinear Bible:  Hebrew-Greek-English, Jay P. Green, Sr., 

General Editor and Translator, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1986, p. 578.   
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 As depicted in the above excerpt, the translator of The Interlinear Bible follows the lead of other 

translators in electing to not transliterate the Hebrew name ˡ˒ˠ.  Instead, he translates it as ñFortune.ò  

Although this is obviously a better rendering than the King James Versionôs ñthat troop,ò it still does not 

reveal to the average English reader the actual name represented in the original Hebrew text.  Had the 

King James Version translators properly transliterated all proper names that appear in Isaiah 65:11, here is 

how that verse would read: 
 

11¶  But ye are they that forsake Yahweh (sˣˢ˧), that forget my holy 

mountain, that prepare a table for God (ˡ˒ˠ), and that furnish the drink offering 

unto Meni (˧ ˏˮˋˬ). 
 

 Some individuals, unwilling to change their religious lifestyles in spite of recognizing the serious 

mistake committed by translators of the above verse, are content to remain faithful to the mode they were 

in prior to this error having been pointed out to them.  Others outright refuse to acknowledge the 

translation gaffe, satisfied with regarding ñthat troopò as sufficiently accurate to accommodate the 

parameters of their religious system.  Regardless of what one chooses to believe and accept as truth, our 

decision cannot alter the fact of what was done.  Any Hebrew scholar or otherwise competent theologian 

recognizes the fact that Isaiah 65:11 was mistranslated.  Alexander Hislop in his work The Two Babylons 

wrote, ñIn the authorised version Gad [pronounced gawd] is rendered óthat troop,ô and Meni, óthat 

number;ô but the most learned admit that this is incorrect, and that the words are proper names.ò
22

  G.W. 

Grogan, in his commentary on Isaiah 65:11, forthrightly addresses the fact that the deity named Gad is 

ñconcealedò by translators of this verse.
23

  It is remarkable that theologians, in spite of their admission 

that the name pronounced gawd was originally attributed to an idol, nevertheless continue to employ the 

term God in their references to the Creator.  No scholarly effort is put forth to correct the error; indeed, 

the mere suggestion that a correction be made is often met with ridicule.  Shall we, knowing the truth 

concerning this name/title, follow their lead or will we discontinue its use out of respect and reverence for 

our great and awesome Heavenly Father?  This is an important question that we suggest you ponder as 

you continue reading this study. 
 

 Once we establish that ñGodò is indeed the name of a deity worshipped by those who ñforsake 

Yahweh,ò we are poised to ask the question, ñIs it proper to refer to our Creator with a title (such as 

ñGodò) that matches the pronunciation of the name originally ascribed to a heathen deity?ò  Does this 

honor Him?  How does referring to Yahweh with a title that matches the name originally attributed to a 

heathen deity honor Him? 
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  From The Two Babylons by Alexander Hislop, Loizeaux Brothers, New York, 1953 (first edition published in 1916), p. 94. 
23

 Cf., The Expositorôs Bible Commentary, Vol. 6, ñIsaiah,ò by G. W. Grogan, ZondervanPublishingHouse, Grand Rapids, MI, 

1986, p. 353.  Grogan writes, ñóFortuneô and óDestinyô translate ˡ˒ˠ˒ˢ (haggad) and ˧ ˏˮˋˬ˒ˢ (hamnî), which, as Whybray says 

(Isaiah 40-66, in loc.), conceal the names of the Syrian god Gad, personifying good luck, and Meni, óa god of fate, possibly 
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5.  Did Yahweh Refer to Himself as a ñBaalò? 
 

 

ome folks, who are of the persuasion that ñGodò is an acceptable title for Yahweh, answer the 

closing questions of the previous chapter by stating that Yahweh was referred to as a Baal in 

Scripture, and in fact refers to Himself as a Baal.  Since Yahweh was occasionally referred to by a 

title matching the name of this heathen deity, what could be wrong with referring to Him with the 

title ñGod,ò since both Baal and God are the names of heathen idols?  Herbert Lockyer, in his book All the 

Divine Names and Titles in the Bible, addresses the fact that, indeed, Yahweh was properly referred to 

with the title Baal: 
 

While we think of Baal as the title of the Canaanite local gods, in earlier times 

it was used by worshipers of Jehovah.
24 

 

 The key information that we need to glean from the above quote comes from the words ñin earlier 

times.ò  This means that before Baal was attributed to heathen idols, it was initially used by those who 

worshipped Yahweh.  In other words, it belonged to Yahweh first.  Of course, Baal later became more 

than just a mere title for the ñCanaanite local godsò:  It also became the name of their chief deity!  Not 

only do we need to consider the fact that Yahweh was referred to as a Baal, though, we need to bear in 

mind that He also calls Himself a Molech in Scripture.  Many Bible students recognize Molech as the 

name of a false idol to whom heathen worshippers and (later) backslidden Israel sacrified their children.  

Since both Baal and Molech are also the names of heathen deities, coupled with the fact that Yahweh 

refers to Himself with titles such as these..., this, in the opinion of some individuals, ñprovesò that it is 

also acceptable and even honorable to refer to Yahweh as our ñGod.ò  Is this true? 
 

 First of all, it is indeed true, as claimed above by Mr. Lockyer, that Yahweh does refer to Himself as a 

Baal in Scripture.  Notice what Yahweh says in Jeremiah 31:31-32: 
 

31
¶

   
Behold, the days come, saith Yahweh, that I will make a new covenant 

with the house of Israel, and with the house of Judah: 
32 

Not according to the covenant that I made with their fathers in the day that I 

took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt; which My 

covenant they brake, although I was an husband [Heb. ba'alti] unto them, saith 

Yahweh. 
 

 Notice that the Hebrew word translated ñhusbandò is actually a form of the word ñbaal.ò  Thus, 

Yahweh identified Himself as having been a Baal to the children of Israel.  Yahweh is also referred to as a 

Baal in Isaiah 54:5.  Furthermore, in I Chronicles 12:5 a warrior by the name of Bealiah is mentioned.  

ñBealiahò is a Hebrew word meaning ñYahweh is my Baal.ò   
 

 Now that we know that Yahweh identified Himself as a Baal, combined with the knowledge that there 

was indeed a pagan deity named Baal, does this mean we can in similar fashion honorably refer to 

Yahweh as our God, since it might be construed that He is indifferent towards the titles we attribute to 

Him?  Certainly it might appear, upon conducting a cursory examination, that we can properly refer to 

Yahweh as our ñGod,ò even if God was the name of a heathen deity, for Yahweh referred to Himself as a 
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ñBaal,ò even though there was a heathen deity named ñBaal.ò  Is there something missing from this 

equation that needs to be explained?  Yes, there is! 

 

 What we need to remember is the fact that Yahweh, as mentioned above by Mr. Lockyer, was referred 

to as a Baal (husband) long before apostate men began calling upon a deity named Baal.  This being true, 

the word baal was a perfectly legitimate title for Yahweh long before it was transformed into a proper 

noun.  As we mentioned earlier, it belonged to Yahweh first.  Itôs His title, not Baalôs!  Can the same be 

said for God? 
 

  Some may claim that the worship of the heathen idol named Baal pre-dates this wordôs use in 

reference to Yahweh.  Since no one can go back to the beginning to listen to the titles that early believers 

employed in reference to Yahweh, no one can say for certain that anyone ever referred to Yahweh as Baal 

prior to the emergence of the deity named Baal.  If it is indeed true that the existence of a deity named 

Baal pre-dates anyone ever referring to Yahweh with the title Baal, then indeed a legitimate case can be 

made in favor of referring to Yahweh as God, as this would involve employing an already-corrupt word 

towards Yahweh.  If (hypothetically-speaking) Yahweh sanctioned being referred to as Baal despite its 

having been borrowed from heathen worship, then indeed it would follow that Yahweh must likewise 

have no problem with anyone referring to Him as ñour God,ò which is similarly borrowed from heathen 

worship.   
 

 Despite the hypothetical allusion created above, the fact remains that there is no evidence whatsoever 

validating the worship of a deity named Baal prior to anyone ever referring to Yahweh as a Baal.  It is 

prudent to note that baal was in ancient times a common Hebrew term meaning ñhusbandò or ñmaster,ò 

demonstrating that, from its inception, that is precisely what this word means, not that it was originally 

the name of a false deity.  As early as Genesis 20:3, this term was used to represent a ñhusband.ò  This is 

the account of Abrahamôs telling Abimelech, King of Gerar, that Sarah was his sister.  In Genesis 20:3, 

displayed below, Abimelech learns that Abraham was more than a brother to Sarah:  He was also her 

husband! 
 

3
¶

   
But the Almighty came to Abimelech in dream by night and said to him, 

Behold, you are about to die because of the woman you have taken, she being 

married to a husband [Heb.  ˓ ˟˪˒˰, baal].
25

 
 

 As this verse demonstrates, the earliest usage of the Hebrew word baal reveals that it simply means 

ñhusbandò or ñmaster.ò  There are no allusions to an original application involving heathen worship.  

Certainly, in the beginning there were no false believers, no heathens who worshipped any supreme being 

other than Yahweh.  From all appearances, baal was simply a generic word with no negative connotations 

or associations with heathen worship.  With the commonly accepted meaning of ñhusbandò or ñmaster,ò it 

is understandable that Yahweh was from time to time referred to as Baal by His people, the word being 

more akin to a descriptive noun than an actual title.  Once men branched out after the Flood and began to 

repopulate the earth, though, corrupted worship began to take place.  Perhaps innocently, certain 

individuals may have begun to refer to Yahweh as their Baal on a much more exclusive basis than before.  

Gradually, they may have drifted into referring to Him more as Baal than by His name.  For all we know, 

they began to think the Creatorôs name is too holy to pronounce.  As worship became more and more 
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 This rendering is taken from The Interlinear Bible: Hebrew-Greek-English, Jay P. Green, Sr., General Editor and Translator, 

1986, Hendrickson Publishers.  All other versions omit the original Hebrew word ñhusbandò in their translations of this 

particular verse. 
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corrupt, it is quite likely that unregenerate men eventually lost Yahwehôs identity completely, ascribing 

His characteristics to Baal as their now completely separate religion emerged, with Baal as the newly 

concocted name of the deity they worshipped.  Is this possible?  Indeed it is.  In fact, we are persuaded 

that all available evidence supports the common term baal as having evolved into a corrupted name for a 

heathen deity, not vice-versa. 

 

 The same can be said for such titles as Elohim and Adonai.  Many in what is known as the Sacred 

Name Movement wouldnôt dream of referring to Yahweh as their Baal, yet they refer to Him as their 

Elohim on a regular basis.  Elohim is a generic title that was commonly used in reference to both Yahweh 

and false deities, but what many tend to overlook is the fact that Elohim was also the name of a heathen 

idol.  According to The International Bible Commentary, ñElohim is clearly derived from El, the name 

given to the king of the gods by the Canaanites, with Elôah, surviving mainly in poetry, as the connecting 

link.ò
26

  In addition, The New Ungerôs Bible Dictionary provides the following information:  ñBaal was 

the son of El, the father of the gods and the head of the Canaanite pantheon, according to the tablets from 

Ugarit.ò
27

 
 

 With nothing else to go on but the above information, one would be left to believe that Elohim, in its 

original form, is corrupt.  However, once again, we must pause and recognize that, in the beginning, there 

was no corrupted worship.  Was Elohim a part of the pure worship that pre-dated the corrupt worship?  

All available evidence supports believing that it was.  Otherwise, what became of that pure title originally 

used in reference to Yahweh?  How did a corrupt title come to completely replace an originally pure one?  

With no existing evidence to support the substitution of Elohim for an earlier title, we are left to believe 

that, indeed, Elohim was originally ascribed only to Yahweh as an honorable title.  As time progressed 

and man became more and more corrupt, Elohim, like Baal, was later applied to heathen deities in 

addition to Yahweh, and a deity named El would subsequently become known as the ñfather of the gods.ò  

It is worth noting that although The New Ungerôs Bible Dictionary identifies El as ñthe father of the gods 

and the head of the Canaanite pantheon,ò this reference nevertheless concludes, ñThe Heb. name of God, 

El, has, of course, no connection with paganism, but is a simple generic term.ò
28

  What this author is in 

essence stating is, ñEl is not connected to El.ò  With all due respect to the many otherwise scholarly 

observations put forth within this handy reference work, claiming that the pagan El is not connected to 

Yahwehôs title El is nothing short of nonsensensical. 
 

 This same historical pattern of otherwise noble titles being transferred to heathen idols is characteristic 

of the title molech.  In I Samuel 12:12 we read,  
 

12
¶

  
And when ye saw that Nahash the king (̀ˑ˪ˑˬ), melek) of the children of 

Ammon came against you, ye said unto me, óNay; but a king (̀ˑ˪ˑˬ), melek) 

shall reign over usô:  when Yahweh your Almighty was your king (Heb. 

˫ˌ˩ˋ̕ˋ˪˒ˬ, malk-xem). 

 

 The spelling of the Hebrew word translated ñkingò in the above verse is identical to the spelling of the 

name of the Ammonitesô chief deity, Molech.  For those not familiar with the practices associated with 

the worship of Molech, Leviticus 18:21 mentions sacrificing children to this idol: 
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 From The International Bible Commentary, F. F. Bruce, General Editor, 1986, Marshall Pickering/Zondervan Publishers, 

page 57. 
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 From The New Ungerôs Bible Dictionary, by Merrill F. Unger, 1988, Moody Press, Chicago, IL, p. 485. 
28

 Ibid, p. 341. 
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1
 And thou shalt not let any of thy seed pass through the fire to Molech ( ˔̀ˑ˪̗ ). 

Molek), neither shalt thou profane the name of thy Almighty: I am Yahweh. 
 

  If you compare the Hebrew word translated ñkingò in I Samuel 12:12 with the Hebrew name Molech 

in Leviticus 18:21, you will find that they are spelled the same in Hebrew.
29

  The only notable difference 

between these two words lies in the vowel pointings, which werenôt added until the seventh century CE.
30

  

Thus, if we were to transliterate the Hebrew word translated ñkingò in I Samuel 12:12 prior to the 

invention of the vowel-pointing system, that verse could legitimately be read, ñNay; but a molech shall 

reign over us: when Yahweh your Almighty was your molechim.ò 
 

 This same pattern is also evident with the Hebrew title adonai.  All available evidence supports these 

titles as originally having been ascribed to Yahweh before later becoming corrupted.  The question is, 

ñDoes the corruption of an originally-pure word or title make it unusable?ò  No, it does not.  Consider, for 

example, the very name of Yahweh.  This name, as we are about to see, was brutally misappropriated and 

perverted by heathen men.  According to French epigrapher Andr® Lemaire in his article ñWho or What 

was Yahwehôs Asherah?ò published in the Nov.-Dec. 1984 issue of Biblical Archaeology Review, an 

inscription found at a site known as Kuntillet Ajrud (dated 750 BCE) states the following: 
 

I bless you by Yahweh of Samaria, and by His asherah!
31

 
 

 Another inscription, found in a small Arab village named Khirbet el-Kom, from the same time period, 

reads: 
 

Uriyahu, the wealthy man had it written: 

Blessed be Uriyahu by Yahweh 

and by His asherah; from his enemies He saved him!  (written) by Onyahu.   

...... and by his asherah 

...... (and by) his (ashe)r(ah).
32

 
 

 Still another Hebrew inscription, found on the wall of a tomb near Hebron, dating from the same time 

period, reads: 
 

Blessed by Yahweh and by His asherah.
33
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 You can also compare the two Hebrew spellings for yourself by using a Strongôs Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible.  The 

Hebrew word for ñkingò is word #4428, and the name of the Ammonite deity, Molech, is word #4432.  Both words contain the 

same, exact Hebrew spelling (˨˪ ˬ), the only difference being the vowel points, which, as noted below, werenôt even added to 

the Hebrew text until the 7
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 century CE. 
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 This information comes from the New Bible Dictionary, 2nd ed., J. D. Douglas, Organizing Editor, Tyndale House 

Publishers, Inc., Wheaton, IL, article ñTexts and Versions,ò p. 1,178, where we read, ñIt was not until about the 7th century of 
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 Ibid. 
33

 Ibid. 
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 Asherah is the name of the Canaanite mother-goddess whose worship is expressly forbidden in such 

Biblical passages as Deuteronomy 16:21 (consistently rendered ñgroveò in the King James Version).  

Clearly, Yahwehôs name was misappropriated and corrupted by heathen worshippers.   
 

 Not only did apostate believers inanely associate Yahwehôs name with a ñgoddess,ò but His name was 

also incorporated into the name of an Egyptian moon deity!  According to Encyclopedia of Gods, one of 

the many idols worshipped by ancient Egyptians was one named Yah: 
 

Yah 

Moon god. Egyptian. Yah may have been an import to Egypt brought by 

Semitic immigrants who based his profile on the Mesopotamian god Sin. He is 

mentioned largely from the twentieth century BC onward and is depicted in 

human form, but can also be represented by the falcon and the ibis.
34

 
 

 We can certainly see that the adversary has had his hand in virtually everything having to do with pure 

worship, including the very name of our Heavenly Father.  Thus mishandled, shall we now discontinue 

calling upon that name?  Do we discard the name of the Creator simply because it becomes abused?  No.  

If this were the answer, we would find ourselves constantly changing the Creatorôs name in response to all 

the subsequent abuses that each ñcleanò name would incur.  Yahweh is still Yahweh, no matter how men 

attempt to make Him conform to their own image of what He should be.  Yahweh is His name forever 

(Exodus 3:15), no matter what other plans man may have in mind.  Similarly, any titles originally 

ascribed to Yahweh do not become ñuncleanò just because they are later conferred upon heathen idols. 

Despite the fact that apostate men ñpaganizedò Yahwehôs Hebrew titles, naming deities after ñelohim,ò 

ñbaal,ò ñadonai,ò and even ñmolech,ò this does not mean that man can now take any already pagan-to-the-

core name and simply apply it to Yahweh as a ñperfectly acceptable translationò of the original Hebrew 

title.  Does the wrongful ñpaganizingò of the titles that Yahweh gave to Himself give mankind a license to 

apply ñjust any old pagan nameò to the Creator?  No, it does not.  This is a classic case of the proverbial 

ñTwo wrongs donôt make a rightò expression. 
 

 Once we establish the fact that any title originally ascribed to Yahweh cannot ever properly become 

disassociated from Him despite later becoming tainted with heathen worship during the course of history, 

we are then poised to ask the pivotal question around which this study centers:  Is it appropriate to take an 

already-corrupt  name and apply it to the Creator as a title?  The answer, again, is no.  For example, what 

sincere truth seeker and servant of Yahweh would ever consider referring to Him as ñour Zeusò or ñour 

Apolloò?
35

  Each of the preceding two names represents the names of pagan deities, the worship of which 

is clearly outlawed by Yahweh.  Yahweh commands His people to have ñno otherò deities before Him 

(Ex. 20:3).  He later adds, ñI am YAHWEH, and there is none else, there is no mighty one beside Me.  I 
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 From Encyclopedia of Gods, by Michael Jordan, Facts on File, Inc., 1993, p. 291. 
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 As we will later see, when the opposition is cornered, they are compelled to admit that if Scripture truly sanctions referring 

to Yahweh as ñGod,ò then it must also be acceptable to refer to Him as ñour Zeusò or ñour Apollo.ò  Indeed, if one must allow 

a culture to incorporate a foreign word into its own vocabulary, specifically the name of a heathen idol, while simultaneously 
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allowing that same culture the freedom to do the same with the names of other heathen idolsô names as well, such as Zeus.  In 

our March - April 2001 group e-mail discussion, two of the participating individuals who expressed opposition to our cause 

conceded that, in their estimation, the incorporation and redefinition of such names as Zeus into titles for Yahweh would not 

necessarily be dishonorable unto Him!  One of them, the individual who, as mentioned earlier, identifies himself by the 

pseudonym Dauid ben Yacov, wrote, ñIf I were using Zeus or Apollo as titles to express that Yahueh was my Deity, then I 

would have no problem saying and honorably so that Yahueh is my Zeus or that Yahueh is my Apollo.ò 
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girded thee, though thou hast not known Me:   That they may know from the rising of the sun, and from 

the west, that there is none beside Me.  I am Yahweh, and there is NONE ELSE!ò  (Isaiah 45:5-6). 
 

 If Yahweh doesnôt even recognize any supreme beings other than Himself, then why would anyone 

professing to follow Him willfully choose to refer to Him with a title emanating from heathen worship, 

specifically from the name of a heathen idol?  Would doing such a thing bring honor to Yahweh?  Would 

we honor Yahweh if we referred to Him as ñYahweh our Zeusò or ñYahweh our Apolloò?  We could 

expand this to include such idols as Nisroch, an Assyrian deity mentioned in II Kings 19:37.  Should it be 

considered appropriate to refer to our Creator as ñYahweh our Nisrochò?  And what about the deity 

mentioned in Isaiah 65:11 -- the deity whose name is pronounced ñGODò?  Knowing this truth, should it 

be considered appropriate to refer to our Creator as ñYahweh our Godò?  Remember, Yahweh Himself 

specifically identifies this deity as one worshipped by those who forsake Him.  Shall we therefore take the 

name of a deity worshipped by those who forsake Yahweh and apply that name to Yahweh as a title for 

Him?  Would doing such a thing convey honor to our Creator?  If our ultimate goal as truth seekers and 

servants is to live our lives striving to bring honor to Yahweh, then we should earnestly seek to refer to 

Him with titles that bring Him the most honor.  Does ñGodò pass the test?  The information we have seen 

to this point indicates that it does not, but thereôs lots more for us to consider.  Before we present 

additional findings, letôs clear up a couple of common misunderstandings. 
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6.  Clearing Up Two Misunderstandings 
  

 

o matter how clearly and distinctly an individual tries to express himself, it is inevitable that he or 

she will eventually be misunderstood on a few things!  This is what occurred to June and me with 

regard to our original study on this subject.  In this lengthier exposé, we hope to address and 

resolve at least two of those misunderstandings. 
 

 

A.  Should Titles be Translated? 
 

 One person, upon reading our study to this point, expressed concern that perhaps June and I are 

opposed to translating titles.  Nothing could be further from the truth.  We will therefore take this 

opportunity to establish our support for the fact that titles, unlike names, may indeed be legitimately and 

honorably translated from one language to another. We can all hopefully recognize that an Englishman 

wishing to refer to Yahweh as his ñElohimò has just as much right to do so as one who speaks Hebrew, 

the language from which we received the word ñelohim.ò  Conversely, there is nothing wrong with that 

same Englishman translating ñelohimò into English as an honorable title such as ñAlmightyò and using it 

in reference to Yahweh, especially since ñAlmightyò and ñelohimò both convey the meaning of power. 

 

 Names, on the other hand, are not translated.  Instead, they are transliterated, which means their 

pronunciation is carried over from one language to the next with little or no variation. Although we have 

been subtly taught that names may be translated from one language to another, the truth of the matter is, 

they really should not be translated, unless you want to say something like, ñthe name Daniel means 

óElohim is Judge.ôò  Despite this Hebrew-to-English translation, no one is going to argue that we should 

be referring to this Hebrew prophet as Elohim is Judge when we speak English.  By the same token, no 

one is going to attempt to translate into English names such as Adolf Hitler, Mao-Tse-Tung, Osama bin 

Ladin, or Pocahontas.  Titles, however, are a different matter.  For example, a cook is called a cocinero in 

Spanish.  A fireman is termed a bombero in Spanish, and a nurse is considered an enfermera.  The 

Spanish translations of these titles in no way resemble their English counterparts!  Sometimes, though, a 

title can be spelled the same (or nearly the same) from one language to the next.  For example, a doctor is 

un doctor in Spanish.  Policeman is policía.  President is presidente.  When it comes to Yahwehôs titles, 

the most common ones employed in the Hebrew language are adonai and elohim.  We do not deny that 

these titles can rightfully be translated into the English language if one so chooses, and in fact this is what 

June and I normally do.  We usually refer to Yahweh as our Almighty, our Mighty One, or our Sovereign, 

all of which are considered accurate, honorable translations of the Hebrew title elohim.   
 

 As indicated by the title of our study, a controversy exists with regard to the limits to which we can go 

when it comes to translating elohim from Hebrew into English.  In other words, the question arises, 

ñWhere should we ódraw the lineô between what is an óhonorable translationô of elohim and what is a 

ódishonorable translationô of that Hebrew title?ò We know that a proper translation must take into 

consideration the original intent  of that Hebrew word, conveying strength, might, and power.  All one 

has to do to learn the original, intended meaning of elohim is to look it up in Strongôs Exhaustive 

Concordance.  This Hebrew word is most commonly translated ñgodò in English, and is word #430 in 

Strongôs Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary: 

 

 
 

N 
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430.   ˫ ˧ˏˢ̂ˌ˞  ôǝl¹h´m,  el-o-heemǋ;   plur. of 433;   

gods in the ordinary sense; but spec. used 

(in the plur. thus, esp. with the art.) of the 

supreme God; occasionally applied by way of 

deference to magistrates; and sometimes as a 

superlative:ðangels, x  exceeding, God (gods) (-

dess, -ly), x  (very) great, judges, x  mighty. 

 

 As shown from the above listing in Strongôs Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, the word Elohim is the 

plural of word #433.  This is the Hebrew word ̡̏˪ˌ˞ (or ̏̂ˌ˞), pronounced eloah.  Here is how the listing 

for word #433 appears in Strongôs: 
 

433.  ̏ ̡˪ˌ˞  ôǝl¹wahh,   el-oǋ-ah;    rarely  (short.)    

̏̂ˌ˞ ôǝl¹ahh, el-oǋ-ah; prob. prol. (emphat.) 

from 410; a deity or the Deity:ðGod,   god.  See 

430.    

 

 The reason Iôm illustrating the singular form of the Hebrew word pronounced Elohim is to draw 

emphasis to the fact that this word is derived from the Hebrew word listed as word #410 in Strongôs 

Exhaustive Concordance, and to demonstrate that this Hebrew word does indeed convey the meaning of 

strength, might and power.  This Hebrew word is pronounced ale, or as many prefer to render it, el.  

Shown below is Strongôs listing for the word el: 
 

410.  ˪ ̉ôêl,  ale;  short.  from 352;  strength;  as  

adj. mighty; espec. the Almighty (but used 

also of any deity):ðGod (god), x  goodly, x  great, 

idol, might (-y one), power, strong.  Comp. names 

in ñ-el.ò  

 

 As displayed by Strongôs, the Hebrew word elohim is ultimately traced to word #410 (êl), which 

literally means strength and mighty.  Now that we know the originally-intended meaning of elohim, we 

come face-to-face with the question regarding the validity of the translation that was arbitrarily chosen by 

the translators of such versions as the King James Version:  the name/title God.  The word God, as used in 

reference to our Creator, appears 3,005 times in the King James Versionôs ñOld Testament.ò  In the vast 

majority of cases, this word occurs as a translation of the Hebrew elohim.  Considering the fact that there 

are 23,145 verses in what is known as the ñOld Testament,ò the word God appears in roughly one out of 

every eight verses of Scripture, making it one of the most common words in what is known as the 

Tanakh.
36

  With a word as common as God making its appearance in our Bibles, it is extremely important 

for us to know with confidence that it truly represents the best, the most accurate, and the most honorable 

translation of the original Hebrew word.   If it isnôt, the translation God must be considered one of the 

most poorly translated words in all of Scripture, if not the most poorly translated word in all of Scripture!  

Does the translation ñGodò most accurately and properly  reflect the intended meaning of the Hebrew 

word elohim as used in reference to our Heavenly Father?  From where does the word ñGodò originate?  

Should the word ñGodò be considered a proper translation of elohim or does it more accurately represent 

                                                 
36

 Tanakh is the Hebrew term or acronym for the three divisions of what is known as the ñOld Testament,ò consisting of the 

Law, the Prophets, and the Writings: Torah (law), Nevôim (prophets), and Kethuvim (writings) or ñTorah Nevôim Kethuvim,ò 

abbreviated T-N-K.  Vowels were added to T-N-K, rendering it Ta-Na-K in order to facilitate the pronunciation ñTanakhò (also 

Tanach or Tanak).  Jews came to use this term to refer to the Hebrew Scriptures, and in 1982 the Jewish Publication Society 

completed an English translation of the Scriptures entitled Tanakh ð The Holy Scriptures. 
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the transliteration of the name of an idol?  Do we honor Yahweh by referring to Him as ñour Godò?  

These are questions demanding answers! 



32                                                     Clearing Up Two Misunderstandings                                                 
 

 

 

Godôs Identity ï According to Ancient Hebrew Scholars 

B.  If We Reject the Heathen ñGod,ò Must We Reject Every ñUncleanò Word? 
 

 One frequently misunderstood notion is the belief that if we are to remove God from our vocabulary, 

then we must similarly remove all words of heathen origin from our lips.  Perhaps this apparent 

misunderstanding was best expressed by Silvio Soto in a group ñe-mail debateò that we had over the 

subject of the appropriateness of referring to Yahweh as ñour God.ò  Silvio Soto, as already mentioned, 

co-authored the article that eventually led to a critique issued by June and me in October 2000, which in 

turn led to our three-part study published in Frank Brownôs Search the Scriptures newsletter from January 

- May 2001.  In the course of our ñdebate,ò I wrote the following: 
 

My premise is that a non-Hebrew word or even an original Hebrew word that 

can be traced as having originally been the name of an idol cannot be 

honorably applied to our Heavenly Father.  óGodô is such a word.
37

 
 

 Mr. Soto verbalized his perception that the elimination of God from oneôs vocabulary, at least in 

reference to Yahweh (based on its heathen origin), must also be accompanied by the rejection of a 

plethora of other English words, regardless of to ñwhomò they are applied or how they are used.  Here is 

his response to the above quote, as expressed in his e-mail editorial of March 18, 2001: 
 

One of the best available methods of testing claims is to extend them to their 

most logical and obvious ramifications.  The nature of truth is such that truth 

will have to lead into more truth.  Therefore, by Larryôs own statement, all one 

has to do is to demonstrate to him that a given word (whether Hebrew or 

English) can be traced to the name of a false deity and Larry will have to avoid 

ever applying that word unto Yahweh.  From the book written by C.J. Koster 

[The Final Reformation, renamed Come Out of Her, My People], we can 

compile the following English words which Koster documents and traces to 

the name of pagan deities:  óBible, Church, Holy, Hallowed, Sacred, 

Sanctified, Glory, Divine, Deity, Here, and Sacrifice.ô  Furthermore, from the 

óInstitute For Scripture Research,ô we can add the following words to our list:  

Abundance, Calendar, Earth, Faith, Grace, Honor, Hymn, King, Man, Music, 

Renown, Secure, Victory, and Wind.ô  By no means is this the end of the list!
38

 

 

 The most glaring misunderstanding of our position as expressed by Mr. Soto lies in the obvious fact 

that none of the words listed above, with the exception of the word ñKing,ò are normally employed as 

titles for Yahweh, and we certainly do not refer to Him as ñour Deity.ò  Although we have found no 

evidence that there was ever an idol named Deity, we nevertheless are aware of the pagan connections, 

which are sufficient for us to avoid employing this term in reference to Yahweh.  As for the word King, 

we have yet to encounter a shred of evidence that this English word stems from the name of any idol.  We 

challenged the authors of ñThe Truth Regarding Inspired Titlesò to provide evidence of the same,
39

 and I 

                                                 
37

  Excerpt from a group e-mail entitled ñAcheson Responds to Soto, part twoò that I (Larry) sent to 36 recipients on March 15, 

2001 at 9:03:49 AM CDT. 
38

  Excerpt from a group e-mail (entitled ñRe: Theos Reply to Mr. Achesonôs Critique, Part Oneò), that Silvio Soto sent to 25 

recipients on 03/18/ 2001 at 8:42:36 PM CST. 
39

 From our original critique on the article ñThe Truth Regarding Inspired Titlesò entitled ñDo We Honor Yahweh by Referring 

to Him as óOur Godô?ò, October 2000, Installment #8, section XXIX.  In this particular section, June and I addressed the 

following commentary from page 45 of Silvio Soto and Dale Georgeôs article: 
Any argument of the old school that is used to reject ógodô and ólordô as English ócommon nouns,ô can also be used to reject 

óelohimô and óadonay,ô along with a host of other Hebrew words, such as Adam, Eden, Sabbath, Father, Ancient of Days, 
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reiterated that challenge in my response to the above commentary by Mr. Soto.  He did not answer my 

challenge. 
 

 As for words such as Bible, Here, Sacred, etc., even if they could be proven to have originally been 

the names of heathen deities, then that would be fine by us, for we do not use those terms as titles of 

Yahweh!  We do not ever expect to be referring to Yahweh as ñour Bible,ò ñour Church,ò or as ñour 

Here.ò 
 

 The gist of this misunderstanding stems from the perception that ñrefraining from referring to Yahweh 

as óour Godôò also implies that we believe that we must forcibly remove any and all words of heathen 

origin from our lips.  The position held by June and me revolves around the use of titles that can be 

proven as having originated from the names of heathen idols and subsequently applied as titles to 

Yahweh.  We intentionally highlighted the above sentence because itôs something that simply has not 

been absorbed by the likes of Silvio Soto and others of his persuasion over the years.  Maybe reinforcing 

it will cause them to more carefully ponder its ramifications.  Our stance does not include a suggestion 

that we all need to completely remove any and all pagan words from our vocabulary, such as any of the 

words listed above.  This is all about where we ñdraw the line.ò  June and I ñdraw the lineò when it comes 

to ñunclean,ò heathenistically-emanated names applied as titles for Yahweh.  Others ñdraw the lineò with 

regard to words that are considered ñculturally unacceptableò when applied as titles for Yahweh.   
 

                                                                                                                                                                            
Most High, Everlasting One, Covenant, Rock, Fish, Brother, Kinsman, King, Judge, Shepherd, and many more that scholars 

maintain were borrowed by Israel from the Canaaniteôs religion! 

It is no easy task responding to the above, as the authors confuse the reader by referring to a host of English nouns while 

terming them ñother Hebrew words.ò  Did they mean, for example, that the English word ñFatherò is of heathen origin or did 

they mean that its Hebrew counterpart ñAbò is of heathen origin? They further confused the issue by leaving out 

documentation for their remark.  Lack of documentation, by the way, was one of the most serious criticisms that June and I had 

to offer in our response to their article, and we devoted nearly all of our first installment to addressing this problem.  Their 

revision, renamed The Truth About Inspired Titles in the Light of the Sacred Names, afforded the reader a significantly greater 

amount of documentation, although the above commentary was left undocumented as it appears on page 88 of the revision.  In 

answering their commentary, here is what June and I wrote:   
 We reply:  First of all, regarding their claim that we must use the same rules to reject ógodô and ólordô as some apparently 

use to reject óelohimô and óadonay,ô we must refer the reader to our previously-mentioned position that just because man has 

taken it upon himself to ópaganizeô Yahwehôs original titles does NOT mean that we can take an already pagan-to-the-core 

name and apply it to Yahweh as a óperfectly acceptable English translationô of óElohimô! 

 Secondly, the authors [Soto and George] once again failed to document their óscholarlyô references from which they 

gleaned the above information pertaining to alleged óunclean words.ô  For example, we have a book entitled Dictionary of 

Word Origins by Joseph T. Shipley, Philosophical Library, New York, 1945, and it traces the word óAdamô to the first man.  

The word óSabbath,ô it claims, is derived from the Hebrew word óShabath,ô to rest.  The word ócovenant,ô it reveals, is 

derived from the Latin óconvenire, from óvenire,ô to come, and ócon,ô together. 

 Note this bookôs item regarding the origin of the word óking,ô as shown on page 204:  óThe divine right of kings was 

worked into the etymology of this word.  It is A.S. cyning, head (son) of the cyn, or tribe.  But from early times we find forms 

like A.S. kuning, as though from Goth. kunnan,ô A.S. cunnan, whence Eng. cunning and ken:  king because he has wisdom.  

Carlyle several times emphasizes this origin.  (On Heroes and Hero-Worship, VI; Sartor Resarius, III, 7).ô  Note:  No 

mention is made in this reference of the word ókingô originally having been the name of a heathen deity.  (Excerpt from 

section XXIX, Installment 8, of our critique). 

As mentioned earlier, neither June nor I could discern whether authors Soto and George were referring to words such as king as 

being ñuncleanò or if they were referring to their Hebrew counterparts, such as melek.  Thankfully, Mr. Soto clarified the 

misunderstanding, insisting that indeed, they were referring only to the original Hebrew words.  In an e-mail sent on October 

27, 2000, he wrote:  ñPlease observe that we were not referring to English words, but to Hebrew words translated as king, 

shepherd, father, judge, etc.ò 

We thought his explanation settled that particular misunderstanding, until his e-mail of March 18, 2001 re-opened the ñcan of 

worms,ò as he reasserted that people of our persuasion must also refrain from referring to Yahweh with such titles as King!  

We were therefore compelled to remind him that we are still waiting for the evidence that the word king was ever the name of a 

heathen deity.  As of this writing (2016), we continue to await his response to our query. 






















































































































































































































































































































































